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WHEREAS, the Bicycle Master Plan, attached as EXhibit A, creates the vision and path '
forward for Howard County to become a bicycle friendly community by making it easy for
people of all ages and abilities to get around by bicycle; and

WHEREAS, the Bicycle Master Plan was developed with extensive public input and
with oversight from the Office of Transportation, a multi-disciplinary Technical Advisory group,

and a consultant with extensive experience in drafting similar plans around the country; and .

- WHEREAS, the Bicycle Master Plan provides guidance and recommeéndations in the
categories of policy updates, programs for education, encouragement, and enforcement, as well

as'suggested infrastructure improvements to create a connected bike network; and

WHEREAS, the Bicycle Master Plan is identified in PlanHoward 2030, the County’s
General Plan, as Policy and Implementing Action 7.6a to be comple‘ted; and

: WHEREAS the County Executive believes that streets should be safe and
accommodatmg for everyone, whether they are driving, walking, biking, or taking public transit;

and

WHEREAS, the County Executive has proposed a Complete Streets policy statement
within his letter of support that will be included in the Bicycle Master Plan that states, “To
ensure that Howard County is a place for individuals of all backgrounds to live and travel freely,

- safely, and comfortably, public and private roadways in Howard County shall be safe and

convenient for residents of all ages and abilities who travel by foot, bicycle, public

transporiation or automobile, ensuring sustainable communities Countywide.”; and
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WHEREAS, the County Executive is organizing a working group, the Complete Streets
Implementation Team, that is expected to (1) draft a comprehensive Complete Streets Policy

consistent with best practices; and (2) develop a Complete Streets Design Manual (the “Design

Manual”) that implements the Complete Streets Policy and incorporates necessary elements from

the current Howard County Design Manual, Volume III, Roads and Bridees; and

WHEREAS, upon completion of the Complete Streets Implementation Team’s work, the

County Executive is expected to submit to the Countv Council both the comprehensive Complete

Streets Policy and Design Manual for final approval and

WHEREAS the League of American Bicyclists is a 5 01(c)(3) organization that Works to
create aBicycle Friendly Amenca through education programs; creating better b11<1ng

environments, and promoting blcyclmg as a transportation option of choice; and -

‘WHEREAS, a bicycle-friendly community designation from the League of American
Bicyclists is a highly coveted award that identifies the community as one that is improving
public health, reducing traffic congestion, improving.air quality, and improving the quality of
life; and

- WHEREAS, a bicycle-friendly community designation marks the community as a
vibrant destination for residents and visitors, which holds positive economic benefits for the

entire community; and

WHEREAS, the approvél of this Resolution will greatly aid the County in its pursuit of
receiving a bicycle-friendly community designation from the League of American Bicyclists, and

to be the first county to do so in the State of Maryland; and
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WHEREAS, the Bicycle Master Plan was reviewed and recommended approval
unanimously by the Planning Board on January 7, 2016, with the note that the projects are

" preliminary and to include the development of a public mput process as a step in the

implementation matrix.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by, the County Council of Howard County,
Méryland this Z 2 day of 2016, that it hereby approves the

Blcycle Master Plan of Howard County, attached as Exhibit A.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard Coﬁnty,
Maryland, that the Council is approving the Bicycle Master Plan with the understanding that
specific routes identified in the Plan are suggested at a Very high planning level, and may be

altered following addiﬁ'on_al detailed design planning and public comment.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard Coﬁntv,
Marvyland, that the Countv Council requests that the County EXecutive direct the ‘Complete

Streets Implementation Team to draft a comprehensive Complete Streets Policy and develop a

Complete Streets Desmn Manual that implements the Complete Streets Policy for submission to

the Council for approval

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the County Council of Howard County,

Maryland, this dayof 2016 thatit hereby-approves that it

[(DeE g

hereby endorses a Complete Streets policy as the road use approach for Howard County.
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Howard County, Mqrqund
Allan H. Kittleman, County Executive
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January 5, 2016
To the Residents of Howard County,

Today | present to you Howard County’s first Bicycle Master Plan. As
Howard County continues to evolve and develop, this plan will serve to
provide proactive guidance on how to accommodate the growing demand
for transportation options in a cost-effective and comprehensive manner.
Bicycling is more than just a healthy hobby. It also provides a functional
form of travel for many individuals, and developing a stronger
infrastructure for people biking provides numerous benefits for the entire
county. These benefits include creating an environment for all citizens to
lead healthier lifestyles, building opportunities for economic development,
and improving our air quality through the reduction of emissions. This plan
will serve as another avenue for Howard County to become a more -
sustainable community.

The key proposals of this plan focus on creating a more bikeable Howard
County by recommending a review of certain policies, developing a bicycle
network that connects people and places, and promoting awareness and
education on living in a bicycle-friendly community.

One of the recommendations of this plan, as well as PlanHoward 2030, is
the adoption of a complete streets policy. A complete streets policy
outlines a community’s vision for how their streets should be designed,
operated and maintained so that all users feel secure walking, biking or

driving. Based on these recommendations, | therefore propose that the
County hold the following policy and vision to guide future development,
re-development and County road projects:

“To ensure that Howard County is a place for individuals of all
backgrounds to live and travel freely, safely, and comfortably, public and
private roadways in Howard County shall be safe and convenient for
residents of all ages and abilities who travel by foot, bicycle, public
transportation or automobile, ensuring sustainable communities
Countywide.”

In fulfilling another recommendation of this plan, | am organizing an
implementation team to evaluate and execute the key components of this
plan to the maximum extent feasible, and | have asked Christopher
Eatough, the County’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator, to chair this
working group. Members of this team will include individuals from the
Department of Public Works, the Department of Planning and Zoning, the
Department of Recreation and Parks, Columbia Association, and the
Howard County Public School System. The first task that | am directing
this team to complete is an evaluation of the Howard County Design

 Manual, Volume I, Roads and Bridges, in order to provide

recommendations on updating this document to integrate with the
aforementioned complete streets policy.

This plan was developed with strong community engagement in order to
better understand the direction the citizens of Howard County wish to
move towards. This plan presents a strong framework for the future of
Howard County and while we have already started to implement a few of
the recommendations in this plan, I look forward to our continued progress
in developing a bicycle-friendly community. With the adoption of this plan,
Howard County reaffirms a commitment to its citizens to provide a healthy
and sustainable environment to live in, and therefore | encourage the
support of this plan from the entire Howard County community.

Sincerely,

T K=

Allan H. Kittleman
Howard County Executive
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The Vision of BikeHoward

“Howard County, Maryland seeks fo be a bicycle-friendly County where residents and visitors, schooichildren and
seniors, men and women feel comfortable and safe bicycling on our roads and paths as a means of daily transpor-

tation and healthy recreation.”

Purpose

BikeHoward is the Howard County Bicycle Master Plan. The primary purpose
of BikeHoward is to provide a framework to guide the county’s future actions

. to improve conditions for bicyclists and promote bicycling as a safe and con-
venient travel option., In other words: '

Making it easy for people of all ages and abilities to get around by bike
in Howard County. ) .

BikeHoward provides recommendations and guidance in the following gen-
eral categories: o '

e Policy updates
e Programs providing educaﬁon,' encouragement and enforcement
e Infrastructure improvements to create 3 connected bike network

It is important to note that details on committed funding sources for the infra-
- structure improvements are not identified or confirmed. The network is aspi-
rational and provides a vision to work towards over time. Funding will require
creativity in acquiring grants, coordinating with the County resurfacing sched-

Harriet Tr*~man Lane

ule, working with developers and exploring various funding sources at the local,
state and federal level. Providing the details of the desired bike network will be
valuable for maximizing these funding opportunities, however, BikeHoward
does not commit Howard County to funding all of the structured projects.

Goals

Create a Safe and Seamless Network: For bicycling to grow, cyclists must
have a safe, intuitive, easy and seamless network of bikeways that connects
them to where they want to go: schools, shops, parks and work, with facilities
that will serve cyclists of all skill and comfort levels.

Increase Participation and Safety through bicycle educational programs for
school-aged children and youth, and awareness campaigns for motor vehicle
users, to make- bicycling normal, popular and accepted transportation option.

Update County Policies to ensure that that the County’s infrastructure and
land development policies fully accommodate and encourage bicycling.

Coordinate with Maryland state legislators and agency officials to accommo-
date bicycle travel through: '

e state highways and public transit services
e regulation of utility rights-of-way _
e administration of storm water treatment and water quality regulations

Promote Active Living by including bicycling as an active component of a liva-
ble community that is physically healthy, economically sound and environmen-
tally sustainable.



‘Recommendations for Policy

BikeHoward provides several recommendations for updating County policy
that would significantly improve bicycle accommodation. Most significantly:

e Develop a county wide “complete streets” policy. This would ensure that
all streets are designed, built, operated and maintained to enable safe

access for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit users of all ages '

and abilities.

o Update Howard County roadway and bikeway design guidelines. A pro-
posal for these updates is provided in Appendix A.

e Update development policies and regulations that govern private devel-
opment and site plan review to include measures that accommodate peo-
~ ple on bikes. '

CA Bikeabout.

Bicycle Parking at Northfield Elementary

Recommendations for Programs |

A comprehensive approach to becoming a bike friendly community includes
programming efforts to provide education, encouragement and enforcement.
These efforts need to be ongoing and far reaching. They are generally low cost
and can be incorporated into existing programs and organizations. '

o  Education is critical to ensure that all road users understand their rights
and responsibilities on the road and to provide the necessary skills and
awareness for people to coexist, whether they are riding a bicycle, walking,
or driving a motor vehicle.

e Encouragement is important to boost participation and help more people
enjoy the benefits of getting around by bike. In particular, the large
“interested but concerned” category includes many people that would like
to ride more, but may need the assistance of a group ride, a mentor, a goal
or a challenge to make the change and integrate biking into their lives. The
“interested but concerned” group is estimated to include 60% of the gen-
eral population.

o Enforcement is an important element to safety on the roads for everyone,
including the most vulnerable road users, i.e. cyclists and pedestrians. This
can be done through coordination with County Police to improve compli-
ance with existing laws. Especially important is the bicycle mounted police
program and park ranger program. Maintaining or expanding these pro-
grams provides increased knowledge, understanding and enforcement of
laws and behaviors that affect the safety of people on bikes.




Recommendations for Infrastructure ﬂmprovements

A connected network js critical to acCommodating bike trips in Howarg
County. To ensure the network is easy to use for people of all ages and abil-
ities, the focus is on high quality, Separated facilities such ag off street path-
ways and protected bike lanes. These facilities need to be continuoys rather
than disjointed, and need to connect places that people want to go to.

The proposed BikeHoward network was developed with extensive communi-
ty input, consultant expertise and staff guidance from many departments. It

is organized into short-term (10 years), mid-term (10 to 20 years) and long- -

term (20 to 30 years) improvements.

Protected Bike Lane

. —

" Recommended Network Improvem

Network (Miles)

Total
(Miles or

Recommendations for
New Facilities

191 Locations

34 Locations

26 Locations
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builds on the existing facilities with a phased approach over
time. The core of the existing facilities is located in Columbia, with its ex-
tensive system of shared use pathways. The BikeHoward network out-
lines how to effectively grow this network of biking facilities by filling in
missing connections and branching out to new areas. Over time, the re-
sulting biking network will look something like this:

The network

Short Term Network
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ll‘ltl‘OdUCtiO-n The Vision of BikeHoward

“Howard County, Maryland seeks to be a bicycle-friendly County where residents and visitors,
schoolchildren and seniors, men and women feel comfortable and safe bicycling on our roads
and paths as a means of daily fransportation and healthy recreation.”

Purpose

BikeHoward is the Howard County Bicycle Master Plan.
The primary purpose of BikeHoward is to provide a
framework to guide the county’s future actions to im-
prove conditions for bicyclists and promote bicycling as B
a safe and convenient travel option. In other words: o

Making it easy for people of all ages and abilities to
get around by bike in Howard County.

BikeHoward provides recommendations and guidance in
the following general categories:

e Policy updates

°  Programs for education, encouragement and en-
forcement

Vision and Goals

e Infrastructure improvements to create a connected

The vision and goals of BikeHoward flow directly
bike network

from PlanHoward 2030, the County's general
plan. PlanHoward 2030 is organized around the
concepts of environmental, economic and com-
munity sustainability.

It is important to note that details on committed funding
sources for the infrastructure improvements are not
identified or confirmed in this plan. The network is aspi-
rational and provides a vision to work towards over time.
Funding will require creativity in acquiring grants, coordj-
nating with the County resurfacing schedule, working
with developers and exploring various funding sources
at the local, state and federal level. Providing the details
of the desired bike network will be valuable for maximiz-
ing these funding opportunities, however, BikeHoward
does not commit Howard County to funding all of the °
structured projects in the plan.

Bicycling has the potential to make a significant
contribution toward achieving the County’s sus-
tainability goals in each of these areas:

Environmental sustainability by reducing air
and water pollution

Economic sustainability by contributing to
tourism and reducing household transporta-
tion expenditures

* Community sustainability by contributing to -

public health and helping neighborhoods re--

main safe and functional for all generations .

1~ o _ .
() ()

PlanHoward 2030 calls for the promotion of com-
plete streéts design practices, and establishment
of an interdepartmental team to implement both a
countywide Bicycle Master Plan and a county-
wide Pedestrian Master Plan. BikeHoward is an
important step in achieving these objectives.

By improving conditions for cyclists on roadways,
by connecting and extending paths, and by link-
ing residential areas to shopping centers, public
facilities and jobs, bicycling can take its place in _
an effective multi-modal transportation system
that provides residents sustainable transportation
options for daily life.



The Goals of BikeHoward

Create a Safe and Seamless Network: For bicy-
cling to grow, cyclists must have a safe, intuitive,
gasy and seamless network of bikeways that con-
nects them to where they want to go: schools,
shops, parks and work, with facilities that will serve
cyclists of all skill and comfort levels.

Increase Participation and Safety through bicycle
educational programs for school-aged children and

youth, and awareness campaigns for motor vehicle

users, to make bicycling normal, popular and an ac-
cepted transportation option.

How BikeHoward is Organized

Following this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 of
BikeHoward provides a brief discussion of existing
bicycling conditions that focuses on the physical
conditions for bicycling for transportation.

Chapter 3 describes the roles of county agencies
and partners in relation to-bicycle planning and facili-
ty development, current planning practices and de-
velopment policies that affect bicycling and the de-
velopment of bicycle transportation infrastructure.
This discussion of existing conditions is followed by
recommendations for updating planning and devel-
opment policies to provide a firmer foundation for

. creating a bicycle-friendly county.

Update Couhty Policies to ensure that the Coun-
ty’s infrastructure and land development policies
fully accommodate and encourage bicycling.

Coordinate with Maryland state legislators and
agency officials to accommodate bicycle travel
through:

o State highways and public transit services
e Regulation of utility rights#of—way

e Administration of storm water treatment|and wa-
ter quality regulations

Promote Active Living by including bicycling as an
active component of a livable community that is

physically healthy, economically sound and lenviron-
mentally sustainable. '

Chapter 4 discusses the public outreach activities
undertaken as a part of the planning process to de-
velop BikeHoward. It also describes the work done
to assess the existing roadways, pathways and path
corridors, evaluate the potential for creation of a
Countywide Bikeway Network and it describes the
process used to develop the networks.

Chapter 5 discusses the Countywide Bikeway Net-
work and explains how it has been subdivided into
Short-Term and Mid-Term and Long-Term Net-
works. This Chapter also describes the types of bi-
cycle facilities that are recommended to create a
bikeway network that serves a broad range of cy-
clists. -

Chapter 6 presents recommendations for specific
components of the bikeway network including way
finding sign systems, use of experimental and new
facility types, state roads in BikeHoward and pro-
vides highlights of the shared use path recommen-
dations.

Chapter 7 addresses bicycle parking and integration
of bicycling with public transit services.

Chapter 8 discusses a set of recommended pro-
grams in the areas of bicycle safety education, en-
couragement and enforcement.

Chapter 9 summarizes the implementation strate-
gies for the plan, presents the Short-Term network
organized into specific projects and recommends
specific institutional processes that are key for effec-
tive build out of the Bikeway Network.

Chapter 10 presents an implementation matrix that
serves as a guide to all of the recommendations in
the plan.

Chapter 11 provides the conclusion for BikeHoward.



Why Bicycling in Howard County?

, Investing and improving conditions for bicycling is a
fast growing trend throughout the country. There is a
growing and strong body of evidence showing that
when communities invest in bicycling, there are
many short and long-term benefits to public health,
household budgets, the local economy, environmen-
tal sustainability and overall quality of life.

Howard County’s economic competitiveness has
been driven in large part by its image and location
as a great place to live, do business and raise chil- -
dren. Howard County has long depended on its loca-
tion between Baltimore and Washington DC and its
proximity to major transportation hubs and corridors
to assure its economic success. However, in today’s
changing economy the ability to attract and retain

- successful companies, and attract highly skilled em-
ployees that can compete in the broader global mar-
ketplace is critical to ensuring the county’s sustained
success. Communities that are prospering and at-
tracting top tier talent and companies are investing

in building cycling infrastructure.

In a report by People for Bikes, Fred Schmidt, a
founder of two tech companies in Austin TX stated
“Tech companies, especially in the game industry,
like to be where there’s a lot of buzz, where there'’s
entertainment and energy. In order to attract those
type of companies, we need to continue to provide
buildings and workspaces and infrastructure that
supports the culture that thrives on that type of ur-
ban environment.”

The Urban Land Institute, in its report “Shifting Sub-
urbs: Reinventing Infrastructure for Compact Devel-
opment’, stated that “... market preferences have
been shifting. Signs point to an increasing appetite—
especially among generation Y—for higher-density

3

living patterns and for transportation options that
include transit, walking, and biking.”

Affordability

In a period of high-variability in the cost of fuel, bicy-
cling offers a lower cost transportation option. Bicy-.
cling has an annual operating cost less than 4% of
the average ownership and use.cost of a car. In
Howard County, few households report having no
access to a motor vehicle (less than 4 percent) and
70 percent report having 2, 3 or more vehicles per

' family unit.” The annual cost of owning and main-

taining a car can range from $9,000 to $11,000 a
year, even more if the car is older and requires more
repairs.? For a family, the bicycle is the most eco-
nomic second or third c¢ar, providing independence
and freedom for members of the household when
the family car is already in use.

Traffic Congestion

In time, bicycling will have an impact
on local traffic congestion. In Howard
County, around one-third of all daily
trips are less than three miles in
length, nationwide 50% of all trips are
three miles or less, a distance covered
by bicycle in fifteen to twenty minutes.
Today, most of these trips are made
by automobile, in part due to a lack of
safe walking and bicycling facilities.
Improved bicycling conditions will re-

* American Community Survey, US Census, 2010

*The American Automobile Association reports the
average annual cost of owning a sedan to be $9,000
per year in 2012; an SUV is over $11,000. http://
newsroom.aaa.com/2012/04/cost-of-owning-and-
operating-vehicle-in-u-s-increased-1-9-percent-
accordina-to-aaa%E2%80%995-2012—%E2%80%
S8your-driving-costs%E2%80%99-study/

2miles or less

duce congestion by providing residents the option to
travel by bicycle for shopping, running errands and
visiting friends. At certain times of day, there may be
little difference in the time it takes to make a short
trip by bicycle or by car, and bicycling may be a pre-
ferred choice to save time and money.

Health

All our citizens need opportunities for regular exer-
cise and active transportation in order to maintain
and improve their physical health. The Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention recommends thirty
minutes of moderate physical activity almost every
day and adults who are physically active are healthi-
er and less likely to develop many chronic diseases
than adults who are inactive. Today, there are nearly
twice as many overweight children and almost three
times as many overweight adolescents in the U.S.
as there were in 1980. Expanded and improved bi-

National Average of Personal Trip Lengths

s o |
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cycle facilities along with policies and programs that
support active transportation will provide easy op-
portunities for our citizens to easily incorporate exer-
cise into their daily transportafion routines.

Local Spending

Economic.benefits are also generated by the spend-
ing of local and visiting cyclists, especially by those
that come.to participate in large bicycling events like
charity rides or triathlons. A 2004 economic impact
study prepared for the Virginia Department of Con-
servation found that the estimated 1.7 million adult
W&OD trail users in Northern Virginia suburbs spent
about $12 million annually related to their recreation-
al use of the trail.® Other studies have documented
similar impacts. Whether the bicycling draw is ina
suburban, urban or rural context, it generates sur-
prising levels of local spending.

Traffic Safety .
Interestingly, more people bicycling will actually in-
crease traffic safety for cyclists and safe, clear and
consistent accommodations for cyclists enhance
safety for all road users. For example, bicycle lanes
not only give cyclists clear guidance and more confi-
dehce about riding in the road, they give motorists
information about where to expect bikes. When en-
tering a street with bike lanes from a side street or
driveway, bike lanes provide better-sight distance for
- motorists watching for oncoming traffic. Research
undertaken by the Alliance for Biking and Walking
shows that areas with more bicycling trips per capita
have a lower frequency of bicycle/motor vehicle
crashes. When bicyclists are encountered more fre-
quently on roadways, motorists become more ac-
customed to sharing the road with them.* Also, when
more people fide bikes, it's more common that a

» http://www.americantrails.org/resources/adjacent/
WODstudy04.html

driver is also an occasional cyclist themself, so they
have more awareness, understanding and patience
for people on bikes.

Recreation

Creating a countywide network of bikeways will in-,
crease the opportunities for close-to-home and af-
fordable recreation for people of all ages. It will en-
hance access to the County’s many public parks and
other recreational venues. On County and Columbia
Association trails, bicycling for recreation offers a
way to de-stress, exercise and enjoy nature. On
County roadways, particularly in western Howard
County, bicycling offers a serious cardiovascular
workout and a chance to appreciate a working agri-
cultural landscape.

Environmental

Bicycling is not the sole answer to environmental
issues such as air pollution and climate change, but
it can make a meaningful contribution. Increased
levels of bicycling reduce fossil fuel consumption
and the resulting air pollution and carbon emissions.
Every bike trip that replaces a car trip reduces pollu-
tion. Based upon research conducted by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, it is estimated
that sixty percent (60%) of the pollution created by
automobile emissions is emitted in the first few
minutes of operation, before pollution control devic-
es begin to work effectively. So even short trips
make a difference.

* Bicycling and Walking in the United Sates: 2012 Benchmark-
ing Report, Alliance for Biking a_nd Walking, 2012.

Equity and Transportation Choices
Improving bicycle conditions will expand transporta- -
tion choices for the entire community. People with
low incomes more often depend on car-free options
such as public transit, walking and biking. Access to
public transit is much easier when biking is possible.
Four percent of Howard County households do not
have access to a motor vehicle.’ Many people can-
not drive due to being under age, having a physical
disability or other reasons. Some of these people

can get around by bike if safety and conditions are
improved. Bicycling may also be a solution for older
residents who reach an age where driving is no
longer an option by providing the ability to get to the
grocery store, to medical appointments and to ac-
cess recreational opportunities. Improvements to the
bikeway network will make it easier for County resi-
dents to age in place, while also lowering transporta-
tion costs.

5 American Community Survey, 2010 U.S. Census.
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Existing Facilities

As of 2015, bicycle conditions in Howard County are
highly varied. Rural two lane roads in the Western part
of the County are narrow and largely without shoulders,
many have low traffic volumes and remain popular with
increasing numbers of recreational cyclists but in-
creased traffic levels and development is impacting
cyclists using these roads. Most of the large arterial
roadways in the central and eastern part of the county
have poor cycling conditions due to large traffic vol-
umes, high traffic speeds and/or lack of space available
for cycling. However, many collector roads and neigh-
borhodd streets have good cycling conditions due to
low traffic volumes, low speeds, the presence of traffic
calming and/or the availability of extra space for cy-
cling.

The state highways in the county are also variable, for
instance, MD 108, has high volumes of high speed
traffic and no consistent bicycling facilities. However,
recently upgraded highways like MD 32 have con-
sistent and wide shoulders that have been designated
by the state to provide bicycle access even as the
roadway in general has been upgraded to highway
design.

One of the county’s major bicycling issues are the barri-
ers to connectivity, including major highways with few
bicycle-friendly crossings, railroad lines, large natural
areas and stream valleys with steep topography such
as the Patapsco River.

The county has an extensive shared use path system
that is centered on Columbia and extends south to
Savage along the Little Patuxent River. The County is
just beginning to install on-road bikeways such as bike
lanes. Additional details describing the status of off-
road and on-road facility development follows:

Off Road

Off-road facilities include Columbia Association’s
pathway system, paths in residential developments,
the Patuxent Branch Trail that connects Savage with e
Columbia, and other trail systems in parks like Cen-
tennial Park. While the pathway system is extensive
in the Columbia and greater Columbia area, much of
it is fairly narrow and quite steep in places.

On Road

The on-road bikeway network consists of a very few
bicycle lanes, but a fair number of roadways with
paved and striped shoulders that are sufficiently

wide for cyclists to use. A number of residential

streets have striped parking lanes that are minimally o
used, creating de facto bicycle lanes. Some road-
ways have wide outside lanes (13-15 feet) that pro-
vide cyclists a place to ride away from passing motor
vehicles. '

BikeHoward has classified paved and striped shoul-
ders (of 4 feet or greater) as existing facilities; these
shoulders are wide enough to accommodate cy-
clists. However, some roads with existing paved and
striped shoulders may not be comfortable for all cy-
clists. .

See Table 1 for an estimate of linear miles of exist-
ing on-road and off-road bikeways in the County.

Improvements for bicycling are already being made
within the path networks and on the roadway sys-
tem.

A few examples of recent activities related to
bikeway network development follow:

“pocket” bike lanes have been installed on
Route 99 near Mt. Hebron High School and on
MD 103 at Snowden River Parkway

A trail is being designed to link the Howard Gen-
eral Hospital, Downtown Columbia and Blandair
Park

New bicycle lanes were installed on Great Star

Drive in 2012 and extended on Stevens Forest

Drive

Some roads commonly used by cyclists, have
received SHARE THE ROAD signs

Columbia Association completed a pathway
around Lake Kittamacundi



In addition to on-the-ground conditions for bicycling,
BikeHoward reviewed the existing planning and poli-
" cy environment. The next chapter discusses these

conditions and presents a comprehensive set of rec-

ommendations for County policies and planning
practices.

Please see Map 1 on the following page for sum-
mary of existing bicycle facilities in the county as
identified in the planning process.

jTable 1: Summary of Existing Facilities
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Planning and Policy
Conditions and
Recommendations

~ There are number of County agencies and non-
county organizations that are involved in the plan-

- ning, development and management of cycling infra-
structure and cycling related programs. Each and
every agency and organization has an important role
_ to play in advancing cycling in the county, their roles
are outlined in this section.

Additionally, the County has existing policies and
infrastructure design standards that govern private -
and public development. BikeHoward reviewed
these documents and developed policy recommen-
dations and guidance to direct further actions.

Bicycling Related Roles and
Responsibilities of County
Agencies and Organizations

Office of Transportation

The Office of Transportation (OOT) performs the fol-
lowing roles related to transportation in the county:

The Office develops and oversees the implementa-
tion of the plans that guide transportation invest-
ments in the county; these plans include the county-
wide bike and pedestrian master plans, and regional
transportation plans. In addition, the Office develops
and manages the grant and capital programs that
fund the development of cycling facilities.

The Office oversees the provision of public transpor-
tation services, including route development, finan-
" cial oversight and procurement.

The Office also directs transportation policy by work-
ing with the Department of Public Works, the Depart-
ment of Planning and Zoning as part of the develop-
ment the County’s master plan (PlanHoward 2030)
and the region’s long range transportation plan. '

Department of Planning and Zoning
The Department of Planning and Zoning's (DPZ)
Development Engineering Division reviews private
property and road developm'ent plans to identify op-
portunities for cycling and pedestrian infrastructure
and compliance with subdivision regulations.

Department of Public Works

The following bureaus within the Department of Pub-
lic Works (DPW) perform key roles:

o The Bureau of Engineering develops and imple-
ments major capital projects, including the de-
velopment of new roads, road widening, side-
walks and intersections

e The Bureau of Highways oversees the mainte~
nance and repair of the county’s sidewalks,
roads and intersections, including repaving and
restriping roads, street cleaning, and developing
traffic-calming measures

e The Bureau of Facilities is responsible for the
maintenance and upgrading of county buildings,
including parking and grounds

o The Real Estate Services Division plays an im-
portant role by developing and managing devel-
oper agreements, sidewalk maintenance agree-
ments and securing land for capital projects

Department of Recreation and Parks
The Department of Recreation and Parks (DRP) de-
velops and manages Howard County’s recreational
facilities and programs, including parks, community
centers, and trails. The key bureaus within the de-
partment are: :

The Bureau of Capital Projects, Park Planning
and Construction conducts long range planning
efforts that guide park and recreational facility
development, and constructs new parks, trails
and park buildings

e The Bureau of Recreation Services manages -

and develops the recreational programs for the

. public, such as walking and hiking events, and
educational classes

e The Operations Bureau maintains the County’s
Parks and path systems

Columbia Association

Columbia Association (CA) plan's, develops, con-
structs and maintains the pathway network within
the organization’s boundaries. CA also manages a
broad range of progrélms and events that use the
pathway system, including the Columbia BikeAbout.
CA also works closely with the County to coordinate
planning and maintenance efforts.

Howard County Public School

System
The primary role the Howard County Public School

System (HCPSS) plays in relation to cycling is:

e Planning, development and construction of
school buildings and grounds

o Installation and maintenance of bicycle parking
on school grounds



e Building and maintaining paths into and through
school grounds, including paths that connect to
County and CA paths :

Bicycle Advisory Group

The Bicycle Advisory Group (BAG) is a cooperative
effort between Howard County and advocates ad-
dressing their mutual interest in promoting safe and
effective bicycle transportation systems. The How-
ard County Executive and County Council formed
BAG in response to a request by advocates for regu-
lar meetings with departments which include bicy-
cling and other active transportation modes as a part
of their missions. Participating members of the BAG
include advocates and representatives of the County
Executive, County Councll, Departments of Planning
and Zoning, Public Works, Recreation and Parks
and Office of Transportation. BAG also includes rep-
resentatives from Columbia Association, State High-
way Administration and the Maryland Department of
Transportation. The BAG meets quarterly to review
issues of concern to the bicycling community and
the ways advocates and government can work to-
gether to address those issues.

fExﬂsﬂng Policies & Practices

The development of cycling facilities in the county is
closely linked to laws, regulations and practices that
guide the development of land, housing and trans-
portation. These formal laws and policies are out-
lined in the Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Develop-
ment Regulations and the Howard County Design
Manual. During the planning process, these manu-
als, codes and practices were reviewed to identify-
sections and areas that impact conditions for cycling
and the implementation of the Plan.

Practices

The County has informal county policies in effect
that impact the development of cycling infrastruc-
ture. .

* Executive policy that all newly paved road and
newly constructed roads will accommodate bicy-
cles where possible '

e The Department of Public Works has a draft in-
ternal design manual to provide guidance on the
design of bicycle facilities on all new and resur-
faced roads

The Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Ordinance regulates the use of land
within zoning districts in the county and is the prima-
ry tool used by the County to implement the Coun-
ty's general plan. The zoning ordinance guides the
supply and density of housing and commercial de-
velopment, types of uses allowed in different areas,
setbacks and the amount of parking required.

Subdivision and Land Development
Regulations

Along with the Zoning Ordinance, the subdivision
regulations guide the subdivision of land and new
development in the county. The regulations are di-
vided into a number of subtitles. BikeHoward identi-
fies relevant sections that impact the development of
cycling facilities in the county.

Subtitle 1 is the primary section that guides and con-
trols the subdivision of land, provides design guid-

-ance and requirements for development projects,

and the steps and processes for approving and im-
plementing development projects. Subtitle 1 is a
comprehensive document, but also references other
county documents for specific guidance. Subtitle 1
provides direction and guidance on when public im-
provements are required during the subdivision and-
land dévelopment process. However, this document
does not include language related to cycling and
cycling facilities.

Subtitle 11, the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
(APFO) controls the rate of development in the
county by ensuring that schools and roads are ade-
quate to accommodate the impact of new develop- -
ment. The APFO requires development projects to
pass certain tests as a condition for approval. The
APFO has language specifically related to downtown
Columbia and the county as a whole.

The countywide portion includes three tests: housing
allocations test, schools test and a roads test. The
tests are designed to assure; that a proposed devel-
opment does not exceed the number of houses allo-
cated to an area by the general plan’s growth tar-
gets; that the number of new residents associated
with a new development will not exceed the capacity
of public schools. The roads test, also known as a
traffic study, measures the impact from car traffic
from a proposed development. The roads test
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The Office of Transportation (OOT) performs the fol-
lowing roles related to transportation in the county:

The Office develops and oversees the implementa-
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e The Bureau of Engineering develbps and imple-
ments major capital projects, including the de-
velopment of new roads, road widening, side-
walks and intersections

e The Bureau of Highways oversees the mainte-
nance and repair of the county’s sidewalks,
roads and intersections, including repaving and
restriping roads, street cleaning, and developing
traffic-calming measures '

« The Bureau of Facilities is responsible for the
maintenance and upgrading of county buildings,
including parking and grounds

¢ The Real Estate Services Division plays an im-
portant role by developing and managing devel-
oper agreements, sidewalk maintenance agree-
ments and securing land for capital projects

Department of Recreation and Parks
The Department of Recreation and Parks (DRP) de-
velops and manages Howard County’s recreational
facilities and programs, including parks, community
centers, and trails. The key bureaus within the de-
partment are:

e The Bureau of Capital Projects, Park Planning
and Construction conducts long range planning
efforts that guide park and recreational facility
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and park buildings
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public, such as walking and hiking events, and
educational classes
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Columbia Association (CA) plans, develops, con-
structs and maintains the pathway network within
the organization’s boundaries. CA also manages a
broad range of programs and events that use the
pathway system, including the Columbia BikeAbolt.
CA also works closely with the County to coordinate
planning and maintenance efforts.

Howard County Public School

System
The primary role the Howard County Public School

System (HCPSS) plays in relation to cycling is:

e Planning, development and construction of
school buildings and grounds

¢ Installation and maintenance of bicycle parking
on school grounds



°  Building and maintaining paths into and through
school grounds, including paths that connect to
County and CA paths

Bicycle Advisory Group

The Bicycle Advisory Group (BAG) is a cooperative
effort between Howard County and advocates ad-
dressing their mutual interest in promoting safe and
effective bicycle transportation systems. The How-
ard County Executive and County Council formed
BAG in response to a request by advocates for regu-
lar meetings with departments which include bicy-
cling and other active transportation modes as a part
of their missions. Participating members of the BAG
include advocates and representatives of the County
Executive, County Council, Departments of Planning
and Zoning, Public Works, Recreation and Parks
and Office of Transportation. BAG also includes rep-
resentatives from Columbia Association, State High-
way Administration and the Maryland Department of

Transportation. The BAG meets quarterly to review -

issues of concern to the bicycling community and
the ways advocates and government can work to-
gether to address those issues. '

Existing Policies & Practices

The development of cycling facilities in the county is
closely linked to laws, regulations and practices that
guide the development of land, housing and trans-
portation. These formal laws and policies are out-
lined in the Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Develop-
ment Regulations and the Howard County Design
Manual. During the planning process, these manu-
als, codes and practices were reviewed to identify
sections and areas that impact conditions for cycling
and the implementation of the Plan.

Practices

The County has informal county policies in effect
that impact the development of cycling infrastruc-
ture.

e Exécutive policy that all newly paved road and
newly constructed roads will accommodate bicy-
cles where possible

e The Department of Public Works has a draft in-
“ternal design manual to provide guidance on the
design of bicycle facilities on all new and resur-
faced roads

The Zoning Ordinance

The Zoning Ordinance regulates the use of land
within zoning districts in the county and is the prima-
ry tool used by the County to implement the Coun-
ty’s general plan. The zoning ordinance guides the
supply and density of housing and commercial de-
velopment, types of uses allowed in different areas,
setbacks and the amount of parking required.

Subdivision and Land Development
Regulations |

Along with the Zoning Ordinance, the subdivision
regulations guide the subdivision of land and new
development in the county. The regulations are di-
vided into @ number of subtitles. BikeHoward identi-
fies relevant sections that impact the development of
cycling facilities in the county.

Subtitle 1 is the primary section that guidés and con-
trols the subdivision of land, provides design guid-

_ ance and requirements for development projects,

and the steps and processes for approving and im-
plementing development projects. Subtitle 1 is a
comprehensive document, but also references other A
county documents for specific guidance. Subtitle 1
provides direction and guidance on when public im-
provements are required during the subdivision and
land development process. However, this document
does not include language related to cycling and
cycling facilities.

Subtitle 11, the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
(APFO) controls the rate of development in the
county by ensuring that schools and roads are ade-
quate to accommodate the impact of new develop-
ment. The APFO requires development projects to
pass certain tests as a condition for approval. The
APFO has language specifically related to downtown
Columbia and the county as a whole.

The countywide portion includes three tests: housing
allocations test, schools test and a roads test. The
tests are designed to assure; that a proposed devel-
opment does not exceed the number of houses allo-
cated to an area by the general plan’s growth tar-
gets; that the number of new residents associated
with a new development will not exceed the capacity
of public schools. The roads test, also known as a
traffic study, measures the impact from car traffic
from a proposed development. The roads test



measures the impact on the automobile “levels of
service” at certain types of intersections within a cer-
tain distance from the proposed development site.
Generally, if a project fails the roads test, mitigation
is required as a condition for plan approval. Mitiga-
tion measures can include adding car travel and
turning lanes or paying a fee in lieu to the County for
future road improvements.

The traffic study methodology and test thresholds do
not include factors for the development’s generation
of bicycle trips. Moreover, the tests called for by the
county wide APFO do not require measuring the
impact on pedestrian and cyclist traffic, the impact
on conditions for cyclists and pedestrians from the
proposed development or the impact on bicycling or
walking from the proposed road mitigation
measures. This is left to the discretion of the Director
of Public Works.

The Downtown Columbia portions of the APFO do
require that cycling and walking be addressed spe-
cifically in the traffic study and does allow for the use
of mitigation measures if the test is not passed.

The scenic roads section protects the character of
roads that meet certain characteristics and have
been added to the scenic roads inventory. Some of
the key scenic road characteristics include: a) they
go through an area of outstanding environmental
features and b) have outstanding views or follow
historic alignments. The ordinance allows changes
to these roads if the changes are designed to pre-
serve the character of the road and improve safety.
The Howard County design manual includes design
standards for scenic roads.

Subtitle 15 of the Subdivision regulations provides
for the development of a Design Advisory Panel.
The design advisory panel provides expert guidance
to the Director of the Department of Planning and

Zoning on new development plans in parts of the
county that have design manuals, such as the US 1
Corridor, Downtown Columbia and areas for age

_restricted housing.

The Howard County Design Manual
The Design Manual details the County’s technical
engineering standards, approved by resolution of the
County Council, for design, construction and inspec-
tion of bridges, roads, storm drain structures, storm
water management systems, sidewalks, walkways,
pathways, trails, parking areas, traffic-control devic-
es, water and sewer facilities, and other improve-
ments. Volume lll, Roads and Bridges details criteria
and standards for roads in the county. Volume [lI
presents extensive and detailed information and
guidance on the design of roads and intersections.

The Design Manual references cycling in a number
of sections but does not provide detailed road sec-
tion drawings that are specifically related to cycling
infrastructure. However, the manual does provide
guidance related to bikeways in general, and specif-
ic guidance for roads classified as major collectors
or greater-- “Outside lanes on curbed roadways on
major collectors or above shall be a minimum of 14’
wide to facilitate bicycle use” (2.4 Typical Sections).

The Design Manual, in 2.24 (section j), also states
the following: :

“Pathways shall be constructed in subdivisions

where directed by the Department of Planning and
Zoning or under capital project implementation by
the Department of Public Works or the Department
of Education. Residential areas, school and open
space areas and short routes connecting residential
and employment centers typically warrant provisions

for pedestrians and/or bicyclists. Bikeways may be

separated from ‘the roadway but within the road right
-of-way such as through open areas. Cul-de-Sac

roads and local roads will not normally have desig-
nated bikeways because of the low ftraffic volumes
and speeds. The location of all bikeway systems
should be compatible with the General Plan for How-
ard County. Bikeways may be incorporated as part
of a combined bikeway/pedestrian pathway'system
where they can be accommodated with adequate
safety. When planning a bikeway, the Department of
Planning and Zoning shall be consulted fo provide
coordination between the planned bikeway and
those in surrounding areas. The Department of Pub-
lic Works shall be consulted when planning a
bikeway within or adjacent to a road right-of-way.
The design of bikeways shall be in conformance with
the AASHTO Criteria for Bikeways.”
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Policy Recommendations
for Bicycle Infrastructure
Planning, Implementation
and Management

To ensure the most efficient development of a bicy-
cle-friendly Howard County, policies affecting bicy-
cling in the Zoning Ordinance, the Subdivision and
Land Development Regulations, and the Howard
County Design Manual should be reviewed and
modified as necessary. This section of BikeHoward
identifies key issues addressed by these documents
and recommends the policy outcomes that should
be achieved in initiatives to update and revise them.

Additionally, there may be other policies, practices
and design guidelines that need to be revised to
achieve the objectives in this section of the plan.
The following recommendations are organized by
general topic and may need to be addressed by
more than one agency or within more than one poli-
cy document.

Transportation Planning

Changes to transportation planning practices are
recommended in the areas of staffing, transit plan-
ning and traffic projections.

Staffing

Recommendation: Develop a B/cyc/e and Pedestri-
an Coordinator Position.

To address the increased level of work necessary to
implement BikeHoward and the specialized skills
needed to effectively address bicycling issues, at
least one person should be hired to provide focused
leadership in this area.

11

Public Transit Planning Activities
Recommendation: Ensure that the practice of
scoping transportation studies always includes ele-
ments.related to bicycling and other relevant inter-
modal and multi-modal topics.

Future planning and feasibility studies related to ex-
isting or new public transit services or systems
should address bicycling in a variety of ways, i.e.
bikes on transit vehicles, bike parking at transit sta-
tions and stops, bicycle access to transit stations
and stops.

Future Traffic Projections

Recommendation: In coordination with the Balli-
more Regional Transportation Board develop long-
range transportation forecasting methods and mod-
els for bicycle and pedestrian trips.

Current traffic models do not typically account for ‘
bicycle trips, and existing bicycling levels are admit-
tedly low.

Recommendation: Consider the establishment of a
bicycle counting program that would allow the Coun-
ty to measure annual changes in bicycle ridership
and traffic counts to better understand the impacts of
enhanced bicycle facilities.

At-least 10 locations, including both road and trail
settings, can be identified for use of automated bicy-
cle counting technology. Counts can be performed
on a continuous basis. The County can model its
program after a similar program evolving in Arling-
ton , VA and promote the activity with the Baltimore
Metropolitan Council and its member jurisdictions.
Baltimore City has recently initiated a manual count-
ing program using trained local cyclists and trans-
portation professionals.

Road System Design

Roadway and bikeway design policy and guidelines
should be thoroughly reviewed and updated. In gen-
eral, bikeway design practices should conform to the
current edition of the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
Guide to the Development of Bicycle Facilities. In
addition to this, County guidelines should be in-
formed by SHA’s currently adopted Bicycle Policy &
Design Guidelines, the Urban Bikeway Design
Guidelines from National Association of City Trans-
portation Officials (NACTO) and the Maryland and
Federal Manuals on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD). County standards should be based upon
the most current national and state standards and
guidelines.

While these guidance documents are useful re~ -
sources, the County also needs specific guidelines
tailored directly to developing the bicycle network;
and its relationship to other users and environmental
considerations.

The following recommendations will enable DPW
and the Maryland State Highway Administration
(SHA) and other relevant entities to design and build
many of the bicycle facilities and treatments that
make up the bikeway network to be described in the
following chapters of BikeHoward.

Complete Streets -

Recommendation: Develop a "complete streets”
policy and a Complete Streets Design Manual to
ensure that Howard County streets are de-signed,
built, and operated to enable safe access for all
users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists
and transit riders of diverse ages and abilities. This
could include requiring the development of site and
location specific bicycle and pedestrian circulation
plans.




General Roadway and Bikeway Facility
Design Guidelines

Recommendation: Consider the adoption of the
specific roadway and bikeway design guidelines re-

lated to the facilities proposed in this Plan as out-
lined in Appendix A.

Appendix A provides specific guidance regarding
lane diets and minimum travel lane widths, shoulder
widths, bicycle lane widths, shared use path widths,
shared use sidewalk widths and other features and
is intended to serve as guidelines for the county and
inform the county’s actions with SHA in relation to
state roads in Howard County.

By-pass lanes
Recommendation: Monitor DPW and SHA roadway
resurfacing and design prOJects

In rural areas, where by-pass Ianes are provided on
two lane roads, if the roadway section approaching
the by-pass lane has a shoulder it is essential that
the shoulders are continued through the widened
roadway section.

Slip Lane Design and Warrants
Recommendation: Consider revising traffic volume
warrants for slip lanes, including the review of de-
sign standards to include: a) pocket bike lanes and
dashed bike lanes showing the cyclist’s left merging
movement, b) the radlii of slip lanes should be de-
signed to reduce entry and exit speeds, and ¢) high
quality bicycle and pedestrian crossing accommoda-
tions should be provided for those fraveling on the
crossing roadway.

Right turn slip lanes at intersections can create a
dangerous situation for cyclists.

Bicycle Design for Roundabouts

Recommendation: Consider retrofitting existing

roundabouts and traffic circles with appropriate signs
and striping to provide bicycle accommodations and
appropriate directives and warnings for bicyclists
and motorists. Update design guidance that will be
used fo design future roundabouts.

Most roundabouts in the county are appropriately
small and one lane. Bicyclists should be encouraged
to take the lane upon approach to roundabouts and
they should be provided sufficient advance directive
to do so. Motorists should be alerted to expect this
movement from cyclists and be directed to yield re-
spectfully. This can be done by providing signage for
motorists and cyclists as per the MUTCD.

Bicycle Friendly Traffic Calming
Recommendation: Consider designing all traffic

calming treatments, such as speed humps, curb ex-
tensions, chicanes, et. to allow easy passage for
cyclists. When travel lanes are narrowed at intersec-
tions or mid-block crossings to reduce crossing dis-
tances for pedestrians, slots should be provided so
that bicyclists traveling on the right do not have to
merge into the travel lane to pass through the nar-
rowed section of roadway

Bicycle-friendly traffic calming designs can be found
in a number of traffic calming design resources, in-
cluding The AASHTO Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities; Traffic Calming: State of the Prac-
tice, ITE/FHWA, 1999; and the Institute of Transpor-
tation Engineers’ (ITE) website and fact sheets

(http:/www. ite.org/traffic/tcdevices.as).

Compliance with State Stormwater
Regulations

Increasingly, compliance with state stormwater man-
agement regulations are affecting shared use path
projects and on road bicycle facilities. Shared use
path projects are being scrutinized closely because
fhey add impervious surface and are reviewed in the
same manner as parking lots and roads. This can
cause paths to be reduced in width, reducing their
effectiveness. In addition, these regulations can also
lead to road improvement projects that minimize
shoulder width or eliminate paved shoulders in ef-
forts to meet stormwater regulations.

Recommendation: Given their low impact on storm-
water runoff and water quality, the county should
consider advocating for and work with state officials
to identify and encourage alternate best practices for
stormwater management appropriate for non-
motorized pathways.

Recohrmendation: Trail projects should consider
utilizing Low Impact Development (LID) and other
design treatments as a part of trail and path projects

- fo ensure that trail designs do not promote erosion

and appropriately direct runoff to pervious areas that
can filter and absorb water.

Low Impact Development is a design and engineer-
ing approach to manage storm water runoff which
uses conservation and on-site natural features close
to a project to mitigate the impact of stormwater.

12



Recommendation: Roadway improvement projects -
should consider utilizing pavement reduction strate-

gies, where appropriate that support bicycling, such
as:

e Reducing the width of wide motor vehicle
lanes (greater than 12 feet)

e Reducing curb radii at intersections

e Reducing the use of slip lanes for right turn
movements

s Minimizing the foot print of intersections,
and including LID treatments in place of as-
phalt where it is not needed for vehicular
movements

e Minimizing the length of turn lanes and
stacking lanes

e Minimizing the use of acceleration lanes

e Using planted buffer spaces to separate bi-
cycle traffic from high speed motor vehicle
traffic ’

Howard County Scenic Roads

The County has a policy designed to help preserve -
the integrity of view sheds and environmental fea-
tures of certain roads. '

" Recommendation: Consider amending Howard
County Scenic Roads legislation to accomplish the
following: a) clarify that road improvements allowed
on designated scenic roads to provide safe condi-
tions for traffic includes improvements for the safety
of bicycle traffic, b) that improvements listed in
BikeHoward as components of the “facility type”
Shared Roadway with Safety Treatments are in
keeping with the county’s definition of allowable
roadway improvements for desighated scenic roads,
c) that designation of scenic roads as recreational
bikeways, and signing them as such, complements
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the County’s scenic roads policy and program goals,
and that d) increased levels of bicycling on scenic
roads strengthens the County’s efforts to sustain the
scenic and historic quality of these roads while at the
same time increase the public’s opportunity to enjoy
them on a regular basis.

County poliéy governing improvements to designat-
ed scenic roads states, “Improvement to scenic
roads must protect the features that contribute to the
road’s scenic character, such as width, alignment,
and vegetation or slopes within the right-of-way...
road design standards require that improvements
within the right-of-way of scenic roads be designed
to preserve the character of the road while providing
safe conditions for traffic.” Current recommendations
fo update scenic roads policy suggest that improve-
ments should be restricted to carefully designed spot

‘improvements which retain the scenic qualities of

the road. Many of the bicycle safety treatments re-
ferred to in BikeHoward for potential application on
roads mapped as Shared Roadways with Safety
Treatments, are in keeping with this policy recom-
mendation.

Land Development Policies that
Govern Private Development and
Site Plan Review

Recommendation: County zoning, subdivision poli-
cy, and the County Design Manual, all of which reg-
ulate new development, redevelopment and site de-
sign should be, where feasible, updated to achieve
the following objectives related to implementing
BikeHoward and improving conditions for bicycling:

1. Ensuring that all new development or rede-
velopment plans do not reduce or degrade
" the amount of space available for bicycling
on public roads along the property frontage

or on access roads. This shall apply to exist-

ing travel lanes of 11 feet or greater, paved
shoulders, parking lanes and other road ele-
ments not marked or shown as a legal bike
facility. : :

Ensuring that appropriate types and quanti-
ties of bicycle parking are provided in com-
mercial, retail, institutional, multi-family resi-

- dential and public facility developments.

Ensuring that bicycle and pedestrian connec-
tivity from residential developments is provid-
ed to surrounding developments as well as
to roadway, utility, school and park rights-of
way adjacent to the property. ’

Ensuring that commercial development pro-
vides bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to
adjoining properties.

Ensuring that large tract multi-family ‘residen-
tial developments provide public access
ways through thé development that are de-
signed for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Increasing the traffic generation thresholds
that trigger provision of right and left turn
lanes into the development from arterial and.
collector roads. Emphasis should be placed
on reducing delays from left turns. A higher
threshold of traffic generation should be pro-
vided before right turn receiving lanes are
required. -

Determine the provisions that could require
offsite road improvements related to traffic
impacts include provision of shoulders or
bike lanes for up to 0.1-0.2 of a mile in each
direction from the development property
boundary on entrance frontage.

Intersection improvements required of devel-
opers as a result of traffic impacts should
include upgraded bicycle and pedestrian



accommodations at and approaching the
intersection.

Recommendation: A representative of the Office
of Transportation should be added as a member
of the Subdivision Review Committee to ensure
achievement of the objectives enumerated above
and to maintain an ongoing focus on compliance
with the Bicycle Master Plan and the Pedestrian -
Master Plan throughout the subdivision and site
development plan review process.-

Howard County Public Sahico!
Policy Governing Siic and Road
Deeign for Public Scheols

Recommendation: The following recommendations
are provided for guidance and direction on how pub-
lic school property can contribute fo a bicycle-
friendly Howard County. The Howard County Public
Schools and School Board should consider adopting
the following policies:

1. Replace existing substandard bicycle park-
ing equipment with racks that meet stand-
ards described in this plan and begin a pro-
cess of providing covered bicycle parking
where bicycle access is highest: '

2. Manage bicycle parking supply in response
to use and need, to ensure that all schools
have sufficient supply to meet the needs of
students, teachers, staff, visitors and school
and non-school events that use school facili-

. ties. :

3. - At middle and high schools especially, pro-
vide appropriate bicycle facilities on and/or
adjacent to school entry roads, drive ways,
parking lots and circulation roadways.

4. Provide pathways through school grounds
and around athletic fields as identified in
BikeHoward, and as may be identified in fu-
ture updates of BikeHoward to ensure that
school properties can contribute to a continy-
ous and connected bikeway network. Fund-
ing may be provided through HCPSS capital
improvement funds, county transportation
funds, and other funding sources, including
state and federal grants.

5. Provide direct bicycle and pedestrian access
paths to existing and new schools from adja-
cent neighborhoods. Where ever possible
these paths shall be provided by residential
property developers. . :

6. Consider siting new schools in /ocatiqns that
will: a) maximize access by walking, bicy-
cling and use of public transit; b) ensure that
school site design minimizes conflicts be-
tween motorized and non-motorized access
modes and ¢) favors student and other arri-

. vals by walking, bicycling, public transit and

school bus, not motor vehicle drop-off.

County Policy Governing Rapc
Design and Davelopment of County
Recommendations: The following recommenda-
tions are provided for guidance and direction on how
parks can contribute fully to a bicycle-friendly How-
ard County. The Howard County Department of Rec-
reation-and Parks (DRP) should consider adopting
the following policies: '

1. Replace existing substandard bicycle park-
ing equipment with racks that meet stand-
. ards described in this plan and begin a pro-
cess of providing covered bicycle parking
where bicycle access is highest,

-active living.

Manage bicycle parking supply in response
to use and need, to ensure that all parks
have sufficient supply to meet the needs of
park visitors.

Provide temporary bicycle parking for spe-
cial events as it may be requested by event
Sponsors.

Promote bicycle access to parks as an alter-
native to motor vehicle access and as a way

to: a) reduce the need for asphalt surface
parking lots, b) reduce car trips and resulting
air pollution, and c) promote healthy and

Provide appropriate bicycle facilities on and/
or adjacent to park entry road drive ways,
parking lots and park circulation roadwa y/S.

Develop pathways through park lands as
identified in the BikeHoward, and as may be
identified in future updates of the Plan,
Funding may be provided through DRP cap- .
ital improvement funds, County transporta-
tion funds, or other sources.

Design and build Transportation Trails (as
S0 designated in this Plan) to width and sur-
face standards detailed in Appendix A.

Update the Blandair Park Development Plan
based upon consideration of proposed ad-
Justments to a small number of proposed
trail alignments. These alignments will im-
prove directness and user experience in the
bikeway network and better enable park
trails to contribute to a continuous and con-

' “nected county-wide system of bikeways.
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9. . Implement the on-road, off-road and spot
recommendations in this plan that are on or
- directly related to Howard County park
lands. These may be in Centennial Lake
Park, Meadowbrook Park, Rockburn Branch
Park, Cedar Lane Park, and on the Patuxent
‘Branch Trail.

10. Provide direct bicycle and pedestrian access
paths to existing and new parks from adja-

cent neighborhoods.

In regional parks with large pathway sys-
tems, DRP should consider creation of a
hierarchy of paved paths, providing suffi-
cient width for high volumes of mixed use,
and through bicycle movements on select
paths, and providing narrower, varied-
surface paths for pedestrian strolling, hiking,
nature-observation, etc. ’

11.

Recommendation: County Government facilities
should be developed in accordance with the Bicycle
Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan and
should model best practices for bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity and bicycle parking.

1. Ensuring safe and convenient bike and
pedestrian access should be considered in
siting facilities prior to land acquisition.

Ensuring safe and convenient bike and
pedestrian access should be considered in
developing new facilities.

[ro

[

Promote and implement strategies to
enhance safe and convenient bike and
pedestrian access to existing government
facilities.

15
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Bikeway Mdnagjemem &
Maintenance

Due to the extensive pathway system managed by
Columbia Association and the Department of Recre-
ation and Parks, the County is well acquainted with
the maintenance and management of shared use
paths. None the less, these practices will need to be
upgraded to appropriately manage shared use paths
for transportation use. Moreover, as the inventory of
on-road bicycle facilities increases, management
and maintenance of this system will require greater
attention. The following list of maintenance and
management practices for path and on-road
bikeways are recommended.

On-Road Bikeway Maintenance

and Management
Recommendations:

1. Use the County’s mobile app. (Tell HoCo)
and/or online reporting systems system fo
identify ,
road hazards that pose a safety risk for

cyclists.
Encourage bicycle clubs and advocacy

groups to use this setvice. As hazards are
addressed, the County should provide feed-
back to the citizens that report problems as
well as to the community at large, to de-
scribe what citizens and government can do
together in an ongoing partnership.

2. Develop a biké lane and shoulder sweeping
program that focuses on the roads with the
worst debris build up and those with the
highest user levels.

3. Restripe bicycle lanes and reapply shared

lanes markings as needed.

g

4. Develop an asset management database for
maintenance of Wayﬁnding and other signs
used in the bikeway system.

5. Develop a coordination protocol between

County roadway maintenance officials and
State Highway Administration roadway
maintenance offices.

Trail I\/laintenance'and Management

Recommendations:

1. Expand the geo-coded emergency response
Jocation system to include' CA and other
pathway tunnels and other regularly spaced
markers to ensure that the trail systems are
fully covered.

Develop a program that involves volunteers
in trail maintenance, especially youth on
County paths and trails.

Volunteer cyclists may also be useful to conduct pe-
riodic visual inspection of bicycle related signs and
markings. '

The following Chapter discusses how the network
was developed.



PR

PRanc - Colambig Arca

FPubilie Inpu

A
4
g
=
]
I
Ll
<

b,




How the Network was
Developed

Creating a network of comfortable and useful
bikeways is a primary goal of this plan: This chapter
describes the planning and study process that led to
development of the network. The chapter is divided
into three sections, as follows:

e Learning about the County: which describes
the processes used to assess the county’s road
and trail corridors and gather input from the bicy-
cling public about existing conditions

e Themes: which discusses the common types of
bicyclists a network should serve and how cy-
clists’ variable need for protection from traffic is
addressed by various facilities that make up a
network

e Prioritization Criteria: the criteria used to or-
ganize a comprehensive countywide network
into smaller sub-networks that can be developed
over short, medium and long term timeframes

16

Learning about the County

BikeHoward approached learning and studying cy-
cling conditions in the county through the following
methods:

Public Input

Public involvement was facilitated through 6 public
workshops, an online survey and an online interac-
tive map. More than 750 people were engaged in
the process and provided comments and ideas on
every aspect of bicycling in the county. Please see
Appendix B for additional detail on the public out-
reach activities. :

_Gathering input and knowledge from county resi-
dents and stakeholders through a-series of pub-
lic meetings, interactive online maps and inter-

views Field Analysis

Field analysis was conducted on approximately one-

third of the county’s roads (including state highways

in the county). Additional review was conducted on

, county trails and potential trail corridors. The trail

Reviewing relevant local and state planning doc- gssessment looked first at the potential for the exist-

uments and initiatives ing trail or potential trail to provide an important.

transportation connection. Additional factors re-
viewed were related to engineering feasibility and
property ownership. Please see Appendix B for addi-
tional detail on the roadway and trail assessment
process.

Conducting extensive field analysis of the road-
way system, existing trails and potential future
trail corridors

Reviewing Columbia Association’s Active Trans-
portation Action Agenda '

What is a Bikeway Network?

A Bikeway Network is concept used in transportation planning to identify a set of roadways, shared use paths and
other bicycling infrastructure (such as bridges and tunnels) that will function effectively for bicycle transportation.

It is comprised of existing shared use paths and roadways that are good for bicycling, as well as the roads and
paths that need improvement to better accommodate bicycle travel. It also includes proposed new pathways, new
bridges and tunnels and even new roads that may be called for in existing development plans.

The goal of a Bikeway Network is to establish effective connectivity between trip origins and destinations so that
bicycling can be a viable option for greater numbers of people. As a whole, a proposed Bikeway Network establish-
es both a vision and a “road map” for making a community safe and attractive for bicycling.

It is important to note that many existing roads, chiefly neighborhood streets, are already bicycle-friendly, but may
not be included in a Bikeway Network because they do not need special bicycling facilities or are not critical for sys-
tem-wide transportation connectivity. Likewise, many trails may not be included because they serve primarily as
capillaries that supplement the network, or because they are recreational in nature and do not need to be upgraded
for transportation use.




Planhing Context

More than twenty existing or ongoing project plans,
general planning and study documents were re-
viewed. The review. looked for nexus points, i.e. fac-
tors and issues which may have some important
relationship to bicycling and thus the potential to in-

“form the Plan. See Appendix C for additional detail
on the plans reviewed. A

Themes
Comfort for All

For a network to work for all types of cyclists, it must
be comprised of facilities that increase the physical
safety of cyclists (as well as cyclists’ perception of
safety). Concern for safety in traffic is the primary

reason Americans give for not bicycling for transpor- '

tation, and the survey of Howard County residents
conducted during this planmng process revealed the
same.

A goal of BikeHoward is to create a seamless net-
work of roadways, trails, public transit services and
parking facilities that serves cyclists of all skill and
comfort levels and bicycle trips for all purposes. To
do this, BikeHoward focuses on developing facilities
for a broad range of people, from expert cyclists
comfortable riding in all conditions to families that
want to run local errands by bicycle and youth that
want to bike to school. .

The classification of bicyclists is informed by re-
search conducted by the City of Portland, Oregon.”
Through surveys of both existing cyclists and those
toward whom promotional efforts were directed,
Portland found that its overall population could be

* hitp://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/158497

2Low Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity, May 2012,
Mekurig, Furth & Nixon.

divided into four different groups based upon their
attitude toward bicycling for Transportation (see Fig-
ure 1):

Strong and Fearless riders (less than 1%); this
group is willing to bicycle under almost any traf-
fic conditions

e Enthused and Confident cyclists (7%); this group
is generally willing to ride in urban areas but pre-
fers low volume streets and dedicated bicycle
facilities

o Interested but Concerned cyclists (60%); this
group is hesitant to ride in urban traffic and
tends to stick to very low volume, low speed
neighborhood streets or shared use paths and
greenway trails

e No Way No How (33%); people who Wodld not
cycle under any circumstances

- Moreover, Portland found that cyclists’ attitudes to-

ward utilitarian bicycling were essentially a reflection
of their skill and confidence levels. From this work
Portland has concluded that making improvements
to the physical bicycling network is essential to:

Figure 1: Classifications of Utilitarian Cyclists

l Enthused & Confident-7%

|
|
|
|/
[
|
|
|
|

Strong and Fearless- <1%

Interested and Concerned-60%

a) Getthe enthused and confident to ride even
more often and to more varied destinations;
and

b) Increase the numbers of people in the inter-
ested but concerned group to get engaged in
bicycling for transportation.

Portland’s work has been built upon by research
published by the Mineta Transportation Institute that
looked at bicycling stress levels and “low-stress”
bikeways.? This study defined a range of stress lev-
els-cyclists experience while bicycling in various set-
tings. Stress is primarily determined by three factors:

e Thecyclist's skill level

e The traffic conditions on the road or trail (speed,
volume and mix)

e The degree of protection from traffic provided by
the bicycling facility and/or overall roadway de-
sign

Low stress bikeways can now be defined as those
that provide a high level of comfort for even the low-
est skilled, in low to moderate traffic conditions.

No Way, No How-33%
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However, it is important to note that cyclists of the
highest skill level require less protection from motor
vehicle traffic and have greater tolerance for high PROTECTION
stress traffic conditions, and thus may consider a 4-6 cp 4o aeric REE SR EEWESENE NSRS ’
foot shoulder on a low volume road with 45 mph car ’ LEVEL OF PROTECTION PROVIDED INCREASES BY FACILITY TYPE AND CONTEXT

traffic a “low stress” condition, whereas less skilled A CLASS OF ' g ; . ; b
cyclists and children may not consider a 10 foot Gheisgs
shoulder on such a road sufficient to make it low
siress.

Figure 2: Traffic Stress Matrix

e TN e

Because traffic conditions on a roadway are a major
contributor to the stress factor, the same facility may
be a low stress bikeway to some in certain settings,
a.medium stress bikeway to others in certain set-
tings, and a high stress bikeway to still others in a
certain setting. '

As a result, bikeway types (i.e. facilities) are classi-
fied as “low stress” bikeways, and “variable stress”
bikeways. Moreover, the design quality of the
bikeway, as well, will play a role in its ability to re-

duce stre cyclists. ‘ Shadls st
ss for cy ¥l Enthused and i%?fgosgaeet

In most suburban settings, shared use paths of 10 Confident

feet in width, sidewalks with bikes permitted, and
residential streets are low stress for most cyclists. 3 .
Protected Bike Lanes, also known as Cycletracks, a / 4 i i WY 3 b g
European bicycle facility. now being used in the U.S., 4 = = e P i i 3 =
are also low stress bikeways. A bicycle lane is a Strongandf e - ' . : o L der\
“variable stress” bikeway. (See Figure 2, Traffic Fea"'ss ‘

Stress Matrix, for further illustration of this concept.) TRAFFIC STRESS MATRIX
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Connections

Fora biéycle network to be useful, it needs to con-

nect people to places they want to go, be continu- _

ous, direct and efficient, and be easy to navigate.
BikeHoward addresses connections in four ways:
1) connecting people and places, 2) connecting
Howard County to surrounding jurisdictions, 3) ad-
dressing barriers to bicycle travel and 4) closing

gaps in and extending the eXIstmg pathway net-
works.

Connecting People and Places

Based upon public input and mapping of neighbor-
hoods, rural villages, employment centers, recrea-
tional destinations, schools and libraries, transit
hubs, major trails and commercial areas, a set of 51
key geographic destinations within and just outside
the county were identified and confirmed by the
Technical Advisory Group as key places that need -
improved bicycle access. In the selection process,
emphasis was placed on the most heavily populated
and developed core of the county, which can be best

Map 2: Map of Key Bicycling Destinations Needing Bikeway Cohnectivity

Carroll County

Key Bicycling Destinations
|' Western Howard County
Central Howar;:l County / Columbia
Southern Howard County
Eastern Howard County
Northern Howard County / Ellicott City
Interjurisdictional Connections
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=== Desirable Connection
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) ' "J b ey

e sl
i ) : Baltimore|
\ City
0. |2
e ‘@altnmore
County &

\ (1,

= Anne Arundel
County

! ‘\,\ )

Prince George’s County

understood as the area within the planned water and
sewer service boundary.

Map 2 provides a schematic map of these locations.
For a list of Key Destinations please see Appendix

Connecting Howard County to Surround/ng

Jurisdictions

A second planmng exercise included review of bicy-

cle plans by the state and surrounding counties, and .

included public input to identify key border locations
Wwhere on-road bikeways or trail links are needed
for bicycle access to and from surrounding jurisdic-
tions. Recreational as well as transportation routes
were considered.

Addressing Barriers to Connections

Like all of central Maryland, Howard County has
many barriers to bicycling such as major highways,
railroad corridors and stream valleys. There are
also large natural areas such as the protected
lands along the Patuxent and Patapsco rivers. The
following strategies are recommended for address-
ing these types of barriers.

e Improve the transportation utility of trails that
have existing grade separated crossings
(bridges, tunnels or underpasses) of major
highways, railroads, rivers and streams.

e Use and improve trail and road routes that
cross limited access highways at locations
- where there are no interchanges.

e Provide improvements to routes that use the
most convenient and direct alternatives around
barriers that cannot be dlrectly addressed in the
near term.



o Provide a priority list of key grade separations
that can be pursued as major funding opportuni-
. ties become available.

Throughout the planning process the public contin-
ued to stress that intersections along arterial road-
ways are also key barriers to bicycling. Due to the
large crossing distances and multiple turn lanes at
typical intersections, cyclists can easily go unnoticed
to motorists, or be hidden behind other vehicles. It
can also be difficult to make left turn movements at
such intersections. As a result BikeHoward has iden-
tified a number of locations where intersections
should be improved.

Closing Gaps in and Extending the Existing
Pathway Networks

Columbia has one of the most extensive pathway
networks of any suburban community in the U.S.

A plan to build on that existing CA pathway network,
and a plan for improving that network has already
been articulated by the Gonnecting Columbia Active
Transportation Action Agenda. This plan, completed
in 2012 by Columbia Association identifies and high-
lights key trail segments that will contribute signifi-
cantly to use of both CA pathways and Howard
County Recreation and Parks Department’s trail sys-
tems.

BikeHoward will build upon and improve the p_ath—
way system by:

o Closing gaps in existing systems

e Improving connectivity to adjacent land uses
such as employment centers, retail shopping
areas, residential neighborhoods and key road-
ways
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Widening and upgrading key trail segments so
that they can safely support bicycle transporta-
tion usage

e Extending pathway networks where feasible

along stream valley, road corridors and utility
corridors

Bicycle Trip Types and Purposes Served
by the Bikeway Network

Trips of 3 miles or less

o Casual riders

e Commuting to work

e Shopping, errands, seeing friends
s Children and youth biking to school
e Close to home recreation

Trips of 3 miles or more

o Biking to transit or park & rides
e Commutirg to work

o Long distance recreation

e Fitness and training




Prioritization of
Recommendations

BikeHoward developed over 500 miles of roadway
and pathway improvements throughout the county.
The full set of recommendations is referred to as the
Countywide Bikeway Network and represents the
long term vision for the county’s bikeway network, a
bikeway network that provides a high level of con-
nectivity for the county.

To make implementation practical, these facility rec-
ommendations were prioritized and divided into net-
works referred to as the Short-Term Network, Mid-
Term Network, and the Long-Term Network.

In general, the Short-Term Network is comprised
primarily of lower cost improvements and includes a
very small number of “non-standard” facility types.
The Mid-Term Network is more balanced between
lower cost and high cost activities. The balance of
the network includes primarily higher cost activities
and supplemental routes that provide additional link-
ages to destinations, or connections to destinations
of lesser importance.

In addition to proposed improvements, each network
also includes existing roads and trails that are im-
portant because of the connectivity they provide,
even though further improvements are not neces-
sary.

Prioritization Criteria

BikeHoward approached prioritizing the countywide
network into the mid-term and Short-Term networks
using the following baseline criteria for all recom-
mendations:

That all recommendations must connect with
each other, to existing facilities, or to Key Desti-
nations as identified in BikeHoward. There can
be no gaps; and each network, while limited in
scope, should be fully functional if completed as
planned. o

| Three specific types of criteria were identified and

used in the screening process to develop the Short,
Mid and Long-Term Networks. The basic framework
used in the screening process is shown in Figure 3

e Overarching Criteria
o Geographic Criteria

o Feasibility Criteria

Overarching Criteria

Overarching criteria address values that are repre-
sented in most recommendations in the Mid-Term
Network and many recommendations in the Short-
Term Network, including:

Leveraging existing facilities

Safety Improvements

and “interested but concerned” groups as de-
scribed in BikeHoward

‘Better serving riders in “enthused and confident’
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Geographic Criteria

Geographic criteria ensure that the network provides
connectivity and continuity to as many key destina-
tions as possible. The Mid-Term Network connects
1o 95 percent of the Key Destinations in the county
and the Long Term network represents the balance
of the key destinations in the county as shown in
Map 2. The Short-Term Network provideé a small
set of core routes that serve north-south and east-
‘west movements within the core of the county and

- key corridors for access to popular recreational -
routes. '

The public input gathered throughout the planning
process is primarily integrated into the geographic
criteria. The Key Destinations list was developed
based upon the destinations identified in public
meetings and workshops as well as on the interac-
tive map. As routes were selected to link these desti-
nations, input from cyclists was considered heavily.
Moreover, bublic input was used to determine which
recreational routes were most important to include in
the Short-Term Network. '

Some key criteria are:

e Creating connectivity between important desti-
nations such as trails, schools, parks and em-
ploymentclusters

e Develop select scenic/recreational routes

¢ Align With Columbial Association’s Active Trans-
portation Action Agenda

22

o Right of way availability

N

- )

Feasibility Criteria

Feasibility criteria are factors related to the physical
nature of each recommendation, including the pro-
posed facility type, and other logistical issues related
to implementation, including the level of effort re-
quired and the estimated cost.

Figure 3: Network Prioritization Process

¥ T
- Il

Some key criteria are:

. Facility type

Public Input

e Level of effort needed to implement the facility \  Prioritizafion Soreen

e Cost

For a full discussion of the screening process,
please see Appendix E. :

” Priotitization Screen
_ Fiscally Constrained
Public Input
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The Countywide
Network

Bikeway

This chapter describes the Long-Term, Mid-Term
and Short-Term networks and the recommendations
that-.comprise the Countywide Bikeway Network and
describes the bikeway facility types that make up the
networks.
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Short-Term Network

The Short-Term Network utilizes the core of the ex-
isting pathway system and provides a basic level of

- connectivity in the more heavily populated and de-

veloped core of the county. The Short-Term Network
is projected to take 10 years to fully develop from -
the adoption of BikeHoward. Outside of the existing
pathway system, it also leverages committed pro-
jects being planned and built by as part of the rede-
velopment of Downtown.Columbia and by Columbia
Association.

This network mostly includes variable stress facility
improvements on low and medium volume roads. It
includes 72 miles of on-road bikeway improvements,
23 miles of new and upgraded pathways and 47
spot improvements at intersections and pathway
crossings. :

A few north-south routes are included, linking Histor-
ic Ellicott City and the Howard County government
center to downtown Columbia, Oakland Mills, Sav-
age and Laurel. East-West routes link the Howard
County General Hospital (HCGH) to Rockburn Re-

gional Park, and River Hill to the Savage MARC sta- .

tion.

Mid-Term Network

The Mid-Term Network is oriented to ensure that
most of the Key Destinations identified by the long
term vision for the county are connected. It includes
160 miles of upgrades and improvements on roads,
34 miles of new and upgraded paths and recom-
mends 97 spot improvements at intersections, trail
crossings, bridges and tunnels.

In addition to recommendations for trail and pathway
upgrades, the Mid-Term Network includes much of
the existing CA trail system. A major goal of this net-
work is to create a bikeway system that will attract
more people from the interested but concerned
group of cyclists. It relies more heavily on develop-
ment of low and medium stress bikeways in high
stress corridors. Build out of this network is project-
ed to take 20 years from plan adoption. It aims to
create both transportation routes and recreational
routes, linking more of the scenic and historic corri-
dors in both the western and eastern portions of the

county.




Long-Term Network

The Long-Term network is the long term vision for
the whole county and is comprised of the recom-
mendations that are not included in the Mid-Term
and Short-Term Networks.

Many of the facility improvements designated in this
network will likely happen in conjunction with major

roadway reconstructions and expansions and is pro-

jected to take place 20 to 30 years following the
adoption of BikeHoward. Other types of projects in
the countywide network include the following:

e New bicycle overpasses of major highways

e Many of the more costly cycle tracks: and many
of the more costly new trails

e Development of lower stress routes to destina-
tions already served by variable stress routes

e Upgrades of variable stress facilities implement-
ed in the Short-Term or Mid-Term to low stress
facilities

“In addition, the existing bicycle and pedestrian bridge over Route 29 betwee

Table 2: Summary of Recommendations

|

Network (Miles)
: : Total
Bikeway Facility Type . __iShort-Term |Mid Term| Long Term | (Miles or Locations)
|
On-Road Bikeway Improvements j 394 mi.
s I —
- i r _ r:
Minor Upgrades to Existing Facilities 1 2 12 } 15 29
= oo T"'ii’ S b RS "‘"ﬂ R s
. Recommendations for New Facilities “ 70 148 | 147 365
L I |
New and Upgraded Path/Cycletrack or Protected Bike Lanes 160 mi.
Upgrade Existing Pathways 13 14 10 37
Construct New Shared Use Paths &
Protected Bike Lanes ' 10 21 o, 122
| N - ,
A Spot Improvements J i 191 Locations
S — — .
Trail Access and Bike Linkage Im- !1 12 17 | 5 34 Locations
provements “ 1;; o
Bridge and Tunnel In:provements 1 7 , 18 26 Locations
(new and upgrades) * | i |
,,,,, —_— .. = S o ﬂ _ ' .
Intersection Improvements 33 74 L{ 24 | 131 Locations
' I i z

n Downtown Columbia and Oakland Mills was the topic of the 2015 "Downtown

* Columbia Bridge Feasibility Study”.

www.howardcountymd.gov/Departments/County-Administration/T ransportation/Transportation-Projects. The study

evaluated several options to modify

the existing bridge or build a new bridge to accommodate transit in addition to improving bicycle and pedestrian

traffic. The potential change to this

bridge has been incorporated in Appendix F and Appendix G of this plan.




Facilities in the Bikeway Network

The County’s Bikeway Network is made up of a vari-
ety of bikeway facility types and spot improvements,
each of which has been assigned to specific road
and trail segments based upon need and applicabil-
ity. The visual glossary presents the various bikeway
types proposed in BikeHoward.

Linear Improvements

The networks include a range of standard and non-
standard bikeways. They also include the use of low
volume neighborhood streets and other streets
where cyclists can share the roadway with low
speed traffic. The Networks include other facilities
such as shared use paths, neighborhood greenways
and shared lane markings (sharrows). New treat-
ments such as colored bike lanes are also included.

Spot Improvements
In addition to linear facilities, spot location recom-
mendations are included, such as intersections that
need to be upgraded, trail crossings that should be
made safe and functional, and small path connec-
tions, such as curb ramps, barrier removal locations,
stairway retrofits, etc. Locations where new or up-
graded bicycle/pedestrian bridges or tunnels are

" needed are also included. A table with detail on the
spot locations is presented in Appendix F.
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Network Mapping
Accompanying the main body of the document are
two large scale maps. '

A map titled “Countywide Network. by Phase” pre-
sents the network by the three phases.

Click here to open the map.

A map titled “Short-Term Network Bike Facility Type”
presents the Short-Term network by the types of -
facilities recommended.

Click here to open the map.

5 smaller network maps are also presented in this
chapter :

Maps 3-7 shows the full extent of all three networks,
including segments with recommended improve-

ments and those with existing facilities. One map is

provided for each of the five planning areas:

e Map 3 presents the whole cdunty, along with the
Rural West Planning Area

e Map 4 presents the Ellicott City Planning Area
o Map 5 presents the Columbia Planning Area
o Map 6 presents the Elkridge Planning Area

e Map 7 presents the Southeast Planning Area
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Connections to Surrounding

Jurisdictions

Table 3 on the next page identifies a set of key loca-
tions where Howard County desires bicycle-friendly .
roadway connections to its neighboring jurisdictions.
These locations listed as confirmed are those that
are identified in the bikeway plans of the neighboring
jurisdiction and those that are listed as unconfirmed
are only identified by Howard County. In general, the
County hopes that neighbor jurisdictions, or the state
(in the case of a state roadway) will provide bicycle
facilities or accommodations commensurate with
those shown by this plan on the Howard County side
of the border.

Regarding state roadways that become limited ac-
cess highways, i.e. US 29, MD 100, and portions of
MD 32 and MD 216, Howard County generally pre-
fers development of parallel routes on each side of
such highways, rather than shared use path, cy-
cletrack or wide shoulder accommodations within
the road ROW. In some cases, where major road
and/or interchange upgrades take place these pro-
ject may create opportunities for high quality
bikeways with grade separated ramp crossings
along portions of such roads. Howard County seeks
to preserve bicycle access to the shoulders of US 29
especially between Old Columbia Road in Howard
County and Old Columbia Road in Montgomery
County, as this is the only crossing of the Rocky
Gorge Reservoir.
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Small Area Plans

During the planning process, it was determined that
additional study would be needed in parts of the
county that are undergoing or expected to undergo
significant change.

In response to this need, BikeHoward developed a
detailed circulation bicycle plan for Downtown Co-
lumbia that is harmonized with the countywide plan.
The Downtown Columbia circulation plan is present-
ed in Maps 8 and 9 and additional detail on Down-

- fown Columbia is presented in Appendix G. The

Downtown Columbia map represents two scenarios
for Downtown, with and without the new north-south
collector road.

In addition, BikeHoward recommends the following
areas for Future Small Area Planning:

e Dobbin Road Commercial Area
e Gateway Commerce Center
Route 40 Corridor in Ellicott City
MD 216 Corridor

Maple Lawn
o Various segments of the Route 1 Corridor
e Clarksville (River Hill)
o Historic Ellicott City
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_Tgble 3: Recommended Bikeway Connections to Surrounding Jurisdictions

____Connections Howard County Desires (unconfirmed by neighboring jyﬁris_;:liction)

|
Desirable Connections (Confirmed by neighboring jurisdiction) B | |

. j : !‘

To Baltimore County Via Old Frederick Road \

To BWI Trail Via Hanover Road

To Baltimore County Via Frederick Road

_I_To Anne Arundel County Via Dorsey Road

{_To Baltimore County Via Gun Road

I - e

_i_To Anne Arundel County Via Race Road

| To Anne Arundel County Via Ridge Road

To Anne Arundel County Via Coca Cola Drive .

To Anne Arundel County Via Waterloo Road

To Carroll County & Frederick County Via Penn Shop Road

To Anne Arundel County Via Savage Guilford Road

_To Carroll County Via MD 97

_To Prince George's County Via N 2nd Street

| To Anne Arundel County Via Whiskey Bottom Road

_To Prince George's County Via MD 216 -~

_I_To Anne Arundel County Via Montevideo Road

To Montgomery County Via US 29 & OId Columbia Road

_|_To Anne Arundel County, Baltimore County & Baltimore City via River Road

To Montgomery County Via Brighton Dam Road

) 7
To Montgomery County Via Georgia-Ave

To Baltimore County Via Street Denis MARC Sta. River Road

_To Baltimore County Via Tunnel, Trail and Foxhall Farm Road

I
I
_To Montgomery County Via Ridge Road |

To Baltimore County Via US 40, Baltimore National Pike

|
|
|
f
|

To Prince George's and Anne Arundel County via Brock Br. Road

|_To Carroll County Via Marriotsville Road

_To Baltimore County Via Trolley Line #9 Trail

To Carroll County Via Old Henryton Road-restore bridge

|
_To Baltimore County Via River Road |

To Sykesville and Carroll County via Main Street

|
_To Prince George's and Laurel MARC via Bike Lane on new road bridge - ‘nf To Mt. Airy and Carroll County Via Twin Arch Road

ii

- L e ] | To Mt. Airy, Frederick County and Carroll County Via Ridge Road

ngLTo Montgomery County Via Tucker Lane & Ednor Road
i

T |;>T0 Montgomery County Via Ednor Road

‘,,, — . R ~ oo | Tolaureland Prince George's County Via restored bridge

il
ll Through City of Laurel
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- Bicycle Facilities Visual Glossary

The visual glossary presents a series of typical
treatments and facility types that are included in
the proposed Howard County Bikeway Network.
The glossary is organized into three types of
facilities.

Bikeways that primarily use
facilities separated from the road
with vertical barriers or
landscape buffers

One-Way Protected Bike Lanes

One-way bicycle facility physically separated from i”noving
traffic and pedestrians to create a lower stress bikeway

Shared Use Paths

Off-street bicycle and pedestrian facility, physically separated
from the road and motor vehicle traffic creates a lower stress
bikeway

—

Two-Way Protected Bike Lanés

Two-way bicycle facility physically separated from both the
roadway and sidewalk

P

,; \ mcml,}

Sidewélk with Cycling Permitted

An off-street facility which is used where pedestrian and bike
volumes are expected to remain low to create a lower stress
bikeway

Neighboi‘hood Greenways

Low traffic street with bicycle friendly traffic calming to create a
low stress bikeway. Used where all traffic volumes are
expected to remain low




Bicycle Facilities Visual Glossary

Bikeways that primarily use on-
road bike lanes and facilities

Colored Bike Lanes

Type of bike lane that uses color to create additional
awareness of right-of-way for bicyclists

Climbing Lanes - Bike Lanes
Used where existing road width wil support addition of only ) o )
one bike lane. Bike lane provided in uphill and shared lane Pavement marking designating a portion of roadway for

marking on the downhill portion of the road preferential use of bicycles

Buffered Bike Lanes | Advisory Bike Lanes

A type of bike lane with additional striped buffer zones to Type of facility where the center line has been removed from the road in order to

have room to stripe "advisory” bike lanes. The dashed lines (as opposed to solid)

pr ovide increased separation from faster moving traffic allow motor vehicles to occupy that space when a bicyclist is not using it




Bicycle Facilities Visual Glossary |
Shared Roadway w/ Safety Treatment ~ Paved and Striped Shoulder

Used on two-lane rural roads where there are no continuous
shoulders. Uses safety signs and short shoulder sections to
allow cars to pass bikes on hills

Most often used on rural roadways and can accommodate
bicycle travel. Usually no less than four (4) feet wide

NO
SHOULDER| .

Bikeways that primarily use
existing roads and streets with
treatments to guide car and
bicycle placement and behavior.

Shared Roadway Shared Lane Markings (Sharrows)

Used where speed limit is 35 mph or lower. Indicates cyclists’

Used on rural roads, neighborhood streets where there is safest path of travel and reminds motorists of requirements to

good sight distance and low fraffic volumes
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Components o.ﬂ: the Difficult Intersections and For each of these areas, the solutions are not as
simple as fixing one intersection. Often there are
NetWO rk ' Network Gaps space constraints and the needs of pedestrians
' Howard County has a large number of major high-  must be taken into consideration. The challenges for
ways that act as barriers to bicycle travel; among cyclists, pedestrians and those using electric per-

them are U.S. 29, MD 100, Route 40, MD 108, MD *  sonal assistive devices, usually include passage
This section advances the discussion related to cer- 32 Broken Land Parkway and Snowden River Park-  through multiple intersections and along short seg-
tain bicycle facility types and treatments that make W&V After significant analysis and feedback froma  ments of roadway with poor conditions. Roadway
up the network and how people will navigate the net- variety of stakeholders, the following priority listis ~ configurations tend to be complex and often involve
work. It provides detail and specific guidance related provided to direct County and State attention inthe  interchanges with limited access highways. It may
to intersections, path crossings, bike links, connector near term and illustrate potential least-cost solutions. take multiple phases of infrastructure upgrades to
paths, bridges and tunnels, path systems, State make these areas safe and inviting to the enthused

roadways, special safety treatments for rural roads, Recommendation: Review the following areas {0 gnq confident and interested but concerned cyclists.
. . . determine which solutions should be pursued in the
sidewalk bikeways, and new facility types. It also

provides racommendations on & signage and way near tfarm and‘which can be delayed or should be However, creating a connected network is depend-
finding system ' coordinated with expected future road improvements ent on addressing these areas.
d or development: '

; ; Recommendation: The County’s Traffic Engineer-
Standard Bikeways < et Divisi i ; o
kg g Guideliner o Devel oof o MD 103 and Long Gate Area ing D./VISIOH should initiate a I’eVIeVl{ of all trafflc Sig-
Bt oo B CC;M e TVG Ogn?fen OT . nals in the County to ensure that bicycles will be de-

jcycle Facilities, a n - . 1 [
fic C};ontro! Dcl—:‘iiices projizles a ;:zisofor tTnleoartr;pliZ *  Columbia Road and MD 108 e mmc/)r ma/d aiproaCheSthz;'Ch'may o
) = - ‘ given a green cycle only when cross traffic Is pre-
r::o?nfr:qg;:isg tk?;silgl:lsvflzigltllssra;;d?;;itgeTiZ— o MD 108 Homewood Road to Centennial sent. Various treatments are av;a:lable foremedy
ance to clarify application of 'fa.cilities such as Shoul Lane | aZy lagalion Bfvers bisyoles 678 et ety CSlact
- ed.
der bikeways, bicycle lanes, buffered bicycle lanes, e North-South Link through Downtown Colum-
climbing lanes, shared use paths and other features bia - Shared Use Paths

included in BikeHoward, please see Appendix A ‘ ’ As a part of this plan, a number of existing and po-

o North-South Link from HCGH/Howard Coun- tential pathway corridors were explored. Existing
ty Community College/Symphony Woods to and planned regional parks were also reviewed. The

southern Howard County Connecting Columbia Active Transportation Action
Agenda adopted by Columbia Association was stud-
o Access to the JHU-Applied Physics Lab ied in detail. As a result an extensive list of recom-
across U.S. 29 at Johns Hopkins-Gorman mended shared use path improvements was devel-
. Road oped. See Table 4 for a summary of the number of

new and upgraded shared use paths.

e Cedar Lane Corridor :
BikeHoward supports the Connecting Columbia Ac-

tive Transportation Action Agenda approved by Co-
lumbia Association in 2012. Specifically, it supports
the flexible pathway width recommendations for the

o Dobbin Road/Gateway Commerce Center
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Primary, Secondary and Tertiary system, and identi-
fies which CA path segments will be most important
to be upgraded to accommodate both recreational
and transportation usage. It supports the curb ramp
and crossing improvements, and again identifies
which of these will be most important to facilitate
safe transportation usage and it specifically identi-
fied recommendations for on-road and/or off-road
facilities in the Columbia area where the CA plan
identified pathway connection needs along County-
owned or state highways.

In some cases, BikeHoward recommends only on-
road bikeways and assumes standard sidewalks for
expected small numbers of interested but concerned
cyclists.

Key Path Recommendations:

*  Key path trail inprovements are identified in re-
gional County parks including Blandair, Centen-
nial Lake, Cedar Lane, Meadowbrook, Troy and
Savage. Bicycle Lanes or shared lane markings
are also recommended for a number of park -
access roads and/or parking lot aisles to im-
prove bicyclists’ safety passing through these
parks.

e The Patuxent Branch Trail south bf the Guilford
Road trailhead should be paved to provide all-
weather, three-season transpon‘at/on use of this
trail.

e The Maple Lawn area and the MD 216- Ham-
monds Branch corridor between Maple Lawn
and North Laurel represent a significant oppor-

tunity for major new transporfat/on trail develop-
ment.

e Utility corridors and rights-of -way present im-
portant opportunities to make key connections
throughout the County. BikeHoward recom-

mends that the county conduct additional re-
search and develop strategies, including working
with key federal, state and local stakeholders to
develop clear technical, design and policy guid-
ance on the development of linear shared use
trails on utility rights-of-way.

Table 4: Shared Use Path Recommendations

-
A
{
|
|
|

i

Facility |

-
Recommendations ~ |

Miles

or-Locations

BikeHoward did not fully explore further trail po-
tential in the Patapsco Heritage Greenway Corri-
dor (primarily state DNR lands), nor the protect-
ed lands along the main branch of the Patuxent
River. BikeHoward recommends exploring trail
potential and road linkages in these areas, in-

|

cluding the concept of a loop trail to link Ellicott ’
City, Mt Airy and Laurel,

INew Shared Use Paths ‘I 86 Miles
4
|

Upgraded Shared Use

Paths 37 Miles

|

Mid Block and intersec- |

|
‘i_‘” s

tion path crossings |

__44 Locations

;1

New Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bridges

21 Locations

3 Locations

New Tunnels |

Spot Trail Access I

12 Locations
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Special Facility Types and

Treatments .

A number of special facility types and treatments are
included in BikeHoward, including some that are
considered “Experimental” in nature. The Federal
Highway Administration manages a formal approval
process for state and local governments who wish to
install experimental facilities and treatments.

These special facility type treatments include:

1) safety treatments for a certain class of shared
roadways, 2) sidewalk bikeways, 3) colored bicycle
lanes, and 4) cycletracks/protected bike lanes and
median pathways.

Shared Roadway with Safety Treatments

This plan recommends development of a safety
treatment for 106 miles of roadways that generally
have the following characteristics. :

e Two 10-12 foot paved travel lanes
e No or minimal shoulder, unpaved

e Speed limit of 35 mph or greater; advisory speed
limits of 30 or less on sharp curves :

e Traversing hilly terrain and crossing numerous
stream drainages

e Drainage ditches, farm fields and mature trees
on the edge of the roadway

e Periodic curves with poor sight distances

o Forested and/or rural residential landscape

During the planning procéss, many cyclists identified
these roads as uncomfortable and potentially dan-
gerous. Moreover, many motorists would concur that
they seem dangerous for bicycling. Due to the hills,
which slow cyclists down and the periodic curves
- and poor sight distances, it is easy for a motorist to
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come upon a bicyclist from behind with little or no
warning. The lack of a paved shoulder requires bicy-
clists to use the travel lane, and thus motorists must
decelerate quickly and determine when it may be
safe to pass. :

Many of these roads are in western Howard County
and are popular for recreational cycling, especially
on weekends. However, others are in the older, less
developed section of the county along the Patapsco
River, around Elkridge, in the MD 216 corridor and
around Savage and North Laurel. Howard County
has a tremendous economic interest in maintaining
and expanding the recreation and tourism potential
of these bikeways.

 However, universally widening these roads to pro-

vide full shoulders on each side will be both cost
prohibitive and would violate the rural, scenic, cultur-
al and historic character of the road. Preserving

. these values is not only essential for their success

as recreational bikeways, but is important for a host
of other reasons to which the County is already com-
mitted. C

Recommendation: Consider the development of
new approaches to increase both safety and mutual
respect for bicyclists and motorists who share these
roads including but not limited fo the following treat-
ments.

o  Utilize existing signs, such as the BIKES MAY
USE FULL LANE sign.

o Use available flexibility in the MUTCD fo develop
auxiliary word plaques to more directly address
situations and appropriate driver and cyclists’
response, such as PASS WITH CARE, ALLOW
3 FEET, EXPECT CYCLISTS, efc.

e Ensure that sigh messages are unambiguous
and have separate messages directed to motor-

ists and cyclists, explaining why and how all us-
ers must share the road.

On hills, in the uphill direction, add bike pullout
lanes, i.e. short segments of shoulder where a
cyclist can pull to the side and let a line of cars
following them to safely pass.

s Use new technologies to detect cyclists in poten-
tially hidden locations and inform approaching
motorists of their presence; use similar technolo-
gies to inform motorists traveling at unsafe
speeds.

e Establish a unique logo and graphic identity to
use on signage for a system of On Road Recre-
ational Routes.

_ These routes will be primarily in western Howard .

County, but also include routes in the southwest
around Fulton, in and around Historic Ellicott City,
the Patapsco River area and Elkridge. By having a
unique brand for rural recreational routes, the county
can coordinate effective safety messaging
campaigns using a variety of media. Information that
is provided on the web, at events, during road safety

“awareness weeks, on printed materials, etc. can all

be associated with the route system where these
safe bicycle and motorist road sharing practices are
most applicable.



Sidewalk Bicycling
In general, sidewalk bicycling is discouraged, except
for children and those just learning to ride a bicycle.
However, in Howard County many casual and recre-
ational cyclists ride on sidewalks for short sections
of their ride or even long distances, because condi-
tions on the roadway are too uncomfortable. Side-
~walk cycling is permitted by county code.

Recommendation: In 16 locations (6.6 miles),
where sidewalks exist and where no bicycle facilities
exist, this plan recommends designation of Side-
walks w/ Bikes Permitted, as a formal Bikeway.

These facilities should be a minimum of 6 feet wide,
and may be up to 8 feet wide depending on space"
available. If a 4-5 foot sidewalk already exists, where
feasible it should be expanded to 6 or more feet
wide. The location should be posted as Sidewalks
with Bikes Permitted and BICYCLISTS YIELD TO
PEDESTRIAN signs. In the locations identified in
BikeHoward pedestrian volumes are expected to be
low, as are bicycle volumes. These facilities may be
needed to provide low cost connectivity in areas
where retrofitting roadways will likely have a low
cost/benefit ratio. These facilities may also be rec-
ommended in areas where some cyclists will be
served on the roadway and low-skilled cyclists will
be best served on the sidewalk. :

Note: BikeHoward also identifies 20 locations (4.8
miles) where existing sidewalks are present, but up-
grades to Shared Use Path facilities are recom-
mended. Sidewalk upgrades to path standards will
require a minimum of 8-foot treadways (asphalt or
concrete), and a minimum 5-foot lateral buffer from
the adjacent roadway, or vertical barrier.

2 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/
guidance/design guidance/mutcd bike.cfm

Colored Bicycle Lanes & Advisory Bicycle
Lanes

Colored bicycle lanes are currently sanctioned by a
formal Interim Approval for Optional Use of Green
Colored Pavement for Bike Lanes (IA-14), (April 15,
2011)° A Federal Highway Administration process to
encourage communities to apply and evaluate new
approaches to address traffic control and safety is-
sues. Advisory Bike Lanes are approved for experi-
mentation.

Recommendation: As a demonstration project, con-
sider conducting an experimental application of col-
ored bicycle lanes in one location: west bound Johns
Hopkins Road from Montpelier Road to the Applied
Physics Lab entrance and on east bound Johns
Hopkins Road from Montpelier Road through the
entrance ramp to US 29 south. Coordination with
SHA may be required due to the project’s relation-
ship with US 29 traffic.

Recommendation: Consider conducting an experi-
mental application of advisory bicycle lanes on the
Litle Patuxent Parkway loop in Clary’s Forest.

Cycletracks, Protected Bike Lanes and
Median Paths

Guidelines for cycletracks, also known as protected
bike lanes, are not provided in AASHTO or the
MUTCD, however, NACTO provides a guidance
document based on the experience of leading cities
in the U.S. that have installed these facilities as well
as European designs.* Median paths are also not

. specifically addressed in AASHTO. Howard County

is not prohibited from installing these facilities by
their omission from these national guidance docu-

*Cycletracks have been used extensively, and for many years, in
northern European countries such as Germany, Denmark and the
Netherlands contributing to urban bicycle mode shares of 10-30
percent of all trips.

ments. Moreover the specific guidance that is pro-
vided for shared use path and bicycle lane design
can and should be applied to these less common

bicycle facility types.

Recommendation: Consider installing pilot protect-
ed bike lanes in three locations: 1) along Columbia
Road between Annapolis Road and MD 1 08,

2) along Robert Fulton Drive between Snowden Riv-
er Parkway and Commerce Center Drive, and

3) along MD 103 between Long Gate Parkway and
Old Columbia Road. The later segment will need fo
be conducted in coordination with the MD State
Highway Administration.

State Roadways

The state roadwaysin Howard County are critical for
bicycling for a number of reasons:

e State roads open to bicycling need to have bicy-
cle facilities and treatments where appropriate
and feasible, including bicycle improvements
through large arterial intersections with high vol-
umes of traffic and many turning movements

e Existing bicycle access on state roads cannot be
forfeited when they are upgraded to divided or
limited access highway design

e State roadwaysAthat prohibit bicycling need par-
allel routes on minor streets and roads

e Limited Access State and Interstate highways
need to have bicycle-friendly and safe crossings
that do not require cyclists to make major de-
tours, or travel through unimproved interchanges
with multiple, high speed, free flow, entrance
and exit ramps 4

This plan studied a large portion of the state road-
way network in the county and includes facility and
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treatment recommendations for these roadways. In
many cases the accommodations recommended are
well within the design guidelines currently used by
SHA to address routine accommodations. Howard
County will be seeking cooperation, coordination
and partnership to implement a variety of both
standard and non-standard facilities in the coming

- years, For a list of state roadways and recommend-
ed facilities and intersections please see Appendix
H.

Recommendation: Howard County requests that
major bicycle facilities be included in the SHA main-
tained Highway Needs Inventory, which includes
lists of priority projects consisting of new and up-
graded highway and transit facilities and requests
BikeHoward'’s recommendations be included into
SHA fund 76.

Howard County will annually identify the following
bicycle facility needs that are directly related to road-
ways and state transportation infrastructure on the
Highway Needs Inventory:

e Facilities needed on the state primary system

o Parallel facilities needed that serve bicyclists in
limited access highway corridors

e Accommodations through Interchanges

e Grade-separated over/under passes of limited
access highways '

o Accommodations needed on state-owned bridg-
- es that serve County or state roads that cross
. limited access highways at non-interchange lo-
cations
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'Recommendation: Howard County request that

bicycle facilities proposed in BikeHoward be includ-
ed into the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board
(BRTB) long range fransportation plan and Trans-
portation Improvement Program (TIP), including
bridge resurfacing projects.

State Scenic Byway Designations

Recommendation: Consider engaging the SHA
Scenic Byway office regarding any plans to imple-
ment the paved striped shoulders recommended for
MD 144 which is part of the National Road Scenic
Byway. It is state policy to consider proposals to wid-
en designated scenic byways on a case by case
basis, because the presence of scenic and historic
resources that need protection varies considerably

"along the length of the National Road Scenic Byway,

and it is state policy to provide a minimum 4-foot
shoulder along open section state roads where
needed for bicycle safety, is feasible, fundable and
in keeping with the goals of scenic byway designa-
tions. ; .

In the planning document for this byway, Context
Sensitive Solutions for the Maryland Historic Nation-
al Road Scenic Byway, 2006, published by the MD
State Highway Administration, it states, “Decisions
regarding requirements for bicycle accommodations
should be made carefully taking into consideration
the importance of maintaining the character-defining
features of the Historic National Road.”



Wayfinding & Signage Systems

Public comment during this and other recent plan-
ning processes clearly identified the need for im-
proved wayfinding geared toward cyclists. Three
distinct but related signage needs were identified:

e Wayfinding on the CA pathway system and
other County and school owned paths

e On-road bike route signage

e On-road signage related to recreational routes,
especially in western Howard County and
historic sites

County stakeholders use a number existing of sign-
age and wayfinding systems. Descriptions of these
systems follow.

CA Pathways Wayfinding Signs

In 2013, Columbia Association conducted a pilot
program that included design and installation of way-
finding signs on a small portion of the CA pathway
system. It will use primarily blue fingerboards as
shown in Figure 4.

County Parks Trail Wayfinding Signs

The Howard County Department of Recreation and
Parks currently uses brown wayfinding signs for
trails, but does not install signs on all of its trails.

State Signed Routes

Currently, the only signed bicycle routes in the coun-
ty are along State roadways. Additionally, the MD
State Highway Administration is developing a plan to
sign a bicycle route in the MD 32 corridor that will
act as a bicycling alternative to the portions of the
highway upon which bicycle use is prohibited. This

Figure 4: Concept for Sign Shield System for Signed Bicycle Routes

Lake Kittamaqundi Loop 4.0
Wilde Lake Boathouse 2.0

For CA trail routes use blue
fingerboards

For standard on-road
County routes use the
MUTCD sign D11-1c

For state routes
within the County
use the MUTCD
sign M1-8a

Guilford Park 1.0

SEVE[S] 0.4

For County trail routes use
brown fingerboards

LA ROUTE 1
VERTE

Y,

_For on-road recreational routes
within the County, develop a new
shield design integrating green and
blue colors, a shield shape and
graphic approach that creates a
Howard County and recreation
bicycling identity.

route would extend from MD 108 at MD 32 to the
National Security Administration campus adjacent to
Fort Meade, in Anne Arundel County. The state is
considering two options provided in the MUTCD.

Installation of an attractive and coordinated sign sys-
tem will broaden public awareness of bicycling, and
in combination with web-based information and tra-
ditional maps, help users identify low-stress routes,
recreation routes and standard routes for people of
all ages and skill levels. '

Please see Appendix | for a full discussion of issues
that need to be coordinated among key stakeholders
with an interest in and responsibility for bicycle way-
finding signs.

Recommendation: Develop én integrated bikeway
sign protocol and manual using the system of
shields and branding graphics provided in Figure 4.

Initial sign installation efforts should focus on provid-
ing signs along the Short-Term network, Columbia
Association and the County’s pathway systems and
routes that may be developed and designated by the
State Highway Administration. As safety on rural
roads is improved and other facilities are installed,
the recreational route system and additional County
routes in the Mid-Term Network can be signed.

Recommendation: The County should develop and
advance, in coordination with state and local stake-
holders, paper and electronic directional applications
and devices to enable navigation, including expand-
ing CA’s existing directional app outside its current

-limits.
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Recommendation: The County should consider Creating unique brands for a distinct set of recrea--
developing an On-Road County Recreational Route tional routes will help cyclists easily find their way
System in western Howard County, the southwest around an area they may not be familiar with. In ad-
area around Fulton, in and around Historic Ellicott dition, since these recreational routes will be on
City and Savage, as well as in the Patapsco Herit- roads in more rural and older areas, roads which
age Greenway and the Elkridge Area (See Figure 5). tend to be narrower and steeper, allow the county to

coordinate its efforts to ensure safety for cyclists and
The recreational route system should be coordinated motorists. -

" with local stakeholders fo maximize the economic
impact of the recreational routes.

Figure 5: Draft Recreational Route System
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End of Trip Facilities

For bicycling to be attractive for transportation, provid-
ing places for cyclists to store their bikes is essential.
Bicycle parking equipment provides a community an
opportunity to integrate public art into strestscapes,
brand their bike program and engage the business
community in bicycling.

The opportunity to leverage a bike trip into a longer trip
by using public transit is also central for those seeking

to reduce motor vehicle use. This chapter details how

bicycle end of trip facilities should be will be integrated
into the plan.

Cyclists who commute by bike often need showers and
changing rooms and is an important tool in encolrag-
ing utilitarian cycling.

Bicycle Parking Types and
Applications

Bicycle parking needs vary based upon land use and
intensity of activity levels. Covered or uncovered racks
are appropriate for Short-Term parking needs such as
at retail stores, restaurants, recreation centers, parks,
libraries and similar locations. While students, teachers
and staff at schools stay for longer periods of time, cov-
ered bicycle racks are recommended at elementary,
middle, high schools, colleges and technical schools,
both public and private. At all of these locations it is
important to plan for both employee parking as well as
visitor parking.

On-demand lockers, standard rental lockers or bike-
lids are recommended at locations where all day park-
ing in lightly supervised locations such as park & ride
lots, commuter rail stations, office complexes, industrial
parks, etc. Bike lids are covered racks that provide

protection from the weather, but are easier to install
and move if needed.

Secure indoor parking is needed in apartment build-
ings and other multi-family, residential housing types,
including senior housing and retirement centers. Gar-
den apartments and campus-style complexes who *
have limited public access can meet residents’ needs
by providing covered medium security bike parking in
convenient locations for regular use, and indoor stor-
age areas for winter or long term storage.

The challenge for communities with little existing bicy-
cle parking is developing an approach that addresses,
1) retrofit of existing commercial employment sites and
2) provision of appropriate types, locations and capaci-
ty as an integrated component of new developments.
To do this Howard County should implement a publicly
supported retrofit program and update zoning and sub-
division codes to address new development and public
facilities.

Another important bicycle parking principle is that
needed capacity is not a static factor. When the goal is
to increase levels of bicycle it is critical that as progress
is made, increased levels of bicycle parking are also

‘provided. Provision of bicycle parking is a manage-

ment activity not a capital program.

Recommendation: Howard County should initiate a
publically supported Bicycle Parking retrofit program,
see box for defalils. '

Recommendation: Howard County should consider

initiating an interagency program to evaluate, replace
and add bike parking at all County owned public facili-
fies.

o Assess needs and current bike parking equipment.
Replace sub-standard equipment, seek covered
and convenient locations, assess needs, and en-

sure that the program is responsive to the need for
added capacity as usage increases

o Coordinate the efforts of the Howard County Public
Schools, the Recreation and Parks Department,
the library system, and Department of Public
Works, Facilities Division '

Generally, racks that do not provide two points of con-
tact to lock the bike are substandard. The current edi-
tion of AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicy-
cle Facilities provides guidance and direction on bike
parking. ‘

Bicycle Parking in New Commercial

Developments

Recommendation: Consider amending zoning and
subdivision codes to require new development to pro-
vicle appropriate types, quantities and locations of bicy-
cle parking as a part of development approval.

Appendix J provides examples and he/p fo guide the
County in developing the revisions. '

Bicycle Parking Retrofit Program Components:

e  Acontestforarchitects and small business fabricators to design and
developa covered bicycle parking shelter that could be “mass” produced
and used in a variety of settings throughout the County

e  Aproperty tax creditincentive for retail and customer—oriented com-
mercial businesses that provide covered bicycle parking for customers.

®  Acommitmenttosupport employee bike parking needs for businesses
with fewer than 50 employees, if property managers, the benefiting
business, and employees partner to assess and meet employee needs.
Upto $1,000 per site depending on number of employees committed to
participate in biking to work. Up to $20,000 per year _

e  Amechanism for bicycle customers to request bike parking racks with an
application that includes a request to the business, property owner/
manager, and Howard County Bike Parking program; with the program
to install the racks at a shared cost
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Bike Sharing Programs

Bike share programs provide access to bikes at multi-
ple locations throughout a community for short point-to-
point trips. In just a few years, bike sharing has be-
come an extremely popular mobility option in commu-
nities across North America, with one of the most suc-
cessful systems being Capital Bikeshare in

Washington D.C, Arlingtoln, Alexandria and Montgom-
ery County.

The bikes are designed specifically for continuous out-
door use and are sturdy, theft proof and easy to ride.
The stations where the bikes are docked are easy to
use, unstaffed, and often solar powered. Some sys-

" tems now include the locking and technology as-
pects on the bikes themselves, which can provide
more flexibility and lower cost than systems that use
docking stations.

Recommendation: Study and based on findings,
consider implementing a pilot bicycle sharing pro-
- gram.

Full-Service Bicycle Stations
Recommendation: In the future, as bicycle usage
increases countywide, and the bicycle network is
built, consider public support for a full-service bicycle
station at an appropriate location such as downtown
Columbia, in the Dobbin Road/Gateway Commercial
Area, or in relation to a transit hub that may be cre-,
afed fo serve a new, higher-volume transit system.

Integrating Bicycling wifch Public
Transit Services

. Bicycle integration with public transit can take a

number of forms. The Regional Transportation
Agency of Central Maryland (RTA) provides sched-
uled fixed route transit services in Howard County,
Anne Arundel County and Prince Georges County.
RTA fixed route buses are equipped with front
mounted bicycle racks that hold two bikes each.

The Maryland Transit Administration also serves
Howard County with commuter buses running to
Washington DC, Baltimore, Gaithersburg and Fort
Meade. MTA also services Ellicott City and down-
town Columbia with an express bus from Baltimore.
e MTA commuter rail
service is also pro-
i vided at the St.

[ Denis, Dorsey
R0z, Jessup and
Savage MARC sta-
tions. None of
these locations
provide covered
bike parking or
| lockers. Some do
I not have racks. In

addition, MTA Commuter buses do not include bike
racks.

Through public input and dialogue with Office of
Transportation Services a number of additional bike/
transit integration needs and opportunities were
identified. Bicycle access to commuter bus and rail
hubs was identified as a key need.

Bike Parking at Transit Hubs
Recommendations: Consider upgrading bicycle
parking at MARC stations and Park & Ride (P&R)
lots. In the near term, a minimum of two bike lids
(i.e. individual, on-demand, covered racks) should
be placed at each of the following transit hubs:

e Broken Land Parkway P&R

o Clarksville P&R

e [ong Gate P&R

o Oakland Ridge P&R

e Scaggsville P&R

*  Snowden River Parkway P&R
o Dorsey MARC Station

o Savage MARC Station

Market these services to the public, bicycling com-
munity and existing users of these hubs. Remove
substandard racks. As usage occurs additional bike
lids should be added to ensure that anyone consid-
ering biking to a transit hub will see that high securi-
ty covered racks are available.
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Bicycle Access to/from Transit Hubs
Recommendations:

Prioritize and implement access improvements
fo the following fransit hubs (as identified on the
plan map) Broken Land East and West, Long
Gate, Oakland Ridge, Showden River Parkway,
Dorsey MARC and Savage MARC, access. Im-
provements at Broken Land Parkway East and
West should be completed before bike parking
at these locations is upgraded. Coordination with
MTA and/or SHA may be required.

Explore the potential fo provide bicycle storage
in the under carriage on commuter bus services.
Survey customers regarding likelihood to use
such a service. Coordinate with the state to im-
plement such services. Market services fo the
public.

Request state leadership in providing a system
of higher quality on-demand bike storage lockers

throughout the MTA and Park & Ride systems in

Maryland. Across the country, private vendors
are providing this service on contract with local
governments for a small hourly fee to the user.

The system does not have to be limited to fransit ¢

hubs; it could also be used to serve colleges,
hospitals or other institutions.

®

Integration with RTA

Currently bike-on-bus rack usage is low due to the
significant headways between buses on RTA lines
(30 or 60 minutes). Many people may be able to ride
some distance in the time that they would spend
waiting for a bus. However, as service levels are
increased in the future, or as routes may be

changed, bike-on-bus services may become a more

important component of the network.

During the planning process three new ideas for ‘
bus/bike integration emerged for consideration in the
near term.

Recommendations:

e Consider purchasing a bus shelter that includes
covered bicycle parking as a part of the struc-
ture’s design ‘ ‘

Consider offering a special weekend setvice
(periodically) to take recreational cyclists to a
location in Western Howard County for a day of

" recreational riding. This may be attractive to en-
try level recreational riders

Market transit routes and bike-on-bus services
that cross or travel along major barriers for.bicy-
clists, such as 1-95, US 29, US 40, MD 32, MD
100, MD 175, the CSX railroad and US 1
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Programs for Safety
Education,
Encouragement &
Enforcement

Existing Programs, Activities and

Organi izations

Howard County has a wide range of programs, or-

" ganizations and activities that involve cycling. The
following narrative provides highlights of those that
address safety education, encouragement and en-
forcement.

Safety Education

A few Howard County public schools participate in
Safe Routes to School programs including Walk to
School Day and Bicycle to School Day events.
These events are run and developed out of individu-
al schools with parent leadership and participation.
The Howard County Police Department participates
in these and many other events contributing a multi-.
modal safety message.

Encouragement

The Howard County Department of Recreation and
Parks regularly offers classes and camps focused
on mountain biking, trail conservation skills, bike
repair, and triathlon training, as well as classes that
help children with disabilities learn to bicycle. En-
couragement efforts include participation in annual
region-wide Bike to Work Day events, as well as a
long list of triathlons, charity bike rides and road rac-
es. The JHU-Applied Physics Laboratory is a bicycle
friendly business and supports many of its bicycle
commuting employees by providing showers and
changing facilities and secure bicycle parking on its

campus. The CA BikeAboutbis an annual event
sponsored by CA in which cyclists explore historical
and cultural sites using the CA pathway system.

In 2013, the Howard County Office on Aging started
a bicycling encouragement program, Cycle2Health,
focused on older cyclists,.both men and women.
Local cyclists from the Howard County Bicycle Advo-
cates and various cycling clubs volunteered as ride
planners and leaders. Throughout the summer and
fall, as weather permitted, weekly rides were offered
on routes throughout the County. Cyclists seeking to
increase their strength, skill levels and endurance
were able to venture into a variety of contexts with
confidence, due to the support of riding with a group.

Enforcement

Currently, police programs that support bicycle safe-
ty are primarily educational. The HC police have bi-
cycle mounted officers and International Police
Mountain Bike Association instructors that train addi-
tional officers as necessary. The department is in-
volved in a wide range of education and prevention
programs oriented to traffic safety including; a You
Are Responsible program for teen driver training,
regular training of officers regarding traffic laws and
enforcement practices, a ticket diversion program for
young offenders who commit serious traffic viola-
tions, and participation in the bi-annual Street Smart
campaign oriented to bicycle and pedestrian traffic
safety. The primary enforcement activities are auto-
mated red light camera and a School Zone Photo
Speed enforcement program begun in 2011.

Organizations

The Bicycling Advocates of Howard County is the
lead bicycling advocacy organization in Howard
County. A number of bicycle clubs and bike stores,
regularly offer group rides, including the Glenelg
Gang, the Baltimore Bicycling Club, and Howard
County Cyclists. Howard County residents’ participa-
tion in the Mid-Atlantic Off-Road Enthusiasts and the
International Mountain Bike Association is also
strong as they partnered with the Department of
Recreation and Parks to create a top flight mountain
bicycling skills park at Rockburn Regional Park.

The Transportation Advocates organization pro-
motes and supports transportation issues both in
Howard County and regionally. The group’s primary
focus areas are public transit, bicycling and walking.

Recommendations for
Parr’mershups ngrrams and
Activitie

An extensive set of programmatic recommendations
are described below. Communities that combine
infrastructure development and safety education and
encouragement programs are the most successful at
increasing levels of participation in bicycling. Howard
County is already ahead of many communities in
terms of public interest in bicycling. Education and
encouragement programs will help ensure that many
of the interested but concerned cyclists will transition
to the enthused and confident group.

Education and encouragement programs are the
best opportunity for partnerships between govern-
ment agencies, community groups and the non-profit
sector. Leadership from local elected officials is key
as well; their support can ensure that activities are
seen and understood by the wider public as for the
common good of the community as a whole.
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Programs that combine safety education and en-
couragement are discussed first, followed by award
programs, other encouragement programs and en-
forcement recommendations. For a full discussion of
program recommendations please see Appendix K.

Recommendation: Seek a bronze level Bicycle-
Friendly Community Designation from the League of
American Bicyclists

BAHC submitted an application for initial designation
and the County was awarded a Honorable Mention
in the Spring of 2013. It will take a focused partner-
ship including CA, key county agencies, any Bicycle
Friendly businesses within the county and the BAHC
to make the progress necessary for a bronze level
designation.

Recommendation: Provide cycling education and
encouragement materials at Howard County Public
Libraries.

Because libraries are a well used and supported
component of community life, develop a multi-
dimensional bicycling education and encouragement
program; using all of the media resources available
to the library system. Key partners could include the
Bicycling Advocates of Howard County (BAHC), the
Department of Public Works, Department of Plan-
ning and Zoning and Columbia Association.

Recommendation: Consider establishing a County-
wide Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS). Adopt
a goal to have 50% of elementary and middle
schools participating in SRTS.

. To reach this goal and guide school activities the
Howard County Public Schools (including the school
board) should lead a joint effort that would also in-
clude the Howard County Police and Department of
Public Works. Federal funding for activities in this
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program are available through the Maryland Depart-
ment of Transportation.

Recommendation: Establish a Share-the-Path and
Road Safety and Respect program

This program would be designed to accomplish
three main goals: 1) reduce user conflicts on CA and
County paths, many of which are narrow and wind-
ing 2) foster unity and social-cohesion among path
users and supporters, 3) use that unity to continue to
advocate for path widening, safer road crossings,
wayfinding signs and a host of other needed up-
grades to make the path system safe and functional
for transportation and recreation. This initiative
would be led by a partnership including CA, the -
County Department of Recreation and Parks, and
representatives from a variety of path users groups,
village councils, and HOAs. ’

Recommendation: Establish a Youth Ambassadors
Program, similar to efforts in other communities, that
trains teenagers to be ambassadors of bicycling at
public events, educators about bike safety, and pro-
moters of bicycling.

Recommendation: Expand existing off-road biking
maintenance and youth training programs

These programs can be part of efforts to engage at -
risk youth in constructive civic activity, or offer young
people exposure to future careers in the bicycling
field. Due to the extensive pathway and trail system
in Columbia and the county, youth ambassadors
could be used to support the path safety and réspect

‘program described above.

Recommendation: Continue the Cycle2Health pro-
gram and refine it to offer a wide variety of challenge
levels. Plan routes and conduct rides in such a wa %

that pan‘iéipants can be educated about bicycling
improvements proposed in the BikeHoward plan.

In 2013 the Howard County Office on Aging started
a bicycling encouragement program focused on old-
er cyclists. Volunteers from the BAHC and various
cycling clubs participated as ride planners and lead-
ers. Throughout the summer and fall weekly rides
are offered on routes throughout the County.

Other Encouragement
Recommendations

Recommendation: Establish-an active living part-
hership. _ ‘

This initiative would target those agencies, business-
es and institutions already involved in promoting
health and wellness including the Howard County
Department of Public Health, Hospital, health practi-
tioner associations, Johns Hopkins University, the
Horizon Foundation, private gyms, CA and County
recreation centers and programs, etc. These organi-
zations could implement various programs promot-
ing bicycling for heath, including prescriptions for
outdoor activity and sponsoring a special event in
each of the four seasons of the year, targeted to
specific at-risk populations.

Recommendation: Expand the bicycling-related
elements of the County’s existing Transportation
Demand Management program:;

The County should expand its existing Commuter
Solutions program and multimodal commuting reim-
bursement program, through which local employers
receive an incentive to promote the use of transit,
walking and bicycling for commuting purposes.
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Recommendation: Consider establishing a Howard
County "Bike-About”

Following the example of the Columbia Association
and tied to the county’s economic development
plans, the “bike-about” program would designate
certain days of the year to have a “celebration” on
wheels which would help Howard County residents,
rediscoverswhere they live. The initiative would be
based on County Council districts and would help
increase awareness of bicycling throughout Howard
County. “

Enforcement
Over the past ten years the state of Maryland has
regularly updated its bicycle related laws. And while
the driver’s license study book has been updated to
include good language about how drivers are to op-
erate motor vehicles safely around cyclists, those
who already have licenses have no occasion to re-
visit the study manual or retake the test. For this rea-
son County Police should be actively engaged in
" leading or supporting efforts to educate the driving
public about new laws, such as the 3-foot passing
law. : '

Recommendation: Analyze Bicycle Crashes

Track, analyze and report on bicycle crashes in
Howard County. This will require coordination with
the Maryland Office of Highway Safety, Maryland
State Police, as well as with the Howard County De-
partment of Public Works, Department of Planning
and Zoning, Police Department, and local Bicycle
Advocacy Groups. ‘

Recommendation: Consider expanding the Bicycle-
Mounted Police Program and Park Ranger Program.

As Downtown Columbia and other more compact
locations like Ellicott City and Laurel continue their

N

transformation into more walkable and bikeable
communities, and County parks increase in populari-
ty the county should consider expanding its bicycle-
mounted police and ranger patrols which will in-
crease the presence of bicyclists and create greater
awareness of bicycle safety issues.

Recommendation: Continue active enforcement of
the Maryland Three Feet law.
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Implementation

As BikeHoward was being developed in 2012-2015,
the implementation of bicycle facilities was underway.
This chapter presents a framework to enable the
County to keep the process going and intensify its ef-
forts. The framework is based on a set of key compo-
nents needed to ensure a well-integrated approach to
implementing projects, programs and policies. These
components play complementary roles in achieving
plan goals.

e Network Implementation

e Building Institutional Capacity
e Capital Project Prioritization

e Funding Strategies

e Inter-Agency Coordination

A discussion of each of these topics is provided, fol-
lowed by recommendations where appropriate.

Network Implementation

BikeHoward recommends implementing the bikeway
network by focusing the County’s efforts on developing
structured projects and leveraging opportunities.

Structured Projects in the Short-Term

Network
BikeHoward developed 49 structured projects com-

. prised of a series of facility improvements along a spe-

cific route that are bundled together to create seam-
less, intuitive, safe and useful connections. Structured
projects are expected to be implemented over a 10
year period through the county’s capital improvement
program and/or coordination with SHA and CA, as ap-
propriate. Funding support is expected to come from a
variety of sources, including County, State, Federal
and developer funds.

Structured projects will develop useful travel corridors
to connect the core of the county. The cost estimates

. for structured projects use planning level construction

cost estimates, design and engineering cost factors,
but do not include any land acquisition costs or permit-
ting fees. Final project costs will be dependent on more
detailed analysis during facility design. For additional
detail on the costs, please see Appendix L.

The structured projects-also include cost estimates for
wayfinding, however design and installation of wayfind-
ing is undertaken on a route by route basis. The costs
presented are based on a per mile cost and only serve
as guidance.

The facilities within a structured project may be com-
prised of an off-road recommendation, such as a
shared use path, an on-road recommendation, such as
a bike lane, and/or a spot improvement. A Structured
Project may combine construction of new facilities as
well as upgrading existing facilities.

“ A summary of the structured projects is presented in

Table 5 along with Map No. 10 outlining the scope of
the 49 structured projects. Detail on each structured
project is then presented in a series of detail sheets.

Recommendation: Complete the structured projects
in the Short-Term Network in the 10 years following
adoption.

Opportunities .

Opportunities to implement BikeHoward pro;ects will
typically arise in four ways.

1. The annual scheduling of County Road resurfacing
projects. While resurfacing schedules are generally

- based on pavement quality and typical pavement life,

specific segments of road are typically identified for
resurfacing on an annual basis about 4-6 months prior
to the beginning of the paving season.

It is important that this process begin to take into ac-
count the implementation needs of the Short-Term
Network as well as the BikeHoward Plan overalll.

Recommendation: Annually, the Counlybshall conduct
a detailed review of the on-road bikeways in the

Bikeway Network and implement recommended pro-

jects. The projects selected should be based upon
continuity with existing facilities and consideration of
the required actions and estimated level of effort as
identified in the BikeHoward GIS data. As with all pub-
lic works projects, field verification of projects identified
in a master plan process is necessafy prior to imple-
mentation.

2. The opportunity for the County to implement recom-
mendations through the development process—
sometimes through a requirement, or through a re-
quest,

Recommendation: \When development applications
are filed, staff within DPZ should be assigned the task

- of identifying BikeHoward plan recommendations that
. may be related to the development.
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3. Through routine County work to address neighbor-
hood traffic calming applications, traffic sighal manage-
ment, and other traffic management and safety needs
at intersections, including crosswalk installation and
maintenance, curb ramp retrofits, and installation of

_ curb extensions.

Recommendation: Ensure that bicycle accommoda-
tions and safety features, especially those identified in
BikeHoward, are incorporated into traffic calming, inter-
section, crosswalk, curb extension and traffic signal
projects as a routine part of evaluation and design.

4. The opportunity to relate to activities undertaken in
response to the first three opportunities. Improvements
undertaken through an opportunity such as 1-3, while
contributing to the Network, can end up being discon-
nected from it due to the limits which must be set for
project boundaries. To extend an improvement with
some type of action that gives the bicyclist a sense of
continuity will have tremendous safety, practicality and
public relations benefits, however this also may require
additional funding beyond that set aside for the work
that is within project boundaries.

Recommendation: Allocate 15 percent of BikeHow-
ard'’s implementation funding to an opportunity project
fund to ensure the short-term utility of the investments
realized by repaving, intersection upgrade and private
redevelopment projects.

Network Improvement Implementation Process

The structured projects in BikeHoward depict implementation
projects at “planning level” detail that gives sufficient information to
convey the route and type of project that is contemplated, but still
allows for modifications, based on additional study, design and
engineering and public input. Modifications that are generally
consistent with the project as described in the Plan would not
require a Plan amendment. Modifications that the Office of
Transportation deems significant would require a County Council-

Network Improvement Profect 1

Mechanism

Hetwork Improvermnent Examples

Public Input Process

Resurfacing project Striplng raadway wilh bicycle lanes, shared (ang

markings (shatrow)

slanificant]

Development Procees (8.0, rezaping,
subdivision, speclal sxceptian, site
davelopmant plan)

Portion of BikeHovard structured project (bicycle Tane, |Blcycle Improvement discussed/addressed as part of Depariment of Planning and Zoning olice, revisv/, and

ortlan of off-road path, spot road widening) connection|approval process. The OuT shallbe included in the process.
belv/een nelghibochouds.

Capital Project

Minor (for example, 8 curb ramp prolect, Tinfflc slanal detection for cvclists, “shared Iane
crossviplk, or traffic slgnal modificationsy,  |markinds, velder than standard curb

Public:meeting by OuT if on-street parking would be removed, or ifvehicular travel lane patterns wiould change

Slanificantly,

Najop

prolect belng Implemented In assoclation vith, for.
project, park or public.schogl,

Standalone BlkeHovsard struclured profect ur structured|1. Prolect wil be revieved wilh the B cycle Advisory Group, 5. Prolect willhave a page on blkehuxard.com veih
| 88 viell as djscussed at the Bnnual BlkeRuveard Open House, all nssoclate
example, 8 _malorroad improvement, watef and sewer |2. The BPAB shall review Prolect using a public process.
3.The OuT shall be Included In process

4. Project || be listed in the Capital Budqet and follow the
Capital Budget Public lnput Process.

olect documents, and g summary of.
public comments viith responses.
6. The County vieb site shall include & prominent link.

7. Public meetings at 30% and 80% design stages
bafore construction.

Building Institutional Capacity

To begin implementation of BikeHoward two special initiatives are
needed to create a solid foundation for development of the
network.

Bicycle Route Sign Protocol and Manual The proposed signage
system discussed in Chapter 6 rieeds to be fully developed and
agreed to by stake-holders. Graphic designs, color schemes, and
imple-mentation strategies need to be discussed and agreed upon,
then documented in a Sign Protocol and Manual,

r

Recommendation: Consider developing a sign Pro-tocol and
Manual that is agreed to by all stakehold-ers, including CA DRP,
DPW, DPZ, and SHA.

Bikeway Design Training

Because Howard County has not developed a signif-icant number
of on-road bikeways, traffic engineer-ing and roadway design
staff do not have extensive experience integrating bicycle
facilities into the vari-ous roadway types that the County builds
and maintains. _

Recommendation: Prior to developing County-specific Bikeway
Design Guidelines, thoroughly train existing traffic engineering
and design staff (as well as constlting engineers) using existing

- curriculum related to the AASHTO Guide for the Development of

Bicycle Facilities, and other national and state engineering
guidance documents. Conduct four training courses in the year
following plan adoption and continue with an annual training
program as needed. '

approved Plan amendment, or approval through another public
process such as the Capital Budget process that lncludes County

Council approval.

At the request of the Planning Board. Section 10 of the Plan
(Implementation Matrix) was amended to state that a public process
for implementation of structured projects will be developed within
two years. The following table recommends a framework for this
public process:
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Recommendation: Ensure the County has adequate
engineering and design capacity through the use of on call
design firms.

Recommendation: Participate in stucy tours to visit with officials
of other jurisdiictions to learn about bi-cycling facility design and
implementation best prac-tices.

Annual Capital Project Prioritization

Prioritizing capital projects is an activity that County agencies
undertake annually. Related to the bikeway projects in the Plan,
there are a number of tasks in this process for which the County
should develop routine practices, including the following:

o Setting a dollar amount, or level of effort description, to

determine which bikeway projects should be implemented as
major capital expenditures

e Determining which bikeway projects should be integrated
into roadway projects that are on the capital project list, or likely
to be added to the list

e Determining which bikeway projects should be in the capital
budgets of other County agencies, such as Recreation and
Parks, Schools, Transit, Public Works, Libraries, etc

e Determining which bikeway projects should be recommended
to the State for inclusion in the Consolidated Transportation
Program.

To manage implementation of small and medium sized bikeway |
projects, many jurisdictions establish an on-going Bicycle
Infrastructure Funding Program, for which a lump sum is
budgeted each year. Selec-tion of the specific projects to fund
annually can be done through an inter-agency coordination group
that is managing implementation of the BikeHoward Plan. This
method keeps funding flexible and thus can be used to respond
to new opportunities, critical needs that were not foreseen in the
planning pro-cess, and the opportunity projects that are imple-
mented as a part of routine work by County agencies.

Recommendation: Annually, determine and devel-op projects
for inclusion in the County’s capital budget. Continue to ensure
that the capital budget line item for BikeHoward projects
maintains a fund balance of at least $750,000 per year.



Funding

Determining how to fund various bikeway improve-
ments is a key strategic issue that communities face
when implementing bikeway master plans. While
there are many funding options, each source may
have limitations making it more appropriate for cer-
tain types of bikeway improvement projects.

Some funding sources are targeted to infrastructure,
some to safety, education and encouragement ef-
forts. Some sources are not directly bicycle-related
but can be applicable to a bikeway project due to its
nexus with another public priority such as historic
preservation or public health. Some sources may
support grants of hundreds of thousands or millions

of dollars, other may be targeted to smaller amounts .

and require citizen volunteers or community involve-
ment.

A wide range of funding options are available to
Howard County, (see Table 6 for highlights). For a

~ full discussion and additional details about funding a
bikeway project or program please see Appendix M.

Recommendation:

e Identify dedicated annual funding in the Depart-
ment of Recreation and Parks and HC Public
Schools for implementation of the BikeHoward
Plan

e [dentify dedicated annual funding for County
Agencies to use as matching funds for grant
applications including to match state and federal
transportation funds and other grant programs

e [dentify dedicated funding for ongoing mainte-
nance of pavement markings and signage, bike
parking facilities and County trails

e Ensure that the County is a regular applicant for
key funding programs such as Transportation
Alternatives, Safe Routes to School, Maryland

. Bikeways Program, Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ), and
Recreational Trails

Interagency and | .
Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination

Effective implementation of BikeHoward will require
ongoing coordination among a significant number of
county agencies and other entities.

Recommendation: A permanent Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Board (BPAB) should be
established to provide technical assistance and
the perspective of pedestrians and bicyclists.

Recommendation: Consider establishing a

BikeHoward Implementation Team (BMP), chaired
by a senior staffer from the county administration,
that meets regularly (monthly or bi-monthly) to which
each individual agency can report its progress.

This group should be comprised of BPAB, DPW,
DPR, HCPSS, CA, DPZ, and OOT staff directly
tasked with developing bicycle infrastructure in the
county. This group will stay apprised of funding
opportunities and monitor grant application deadlines
and can al-so be used to resolve any conflicts that
may arise.

Recommendation: Consider establishing protocols
for coordination with neighboring counties; private
railroads (CSX) and utilities (BGE and others); state
agencies such as State Highway Administration,
Maryland Transit Administration, Maryland Depart-
ment of Transportation, and the Maryland Depart-
ment of Natural Resources; and Federal agencies
such as the National Security Administration and
other Defense Department agencies that are located

. in or near the county. .

Tracking and Reporting

In order to encourage involvement by the entire
community and continue to be transparent and open in
implementing the recommendations of this Plan, a
process should be outlined to track the progress of
implementation, as well as continue fo solicit public input.

Recommendation: The Office of Transportation
should host an annual, public BikeHoward Open
House each winter. At these events, the Office of
Transportation should provide updates on the progress
of BikeHoward implementation and should solicit
feedback on past implementation as well as solicit
input regarding future projects and grant applications.

Recommendation: The Office of Transportation should
produce and disseminate an annual BikeHoward
Implementation Progress report to the County Executive
and the County Council, as well as post it publicly on
the BikeHoward website.

Recommendation: The Office of Transportation .
should comprehensively review the Bicycle Master
Plan every five years and recommend changes for
approval by the County Council.

. |one example of this relationship to lower costs is Structured

How Projects Can Cost Less Than Forecast

The project cost estimates in BikeHoward are based on known and
unknown factors that influence the estimates. Some factors can be
clearly identified and incorporated into the cost estimates, while
others cannot be. Therefore BikeHoward sometimes has to assume
the worst case cost scenarios when develop-ing estimates. Some
examples of these unknown fac-tors are the relationships between
the project and the county repaving schedule, road improvements,
and utility work. For BikeHoward, the most critical relationship is
the repaving schedule. Since BlkeHow-ard cannot forecast the
repaving schedule, Bikehow-ard’s estimates have to assume that a
bike lane will have to be developed as a standalone project, the
most costly scenario. However, when part of a project can be
incorporated into a repaving project, costs can be significantly
lower.

Project No. 63. This project calls for a shared use pathway
connection from South Entrance Road following a corridor along
the Little Patuxent River up to Stevens Forest Road, then
transitioning to a bike lane on Stevens Forest Road to connect with
Broken Land Parkway. The Stevens Forest Road bike lanes were
estimated at $40,000, however because a portion was able to
completed when the road was repaved, the new bike lanes were
installed for $3,880.
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Table 5: Structured Projects Note: Costs listed in these tables are planning level estimates and include high contingency factors. Actual costs for most projects are expected to be lower, particularly
when bike lane projects can be aligned with ongoing road resurfacing.

Project ) Construction Design and
No. Primary Locations From To Description __Estimate Engineering | Signage Cost Total’ Length (Miles)
The project will develop bike lanes to extend the existing bike lanes on
Great Star Drive in River Hill to provide connections to the east. This
project leverages a connection that will be built as part of the Simpson
Grace Drive (Bike Lanes), Summer Sunrise Drive Mill housing development. This project is also coordinated with SHA's
1 (Sharrows) River Hill _|Cedar Lane Fort Meade/NSA signed bike route. L $ 158,568 $ 47,570 $ 34,000 _$ 240,138 3.4
Harriett Tubman Lane (Bike Lanes, Climbing Lanes), * The project proposes a series of bike lanes to develop an east/west ;
2 Martin Road (Bike Lane) Cedar Lane Seneca Drive connection, It is alighed with SHA's Fort Meade Sighed Route. $ 324,546 s 97,364 $ 17,000 $ 438,910 1.7
Seneca Drive (Bike Lane) Shaker Drive (Sharrows)
Eden Brook Drive (Bike Lane from S. Carlinda to KC
VC), Path upgrades on path section from Wesleigh .
Drive to S. Carlinda, spot improvements at Wesleigh Guilford Road/ || The project will develop a series of trail access improvements, bike
Drive/Seneca Drive and trail crossing at Cape Anne Kings Contriv- lanes, upgrades to shared use paths to provide a north/south connection
Drive, sighal improvement at Old Columbia Road and ance Village across MD 32 and better connect the village center and the Patuxent
31 Eden Brook Drive Martin Road Center Branch Trail. S 479,691 $ 143,907 ] 20,000 $ 643,598, 2
Gorman Road (Paved and Striped Shoulder, Shared The project will develop a seties of bike lanes, sharrows and roads with
Roadway w/ ST, sharrows, Bike Lanes), Stephens Road ||Johns Hopkins safety treatments to provide a connection from Johns Hopkins Road to
4 (Bike Lanes) Road North Laurel Laurel to improve north/south passage. $ 450,987 $ 135,296 S 44,000 $ 630,283 4.4
All Saints Road (Bike Lanes), North Laurel Road from
Stephens Road to All Saints Road (Bike Lanes), Whis-
key Bottom Road from All Saints Road to access road
to N. Laurel Community Center (Sharrows), Manor-
wood Road from Whiskey Bottom Road to Kings Grant
Road (Shared Roadway-exists), Kings Grant Road,
Chaton Road, Woodsong Court, Royal Path Cove
(Shared Roadway-Existing), New Shared Use path
connection between Whiskey Bottom Road/All Saints
Road junction north across to Chaton Road, New
Shared Use path on informal trail between end of
Royal Path Cove to Ridings Way with a spot improve-
ment at transition to Ridings Way. Intersection
improvement at All Saints Road at Scaggsville Road North Laurel/ This project will develop a series of on road and off road connections to
and Baltimore Avenue/Pilgrim Avenue/Scaggsville Prince Georges | connect North Laurel to Savage and establish connections to existing . .
5 Road) Savage County destinations and Prince Georges County. $ 461,107 $ 138,332 s 32,000 $ 631,439 3.2
Ridings Way at proposed junction with Project No. 5
to Knights Bridge Road (Sharrows), Knights Bridge
Road (Bike Lane), Gorman Road between intersection
at Gorman Road and Foundry Street (Bike Lanes), .
Foundry Street (Sharrows),Washington Street be- This project will develop connections to the Savage Historic Mill Trail and
tween Foundry Street and William Street (Sharrows), through Savage to connect to the Patuxent Branch Trail, including
Baltimore Street between Williams Street and Savage sharrows to indicate path of travel for cars and cyclists the parking area N
6 Guilford Road (Sharrows) Maxwell Court Baltimore Street |[at trailhead in park. $ 154,409 $ 46,323 $ 19,000 $ 219,732 1.9
Vollmerhausen Road (Buffered Bike Lane), Savage
Guilford Road (Sharrows), Baltimore Street (Shared
Roadway-Existing), Corridor Road (Paved And Striped
Shoulders (Existing), Howard Street (Sharrows),
lunction Drive between Corridor Road and Dorsey Terminus of The project will develop a series of bike lanes, sharrows, and paved
Road (Bike Lanes, includes access to MARC station Patuxent Branch . striped shoulders to allow continuous passage via the Patuxent Branch
access roads), intersection improvement at Junction | Trail/ Vollmerhau- | Savage TOD/ Trail to the Savage TOD / MARC station and establish connections to the .
7 Drive/Dorsey Run Road and Rt. 1 and Corridor Road _|sen Road IMIARC Station southside of Laurel. - S 283,749 S 85,125 S 30,000 $ 398,874 3
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Table 5: Structured Projects Note: Costs listed in these tables are plghning level estimates and include highwéohntingen

when bike lane projects can be aligned with ‘ongoing road resurfacing.

cy factors. Actual costs for most projects are expected to be lower, particularly

| | I
Project | | Construction | Design and [
No. | Primary Locations ___From . To | __ Description | Estimate | Engineering | Signage Cost Total | Length (Miles)
T B ( T = SIS i T I
| i
|
“The project proposes to pave the existing unpaved portion of the | | 1
(Patuxent Branch Trail to improve conditions for travel and three season | L
Patuxent Branch Trail (unpaved portion between {luse. The project also calls for improvements at the trailhead at Guilford |; | “
existing trailhead at Guilford Road to trailhead at Trailhead at Volimerhausen  |Road to more clearly indicate to users the direction of travel and pas- |l ‘i | I
3 Vollmerhausen Road) Guilford Road Road Isage across and through the parking area. |\ § 525143 157,543 § 13,000‘ S __'695,686] 13
| | |
r l i
\' “
Upgrades to existing trails and new trail connections. Path crossings will
provide high quality east/west passage. Project also calls for new trall
connections to Dobbin Road and McGaw Road. The project Includes the
CA Pathway from parking area at Lake Elkhorn, path tunnel under Oakland Mills Road, but does not propose any Improve-
on southside of lake then on to trail crossing over ments. The project proposes building a new shared use path to connect
Dasher Court to Oakland Mills Road (Shared Use Path |Broken Land the existing pathway to connect with Dobbin Road at McGaw Court, and I I
-Upgrade), Oakland Mill Road from Dasher Courtto  [Pa rkway/Lake Dobbin Road upgrade an existing shared use path to Improve connections to Dobbin ) i !
9 Tunnel (Share Use Path-Upgrade) . Elkhorn Commercial Area [Road. £ il s 683,360 2050085  § 18,000 $ 906,368 1.8
i
|
I i
[ I ]
i |
| !
{: ’ ‘l H
if b
Hickory Ridge " I l}
Road, Howard - ‘» | ‘
County Community | Series of bike lanes, sharrows, and shared use paths to connect Howard i 1 I
10 Martin Road, Owen Brown Road, Jerrys Drive ___lCollege Seneca Drive ||County Community College and provide north/south passage. S 671,537| 201,461 s 21,000| $ 893,998 2.1
I
The project calls for improvements to a shared use trail and a bike lane !
that will allow a more direct and effective connection for riders to use | i
Columbia Association Pathway and Harpers Farm Little Patuxent Harpers Farm the multiuse trail to connect the College, Hospital and Harpers Choice J | .
11 Road ___liParkway Road Village Center. _ Il § 240,957 72,287 $ 6,000 $__ 319,244] 0.6
i I
‘ I 1
| | 1
“The project calls for a series of bike lanes and sharrows to provide f }l
i 12 |Harpers Farm Road Cedar Lane MD 108 5 ,inodh/suutb_pgisggiand_qllow cyclists to connect to Project No.11. | $__101,074) 30,322f S 11,000 $ 142,396} 1.3
! il I | | i | I
| :‘ !ﬁ | f
f The project proposes a serles of bike lanes and multiuse path to develop : y
. Thunder Hill Road, Old Annapolis Road, Bendix Road, Meadowbrook  {a high quality north/south connection between Downtown Columbia i ‘
13 \Edgar Road, Meadowbrook Road Multiuse Trail Road/MD 100 and Long Gate. ~ S 582,610 174,783| $ 39,000 $ 796,393 3.9
| l !
f !
i The project calls for a series of bike lanes, sharrows, and climbing lanes |
. I Historic Ellicott | to establish a connection to historic Ellicott City. The project calls for |
14 Old Columbia Pike, Main Street MD 108 ICity Improved connections to the trolley trall to allow continuous assage. $ 300,678, 90,203 S 16,000 _ $ 406,881 1.6
The project calls for the development of a neighborhood greenway,
'1 Little Patuxent climbing lanes and an improvement to a road crossing to provide north/ .
15 W. Running Brook Road B Parkway MD 108 south passage from Downtown Columbia to Centennial Park. s 645,729 193,719 3 12,000 s 851,448 1.2
| [ i
‘ |
The project will develop a series of bike lanes, cycle tracks and intersec-
tion improvements to provide for north/southbound travel to connect
Little Patuxent to Downtown Columbla. Included In this project are improvements at I
16 Columbia Road Parkway MD 108 108 and Columbia Road. _ $ 730,974 219,292 $ 18,000 $ 968,266 1.8

56




Table 5: Structured Projects Note: Costs listed in these tables are planning level estimates and include high contingency factors. Actual costs for most projects are expected to be lower,
particularly when bike lane projects can be aligned with ongoing road resurfacing. X

Project | Construction Design and
No. Primary Locations From To I Description Estimate Engineering Signage Cost Total Length (Miles)
The project calls for a series of bike lanes to continue north/south
Government  [connections and route from Long Gate area to connect to the Govern- .
17 Toll House Road, Rogers Avenue 0ld Columbia Pike Center ment Center and Rogers Avenue northbound to US 40. S 149,625 S 44,888 S 19,000 $ 213,513 1.9
The project will develop a connection from MD 108 northbound to
. . Frederick Road to provide a north/south connection to Centennial Park
Centennial Lane (Bike Lanes, Sharrows, Paved and and Columbia using a series of bike lanes, sharrows and existing paved :
18 Striped Shoulders) MD 108 Frederick Road {land striped shoulders. $ 240,568 $ 72,170 $ 31,000 s 343,738 3.1
The project will develop a connection from Old Annapolis Road north-
bound to the Frederick Road, Miller Library. The route proposes a series
19 Gray Rock Drive, Columbia Road, Fredérick Road 0ld Annapolis Road | Frederick Road _{|of bike lanes and climbing lanes. $- 363,080 $ 108,924 $ 31,000 S 503,004 3.1
The project will develop a series of pathway improvements, sharrows
Wood Yard Road, [land intersection improvements to provide passage using Centennial
0old Annapolis ||Park to connect Centennial Lane, Columbia Road and Dorsey's Search
20 Centennial Park, Dorsey's Search Area Centennial Lane Road Area, allowing passage parallel to MD 108. $ 778,893 $ 233,668 $ 19,000 $ 1,031,561 1.9
The project calls for Intersection and linkages at MD 108/0ld Columbia
Road and Columblia Road/Old Annapolis Road. These improvements will
0ld Annapolis ||provide connections to Project No. 19 and No. 20. The project will also
Road/Dorsey Hall [develop improvements on Old Columbia Road to connect to the
21 0Old Columbia Road 0ld Annapolis Road Road Dorsey's Search Village Center. $ 241,812 s 72,544 S 5,000 S 319,356 0.5
Farewell Road/ |Leverage completed bike lanes on Stevens Forest Road with additional :
22 Stevens Forest Road Whiteacre Road Trail signage. $ 25,000 S 7,500 $ 11,000 s 43,500 %
I
| Improve existing shared use path and develop bike link to provide east/ I
23 Existing Pathways, Montgomery Road | Blandair Park Tamar Drive | west travel. $ 368,397 S 110,519 | $ 11,000 $ 489,916 14
Rivendell Lane, Cedar Lane Park, Longfellow Elemen- Upgrade existing paths and develop bike Janes to provide east/west
24 tary School . Harpers Farm Road | Existing Trails__|route to connect to proposed Twin Rivers Trail to Downtown Columbia. S 149,858 $ 44,957 $ 7,000 $ 201,815 0.7
Governor Warfield Parkway-from interchange at B Little Patuxent .
Governor Warfield and LPP on the Northside of the Parkway / Build new shared use pathway along Gov. Warfield Pkwy and continue
mall to Intersection of LPP at Governor Warfield Governor along the west side of Little Patuxent Pkwy to Columbia Rd, enhancing
Parkway (Shared use path), LPP-west side of roadway Warfield Park- |lexisting sidewalks where they exist along this route. Connects to Hospi-
to intersection at Columbia Road (shared use path way /Banneker ||tal to Blandair Park pathway and Columbia Rd improvements (Project
25 upgrade) Columbia Road Road No. 16) | $ 663,323 S 198,997 S 13,000 $ 875,320 13
. Develops a series of bike lanes, upgrades to existing shared use paths,
Brightfield Road, Old Montgomery Road, Montgom- Snowden River Montgomery [add new shared use path to provide for east/west passage from Snow-
26 ery Road, Marshalee Drive Parkway Road/Marshalee |/den River Parkway and Tamar Drive. S 519,370 S 155,811 $ 35,000 $ 710,181 3.5
Develop a serles of bike lanes and sharrows for a north/south connec-
tion, spot improvements, address existing traffic calming to better
27 Chatham Road, North Chatham Road Columbia Road MD 99 accommodate cycling $ 590,547 $ - 177,164 $ 43,000 s 810,711 4.3
) Develop a series of bike lanes, avenue and striped shoulders, and
River Road, Furnace Road, Levering Avenue, Race sharrows to provide for passage in this popular cycling area. Provides
28 Road Gun Road Hanover Road ||access to the BWI trail and Grist Mill Trall. $ 309,936 $ 92,981 S 36,000 $ 438,917 3.6
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Table 5: Structured Projects Note: Costs listed in these taBleTére plan;ﬁng level estimates and include high contingency factors. Actual costs for most projects are expected to be lower,
particularly when bike lane projects can be aligned with ongoing road resurfacing.
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1 - 1 e ; 1 = R B | S e ——— ‘_"‘““’"\* o g ep——
| ! I
Project “ | Construction Design and l| Length
| PrimaryLocations To ' Description o) FSHmate | Engineering | Signage Cost |  Total ,,_,_’,-_(M“_e,ﬂ "
o | T 0 T I |
| r | I | 1
| - . |Develop bike lanes and sharrows to provide for east/west passage, the balance of | il f
!’ |Frederick Road/ ~ [Triadelphia | Fredrick road to the west would bring shoulder improvements and reconfiguration | i | ;
36 \lFrederick Road, Route 40 Bethany Lane Road Istriping. . e | $ 15166701  $ 455,001”7_ $ 2,000]  $ 1,973,671 33
; i i t | p
| Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along this road popular with { X ! .
37 Triadelphia Road Frederick Road \Folly Quarter !re:reaﬁcnal cyclists, | $ 601,567 $ 180,470\] S 40,000 $ 822,037 4 "
Ji [i Jl I/
7 I i
! JJ
Little Patux- i |
Little Patuxent ent Parkway/ H
| Parkway/Cedar Clary's Forest |Develop an advisory bike lane to provide passage for riders to connect to multiuse " i
40 ___|Little Patuxent Loop at Clary's Forest ) iLane ____ lltoop _ Itrall that will terminate at the Howard County General Hospital. - $ 9,557 $ 28671 % BO0O| _  § 20424} 083 |
| ‘ - | | | '
4 . The project proposes signed and spot widening that will improve shoulders in- ! ‘*‘ l
. ’I‘ Frederick some areas. The project will develop a higher quality north/south connection i }1 “
41 Folly Quarter Road ____I|Homewood Road _|[Road already popular with recreational cyclists. s 491,173  $  147,352] $ 330000 § 671525 33
| 8 [] I | . I L i I
I | ! 4 i 4
| i | : fl ; I I} !
| f‘ Jlmprave signal at Green Mountain and Windstream Drive to improve connection ] _!] | 1 ";
| | jand access to alternative route out of the mall entrance at Windstream Drive, I ;; i l |
LGoverncr Warfield |Twins Rivers |would also require adjusting signal at Windstream Drive and Governor Warfield ]‘ ;' ;l | |
42 Windstream Drive, Green Mountain Circle _['Parkway |Road |Parkway. e b s 125,000/ _ $ 375000 $ 5000 $ 167500 o049
) | . 'J ] .
| i
. |1 Rockburn |Develop a bike lane along road to provide access to Rockburn Branch Park, a busy If ’} i I
43 Montgomery Road |Marshalee Drive  {jPark Entrance [bike related park. @ . o $ 343,311 $ 102,993 $ 6,000 _ $ 452,304 ___0.62
i 1 | | i : I |
| ’! ﬂ : | ! { | 1
f | r: | i i
i Hickory Ridge | This project calls for sharrows and bike lanes to provide an alternative connection 1 ‘; )'1
! and Neighbor-|using an access road to connect to Project No. 55 to establish a connection to | :;’ J i
44 Martin Road |owen Brown Road /ihood roads | Downtown Columbia. I I s 92,126| $ 27,638/ S 6,000 S 125,764 0.64
¥
| ! !! | ﬂ |
i ‘\ { | “ I
Sharp Road/Shady |Homewood ‘ Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along road popular for triathlon | J" i
45 Triadelphia Road, Folly Quarter Road Lane Road |events. ' S 672,946/ s 201,884/  $ 67,000 S 941,830 6.7
z‘ h‘ | | |
| i Trail intersec- | “ |
} i tion at I i |
| i Thunder Hill [ | " y
f H Road just | i |
| -7 i north of | |
i |
| !Soarlng Hill  |Upgrade existing shared use path to develop high quality connections under MD
i I
46 IThunder Hill Rd at MD 175 iThunder Hill Road [|Road 1175, using existing tunnel and improve lighting and aesthetic experience, $ 465,193 $ 139,558 $ 9,000 $ _613,751| 0.93
"
Complete loop around Lake Kittamagundi (this CA project is anticipated to be j
Little Patux-  jcompleted in 2014) and widen existing pathway between the north end of the lake |
ent Parkway/ fand Vantage Point Road; enhance Intersection at Vantage Point Road/Little Patux-
Kennedy Gardens {(Vantage Point fent Parkway/W. Running Brook, as needed. Connects to Project No. 25 the west ‘ I
"at Road inter-  |side of Little Patuxent Parkway to Columbla Rd as well as to Gov. Warfield Pkwy - =
47 Lake Kittamaqundi /Vantage Point Road |Lake Kittamaqundi lsection and Project No. 48 along the east side of Little Patuxent Pkwy. $ _153,194]  $ 45,958 S 10,000 $ 209,152 1
i |
| | | ‘
| Multiuse Trail |
at South }
Entrance
48 Little Patuxent Parkway Columbia Road”  |[Road Shared use path to provide north/south travel and connect to DTC Trail. | $ 442,971 $ 132,891 $ 11,000 $ 586,862 1.13



Table 5: Structured Projects Note: Costs listed in these tables are planning level estimates and include high contingency factors. Actual costs for most projects are expectedto be lower,
particularly when bike lane projects can be alighed with ongoing road resurfacing.

Project Construction Design and
No. Primary Locations From _To | Description Estimate Engineering | Signage Cost Total Length (Miles)
The project proposes a series of shared roadways, improved shared
use paths, new shared use paths, and bike lanes to develop a
north/south connection to connect to Martin Road from Down-
55 Broken Land Parkway, Sebring Drive Multiuse Trail Martin Road itown Columbia. . S 399,819 S 119,946 $ 11,000 $ 530,765 1.11
Snowden River
Parkway and into |[The project proposes a series of hike lanes, sharrows and a trail
Snowden Square [connection to provide access to the Snowden Square Shopping
56 McGaw Road Dobbin Road access roads fcenterarea. $ 435,948 $ 130,784 $ 5,000 $ 571,732 0.5
The project calls for a series of bike lanes, improved paths, shar-
Old Montgomery Road , Mayfield Avenue, Mead- Old Montgomery Dorsey MARC  |lrows and an Intersection improvement to develop an east/west
57 owridge Road Road Station connection to the Dorsey MARC Station. s 959,998 s 287,999 $ 37,000 $ 1,284,997 3.7
The project proposes a series of sharrows, bike lanes and cycle
'tracks to allow cyclists to transition through this very busy area to
continue a quality north/south connection between Downtown
A Meadowbrook MD 103/0ld Columbia through the Long Gate area and onto Historic Ellicott .
58 Longate Parkway, MD 103 Road/MD 100 Columbia Road _||City. $ 1,758,232 S 527,470 $ 14,000 $ 2,299,70% 1.4
The project will develop a series of bike lanes, sharrows and roads
with.safety treatments to provide a connection from Kings Contriv-
lohns Hopkins  |lance Village Center to Johns Hopkins Road to allow north/south .
59 Old Columbia Road Eden Brook Drive Road passage. $ 393,907 s 118,172 $ 25,000 $ 537,079 2.5
Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along road popular
60 Homewood Road MD 108 Folly Quarter Road |for triathlon events. ) $ 1,123,716 $ 337,115 s 22,000 $ 1,482,830 2.2
Tamar Drive/ 0ld Montgomery [[The project calls for a series of bike lanes to develop an east/west
61 Tamar Drive Hayshed Lane Road connection and connect with Project No. 57. $ 111,153 s 33,346 s 10,000 $ 154,499 1
The plan calls for improving this segment of road by improving
shoulders to provide a paved and striped shoulder, would entail
\working with SHA, would improve access to MD 32 and western
62 Frederick Road (MD 144) Triadelphia Road MD 32 portion of county. . $ 1,066,884 $ 320,065 $ 19,000 $ 1,405,949 1.9
The plan calls for developing a shared use path from the multi use
pathway that would follow the Little Patuxent River to allow
passage under US 29 and Broken Land Parkway, develop bike lanes
on Stevens Forest Road south of Broken Land Parkway and connect
to existing bicycle facilities on Stevens Forest Road north of Broken
Broken Land Land Parkway. (Cost based on results of Downtown Columbia
South Entrance Parkway/Stevens |Patuxent Branch Trail Extension Feasibility Study plus a wayfinding
63 Downtown Columbia Road/US 28 Forest Road factor) $ 13,000 s 802,000 1.3
The plan calls for developing a shared use path from Guilford Road
to Trotter Road on the west side of Clarksville Pike/MD 108,
_ llincluding pedestrian related improvements, including signal and
crosswalk improvements. (Costs are based on preliminary results of
Clarksville Streetscape Design Guidelines Study and includes
estimated construction, design and engineering , utility and right of
64 Clarksville Pike/MD 108 Guilford Road Trotter Road  ||way costs). $ 17,000 $ 1,617,000 17
TTL $ 32,436,561
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Structured Projects

\

Estimated Cost: $240,138
Length (Miles): 3.4

Project Description:

The project will develop bike lanes to extend the existing bike lanes on Great
Star Drive in River Hill to provide connections to the east. This project
leverages a connection that will be built as part of the Simpson Mill housing
development. This project is also coordinated with SHA's Fort Meade/NSA
signed bike route.

Primary Location/Streets:

Grace Drive (Bike Lanes), Summer Sunrise Drive (Sharrows)

River Hill
End: Cedar Lane

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 1

Linear Recommendations
ISl Shared Use Path Construct New
I Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@0e0e Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
E Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/build)
&
]

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
~ Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
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Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $438,910
Length (Miles): 1.7

Project Description:

The project proposes a series of bike lanes to develop an east/west
connection, it is aligned with SHA's Fort Meade Signed Route.

Primary Location/Streets:

Harriett Tubman Lane (Bike Lanes, Climbing Lanes), Martin Road (Bike Lane)

Start: Cedar Lane
End: Seneca Drive

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 2

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
@» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

HEIE Shared Use Path Construct New
mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade

M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
eeee Neighborhood Greenway

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

e )8
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $643,598
Length (Miles): 2

Project Description:

The project will develop a series of trail access improvements, bike lanes,
upgrades to shared use paths to provide a north/south connection across MD
32 and better connect the village center and the Patuxent Branch Trail.

Primary Location/Streets:

Seneca Drive (Bike Lane) Shaker Drive (Sharrows) Eden Brook Drive (Bike
Lane from S. Carlinda to KC VC), Path upgrades on path section from
Wesleigh Drive to S. Carlinda, spot improvements at Wesleigh Drive/ Seneca
Drive and trail crossing at Cape Anne Drive, signal improvement at Old
Columbia Road and Eden Brook Drive

Start: Martin Road
End: Guilford Road/Kings Contrivance Village Center

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 3

Linear Recommendations
HEBE  Shared Use Path Construct New
BN Shared Use Path Upgrade
I W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@000 Neighborhood Greenway
M m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
N Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
= Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
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EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $630,283
Length. (Miles): 4.4

Project Description:

The project will develop a series of bike lanes, sharrows and roads with safety
treatments to provide a connection from Johns Hopkins Road to Laurel to
~ improve north/south passage.

Primary deationlStreets:

Gorman Road (Paved and Striped Shoulder, Shared Roadway w/ ST,
sharrows, Bike Lanes), Stephens Road (Bike Lanes)

Start: Johns Hopkins Road
End: North Laurel

Linear Recommendations . Existing Facilities
Emm  Shared Use Path Construct New @m® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
EmEl  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

M N el Hikes Peimited —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
®00@ Neighborhood Greenway

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
B Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Ea Bike Link or Signs Needed
- Bridge (Improvement/build)
& Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
(1] Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 4
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‘Structured Projects

QO

Estimated_ Cost:
Length (Miles):

$631,439
3.2

Project Description:

This project will develop a series of on road and off road connections to
connect North Laurel to Savage and establish connections to existing
destinations and Prince Georges County. .

Primary Location/Streets:

All Saints Road (Bike Lanes), North Laurel Road from Stephens Road to All
Saints Road (Bike Lanes), Whiskey Bottom Road from All Saints Road to
access road to N. Laurel Community Center (Sharrows), Manorwood Road
from Whiskey Bottom Road to Kings Grant Road (Shared Roadway-
exists),Kings Grant Road, Chaton Road, Woodsong Court, Royal Path Cove
(Shared Roadway-Existing), New Shared Use path connection between
Whiskey Bottom Road/All Saints Road junction north across to Chaton Road,
New Shared Use Path on informal trail between end of Royal Path Cove to
Ridings Way with a spot improvement at transition to Ridings Way. Intersection
improvement at All Saints Road at Scaggsville Road and Baltimore

Start:
End: North Laurel/Prince Georges County

Savage

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 5

Linear Recommendations
HEME  Shared Use Path Construct New
M Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
®eee Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
B Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane .

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/build)
Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
== Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
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EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $219,732
Length (Miles): 1.9

Project Description:

This project will develop connections to the Savage Historic Mill Trail and
through Savage to connect to the Patuxent Branch Tralil, including sharrows to
_indicate path of travel for cars and cyclists the parking area at trailhead in park.

Primary Location/Streets:

Ridings Way at proposed junction with Project No. & to Knights Bridge Road
(Sharrows), Knights Bridge Road (Bike Lane), Gorman Road between
intersection at Gorman Road and Foundry Street (Bike Lanes), Foundry Street
(Sharrows),Washington Street between Foundry Street and William Street
(Sharrows), Baltimore Street between Wiliams Street and Savage Guilford
Road (Sharrows)

Start:
End:

Maxwell Court

Baltimore Street/Savage Park

ProposedIPreliminary
Structured Project Number: 6

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
" Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations

B Shared Use Path Construct New

EmmE Shared Use Path Upgrade

B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®@e0e® Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

A A A Sharrow

IEEm Cycletrack

©' Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder ’

Advisory Bike Lane :
Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

= Bridge (Improvement/build)

& Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing

Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

\
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Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Projects Structured Project Number: 7
'
| S
Estimated Cost: $398,874 =
Length (Miles): 3

Project Description:

The project will develop a series of bike lanes, sharrows, and paved striped
shoulders to allow continuous passage via the Patuxent Branch Trail to the

Savage TOD / MARC, station and establish connections to the southside of
Laurel.

v

Primary Location/Streets:

Volimerhausen Road (Buffered Bike Lane), Savage Guilford Road (Sharrows), : ‘ '
Baltimore Street (Shared Roadway-Existing), Corridor Road (Paved And 9 c
Striped Shoulders (Existing), Howard Street (Sharrows), Junction Drive P - | ZBALTIMORE ST

between Corridor Road and Dorsey Road (Bike Lanes, includes access to
MARC station access roads),intersection

improvement at Junction i 2 i 2 Ei »
Drive/Dorsey Run Road and Rt. 1 and Corridor Road. - —= “Z\\WASHINGTON
: : M £ ; ‘

DORSEY RUNRD

. N
Start: Terminus of Patuxent Branch Trail/ Vollmerhausen Road & 4 <
. <& _
End: Savage TOD/MARC Station G T L
- a
) 8 b
Linear Recommendations - Existing Facilities i.] =
EmmE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane E
EWE  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway e
B W Sidewalk w/Bikes Permitted —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others) <
@000 Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack’

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

=
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Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $695,686
Length (Miles): 1.3

Project Description:

The project proposes to pave the existing unpaved portion of the Patuxent
Branch Trail to improve conditions for travel and three season use. The project

. also calls for improvements at the trailhead at Guilford Road to more clearly
indicate to users the direction of travel and passage across and through the
parking area.

Primary Location/Streets:

Patuxent Branch Trail (unpaved portion between existing trailhead at Guilford
Road to trailnead at Vollmerhausen Road)

Start: Trailhead at Guilford Road

End: Volimerhausen Road
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEmE - Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
HEmm Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®eee@ Neighborhood Greenway

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike-Lane
A A A Sharrow

HEm Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
E3 Bike Link or Signs Needed
ten! Bridge (Improvement/build)
P

—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Project Number: 8

~areR pATH

Z N
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OAKLAND MILLS RD
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Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: - $906,368
Length (Miles): 1.8

Project Description:

Upgrades to existing trails and new trail connections. Path crossings will
provide high quality east/west passage. Project also calls for new trail
connections to Dobbin Road and McGaw Road. The project includes the tunnel
under Oakland Mills Road, but does not propose any improvements. The
project proposes building a new shared use path to- connect the existing
pathway to connect with Dobbin Road at McGaw Court, and upgrade an
existing shared use path to improve connections to Dobbin Road.

Primary Location/Streets:

CA Pathway from parking area at Lake Elkhorn, path on southside of lake then
on to trail crossing over Dasher Court to Oakland Mills Road (Shared Use
Path-Upgrade), Oakland Mill Road from Dasher Court to Tunnel (Share Use
Path-Upgrade)

Start: Broken Land Parkway/Lake Elkhorn

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 9

End: Dobbin Road Commercial Area
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

B Shared Use Path Upgrade
I W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@000 Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
= -Bridge (Improvement/build)
Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
‘= Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

i
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $893,998
_ength (Miles): 2.1

Project Description:

Series of bike lanes, sharrows, and shared use paths to connect Howard
County Community College and provide north/south passage.

Primary Location/Streets:

Martin Road, Owen Brown Road, Jerrys Drive

Start: Hickory Ridge Road, Howard County Community College

End: Seneca Drive
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
Shared Use Path Construct New . @ Bike Lane/Buifered Bike Lane

mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade
B M Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@eee Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
EE Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Neéded
== Bridge (mprovement/build)
® Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

ProposedIPrel-iminary
Structured Project Number: 10
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $319,244
Length (Miles): 0.6

Project Description:

The project calls for improvements to a shared use trail and a bike lane that will
allow a more direct and effective connection for riders to use the multiuse trail
to connect the College, Hospital and Harpers Choice Village Center.

Primary Location/Streets:

Columbia Association Pathway and Harpers Farm Road

Start: Little Patuxent Parkway
End: . Harpers Farm Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities

@=» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
~ Existing Pathways (CA,.HC and Others)

Shared Use Path Construct New

WIS Shared Use Path Upgrade

I W Sidewalk w/Bikes Permitted -

©000 Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

8¢ )8

Py

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 11
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Structured Projects _Structured Project Number: 12
Estimated Cost: $142,396
Length (Miles): 1.1

Project Description:

The project calls for a series of bike lanes and sharrows to provide north/south
passage and allow cyclists to connect to project number 11.

Primary Location/Streets:

Harpers Farm Road

Start: Cedar Lane
nd: MD 108

Linear Recommendations ) Existing Facilities
HEmE Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

@eee@ Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

Il Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
EB Bike Link or Signs Needed
- Bridge (Improvement/build)
4
0]

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
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Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $796,393
Length (Miles): 3.9

Project Description:

The project proposes a series of bike lanes and multiuse path to develop a
high quality north/south connection between Downtown Columbia and Long
Gate.

Primary Location/Streets:

Thunder Hill Road, OId Annapolis Road, Bendix Road, Edgar Road,
Meadowbrook Road

Start: Multiuse Trail
End: Meadowbrook Road/MD 100

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @=® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

I Shared Use Path Upgrade

I W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®00@ Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Blke Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
~—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Be @
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Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 13
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EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $406,881
Length (Miles): 1.6

Project Description:

The project calls for a series of bike lanes, sharrows, and climbing lanes to
establish a connection to historic Ellicott City. The project calls for improved
connections to the trolley trail to allow continuous passage.

Primary Location/Streets:

Old Columbia Pike, Main Street

Start: MD 108
End: Historic Ellicott City

Existing Facilities
@» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations

W Shared Use Path Construct New
mmmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@®eee@ Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow ~
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Croséing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Be)@

Proposed/Preliminary

N
Structured Project Number: 14 | ' A
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $851,448
Length (Miles): 1.2

Project Description:

The project calls for the development of a neighborhood greenway, climbing

lanes and an improvement to a road crossing to provide north/south passage
from Downtown Columbia to Centennial Park. '

Primary Location/Streets:

W. Running Brook Road

Start: Little Patuxent Parkway .
End: MD 108

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEEE Shared Use Path Construct New
EWEE Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
©000 Neighborhood Greenway
M m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

@=® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Be B
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ProposelereIirhfnary

Structured Proje

CENTENNIAL LN

ct Number: 15




@

EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $968,266
Length (Miles): 1.8

Project Description:

The project will develop a series of bike lanes, cycle tracks and intersection

improvements to provide for north/southbound travel to connect to Downtown
Columbia. Included in this project are improvements at 108 and Columbia

Rqad.

Primary Location/Streets:

Columbia Road

Start: Little Patuxent Parkway
End: MD 108

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
Shared Use Path Construct New @m® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Shared Use Path Upgrade " paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

Sidewalkw/ Bikes Permitiad —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
Neighborhood Greenway

Bike Lane/Climbing LanelBuffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder.
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

26)E

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 16
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Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $213,513
Length (Miles): 1.9

Project Description:
The project calls for a series of bike lanes to continue north/south conneétions

and route from Long -Gate area to connect to the Government Center and
Rogers Avenue northbound to Route 40.

Primary Location/Streets:

Toll House Road, Rogers Avenue

Start: Old Columbia Pike
End: Government Center

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 17

Linear Recommendations
Shared Use Path Construct New
I  Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@eee Neighborhood Greenway

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

‘Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Should
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

E8 Bike Link or Signs Needed

- Bridge (Improvement/build)

‘;'9 Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
£

Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $343,738
Length (Miles): 3.1

Project Description:

The project will develop a connection from MD 108 northbound to Frederick
Road to provide a north/south connection to Centennial Park and Columbia
using a series of bike lanes, sharrows and existing paved and striped
shoulders. ‘

Primary Location/Streets:

Centennial Lane (Bike Lanes, Sharrows, PaVed and Striped Shoulders)

Start: MD 108
nd; Frederick Road

Il

|

Existing Facilities
@m» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

Linear Recommendations
BB Shared Use Path Construct New
mmEm Shared Use Path Upgrade
B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
e®eee@ Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing LanelBuffeéed Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
BB Bie Link or Signs Needed
= Bidge (mprovement/build)
$ Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Project Number: 18
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* BIKE H@WARD ProposédIPreIiminary

R

Structured Pr ojects Structured Project Number: 19
v | 3 . UPT?WKD"V
Estimated Cost: $503,004 \w
Length (Miles): 3.1

Project Description:

The project will develop a connection from Old Annapolis Road northbound to
the Frederick Road, Miller Library. The route proposes a series of bike lanes
and climbing lanes.

o
:
Primary Location/Streets: w
: &
Gray Rock Drive, Columbia Road, Frederick Road Ll_u
' T =0
= =
Ok
4 L5
o G
I~
< =0
1L \
LLI
oy
Start: Old Annapolis Road Q
End:  Frederick Road WATERFO;LL D %47
: rederick Roa COLONIAL.2R e e
CENTU
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
W Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Emm  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
®eee Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed

= Bridge (Improvement/build)
@

= Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
b Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
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BI/’KE H@WARD Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Projects Structured Project Number: 20

, ; \& CENTl‘JRY DR

¥

Estimated Cost: $1,031,561 - o
i

Length (Miles): 1.9 I 7 5
>

. [e]

Project Description: D ég’
The project will develop a series of pathway improvements, sharrows and DO:
@)

intersection improvements to provide passage using Centennial Park to
connect Centennial Lane, Columbia Road and Dorsey's Search Area, allowing

passage parallel to MD 108.

Primary Location/Streets:

> CENTENNIAL LN

Centennial Park, Dorsey's Search Area

Start: Centennial Lane
End: Wood Yard Road, Old Annapolis Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEEE Shared Use Path Construct New @» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
B Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B W Sidewalkw/ Bikes Permitied — Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
@®eee Neighborhood Greenway LAKEfS/
m m BikeLane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane [y <EWEST
A A A Sharrow \?\Jo

« Arer cry

B Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations

B8 Bike Link or Signs Needed

= Bridge (Improvement/build)

$ Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing ) . B
Tunnel (Minor Improvements) : .

‘ : : 79
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- BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

N

Estimated Cost: - $319,356
Length (Miles): 0.5

Project Description:

The project calls for intersection and linkages at MD 108/0ld Columbia Road
and Columbia Road/Old Annapolis Road. These improvements will provide
connections to projects 19 and 20. The project will also develop improvements
on Old Columbia Road to connect to the Dorsey's Search Village Center.

Primary Location/Streets:

Old Columbia Road

Start: Old Annapolis Road
End: Old Annapolis Road/Dorsey Hall Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EBE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Emm  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®00e Neighborhood Greenway .
I m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane.
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing [mprovement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements) -

— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

¢ 8

80

ProposedIPr_eliminary
Structured Project Number: 21




W e

Estimated Cost:
Length (Miles):

EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

$43,500
1.1

Project Description:

Leverage completed bike lanes on Stevens Forest Road with additional
signage.

Primary LocaﬁonlStreets:

Stevens Forest Road

m [

nd:

tart: _

Whiteacre Road

Farewell Road/Trail

Existing Facilities
@» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shouldef/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations
Shared Use Path Construct New
Shared Use Path Upgrade
Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
Neighborhood Greenway

Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Sharrow

Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 22
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BI[KE H@WARD Proposed/Preliminary ‘ ' . }\
Structured Projects Structured Project Number: 23 :

. .

Estimated Cost: - $489,916
Length (Miles): 1.1

Project Description:

Improve existing shared use path and develop bike link to provide east/west
travel.

Primary Location/Streets:

Existing Pathways, Montgomery Road

Start: Blandair Park’
End: Tamar Drive

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

I Shared Use Path Upgrade

B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

@0ee Neighborhood Greenway

M m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

se )@

e L
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BIKE HOWARD

: N
g Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Projects Structured Project Number: 24
| 1
Estimated Cost: ~ $201,815
Length (Miles): 0.7

Project Description:

Upgrade existing paths and develop bike lanes to provide east/west route to
connect to proposed Twin Rivers Trail to Downtown Columbia.

Primary Location/Streets: .

Rivendell Lane, Cedar Lane Park, Longfellow Elementary School

Start: Harpers Farm Road

End: Existing Trails

Linear Recom_mendations Existing Facilities

HEEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @m» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
mmE  Shared Use Path Upgrade

“.00 paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B — Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
e®00e® Neighborhood Greenway .

et S EENES

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
mEmm Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/bild)
Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements) ’

ae) B

OODENHAWK CIR
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- BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $875,320
Length (Miles): 1.3

Project Description:

Description: Build new shared use pathway along Gov. Warfield Pkwy and
continue along the west side of Little Patuxent Pkwy to Columbia Rd,
enhancing existing sidewalks where they exist along this route. Connects to
Hospital to Blandair Park pathway and Columbia Rd improvements (project
#16)

Primary Location/Streets:

Governor Warfield Parkway-from interchange at Governor Warfield and LPP
on the Northside of the mall to intersection of LPP at Governor Warfield
Parkway (Shared use path), LPP-west side of roadway to intersection at
Columbia Road (shared use path upgrade)

Start: Columbia Road
End: Little Patuxent Parkway /Governor Warfield

Linear Recommendations

HEBEE  Shared Use Path Construct New
EWE  Shared Use Path Upgrade

M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted’
©00e@ Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Existing Facilities
@=® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Be) B

//'

8

I

\

Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Project Number: 25
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BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $710,181
Length (Miles): 3.5

Project Description:

Develops a series of bike lanes, upgrades to existing shared use paths,.add
new shared use- path to provide for east/west passage from Snowden River
Parkway and Tamar Drive.

Primary Location/Streets:

Brightfield Road, Old Montgomery Road, Montgomery Road, Marshalee Drive

Start: Snowden River Parkway
End: Montgomery Road/Marshalee

Linear Recommendations d Existing Facilities
EEE Shared Use Path Construct New
mmmm Shared Use Path Upgrade
B B Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
eooee Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharow
"@EEEm Cycletrack
“ % Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
E3 Bike Link or Signs Needed
== Bridge (Improvement/build)
& Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor lmprovementsj E

@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
* Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 26
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~ BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

QO

Estimated Cost: $810,711
Length (Miles): 4.3

Project Description:

Develop a series of bike lanes and sharrows for a north/south connection, spot
improvements, address existing traffic calming to better accommodate cycling

Primary Location/Streets:

Chatham Road, North Chatham Road

Start: Columbia Road
End: MD 99

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Emm  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

B N Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®eee Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
- Tunnel (Minor Improveménts)

= Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

me )@

.
-

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 27
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $438,917
Length (Miles): 3.6

Project Description:

~ Develop a series of bike lanes, avenue and striped shoulders, and sharrows to
provide for passage in this popular cycling area. Provides access to the BWI
" frail and Grist Mill Trail.

Primary Location/Streets:

River Road, Furnace Road, Levering Avenue, Race Road

Start: Gun Road
End: Hanover Road

Existing Facilities
@» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations
Shared Use Patﬁ Construct New
Shared Use Path Upgrade
Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
Neighborhood Greenway

Bike LaﬁelClimbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

Cycletrack .
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

g@[@

Proposélereiiminary
Structured Project Number: 28
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $1,973,671
Length (Miles): 3.3

Project Description:

Develop bike lanes and sharrows to provide for east/west passage, the
balance of Fredrick road to the west would bring shoulder improvements and
reconfiguration striping. :

Pvrimarv Location/Streets:

Frederick Road, Route 40

Start: Frederick Road/Bethany Lane
End: Triadelphia Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Faciliies

EmE  Shared Use Path Construct New @® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

EmE  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

B B Sidewalk w/Bikes Perm}ﬁted —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
@0e0e Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

26 ) B

88

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 36
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $822,037
Length (Miles): 4

Project Description:

Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along this road popular with
recreational cyclists.

Primary Location/Streets:

Triadelphia Road

Start:
End:

Frederick Road
Folly Quarter

N R
ir
>

ae )@

Linear Recommendations

+ Shared Use Path Construct New

Shared Use Path Upgrade
Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
Neighborhood Greenway

Existing Facilities
@m®» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
" Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

Sharrow
Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder

Advisory Bike Lane

) Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing

Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Project Number: 37
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BIKE HOWARD

- Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: ~ $20,424
Length (Miles): 0.8

Project Description:

Develop an advisory bike lane to provide passage for riders to connect to
multiuse trail that will terminate at the Howard County General Hospital.

Primary Location/Streets:

Little Patuxent Loop at Clary's Forest

Start: Little Patuxent Parkway/Cedar Lane
End: Little Patuxent Parkway/Clary's Forest Loop

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
HEME  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

I Shared Use Path Upgrade

I W Sidewalk w/Bikes Permitted

@eee Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)
Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

e

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 40
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $671,525
Length (Miles): 3.3

Project Description:

The project proposes signed and spot widening that will improve shoulders in
some areas. The project will develop a higher quality north/south connection
already popular with recreational cyclists.

Primary Location/Streets:

Folly Quarter Road

w0

tart: Homewood Road
End: = Frederick Road

Linear Recommendations . Existing Facilities
W Shared Use Path Construct New @®» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
i Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved'Shoulder/Shared Roadway
M ‘W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
eeoee® Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bke Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
Imm Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

B¢ B

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 41
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EIKE HOWARD

2

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $167,500
Length (Miles): 0.5

Project Description:

Improve signal at Green Mountain and Windstream Drive to improve
connection and access to alternative route out of the mall entrance at
Windstream Drive, would also require adjusting signal at Windstreamn Drive
and Governor Warfield Parkway.

Primary Location/Streets:

Windstream Drive, Green Mountain Circle

Start: Governor Warfield Parkway
End: Twins Rivers Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities

HEEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

HEWE Shared Use Path Upgrade

M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

0000 Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

I Cycletrack

! Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

CE G

92

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 42
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BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: . $452,304
Length (Miles): 0.6

Project Description:

Develop a bike lane along road to provide access to Rockburn Branch Park, a
busy bike related park.

Primary Location/Streets:

Montgomery Road

Start: . Marshalee Drive

End: Rockburn Park Entrance
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilifies
W Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Hmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade 2 Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

@eee Neighborhood Greenway

‘@ ® Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

= Bridge (Improvement/build)
®
3]

H’i

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

" Proposed/Preliminary _
Structured Project Number: 43
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~ BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $125,764
Length (Miles): 0.6

Project Description:

. This project calls for sharrows and bike lanes to provide an alternative
connection using an access road to connect to project no. 55 to establish a
connection to Downtown Columbia. :

Primary Location/Streets:

Martin Road
Start Owen Brown Road
End: Hickory Ridge and Neighborhood roads
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilifies
EEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @m® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
B Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B B Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted — Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
®00@ Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

selB

94

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

—

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 44




< BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $941,830
6.7

Length (Miles):

Project Description:

Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along road popular for triathlon
events.

Primary Location/Streets:

Triadelphia Road, Folly Quarter Road

Start: Sharp Road/Shady Lane
End: Homewood Road
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EEE Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade "% Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B B Sidewalk w/Blkes Permitted — Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
eoee Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped. Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
Ea Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/build)
éz Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
- (il

Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number:

T
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- BIKE HOWARD
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Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $613,751
Length (Miles): - 0.9

Project Description: -

Upgrade existing shared use path to develop high quality connections under
MD 175, using existing tunnel and improve lighting and aesthetic experience.

Primary Location/Streets:

Thunder Hill Rd at MD 175

Start: Thunder Hill Road
nd: Trail intersection at Thunder Hill Road just north

_—

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities

I Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

IE Shared Use Path Upgrade

I N Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

©000 Neighborhood Greenway

‘' m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

B Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/bild)
®

Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

v/,

%6

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 46




EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $209,152
Length (Miles): 1

Project Description:

Complete loop around Lake Kittamagundi (this CA project is anticipated to be
completed in 2014) and widen existing pathway between the north end of the
lake and Vantage Point Road; enhance intersection at Vantage Point
Road/Little Patuxent Parkway/W. Running Brook, as needed. Connects to
project no. 25 the west side of Little Patuxent Parkway to Columbia Rd as well
as to Gov. Warfield Pkwy and project no. 48 along the east side of Little
Patuxent Pkwy.

Primary Location/Streets:

Lake Kittamagundi /Vantage Point Road

Start: Kennedy Gardens at Lake Kittamaqundi

End: Little Patuxent Parkway/Vantage Point Road,
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EEE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

M M Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
e@eee Neighborhood Greenway
m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane’
A A A Sharrow

EEE  Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
- Bridge (Improvement/build)
@ Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor 1mbrovements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 47
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~ EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

N

Estimated Cost: $586,862
Length (Miles): - 1.1

Project Description:

Shared use path to provide north/south travel and connect to DTC Trail.

Primary Location/Streets:

Little Patuxent Parkway

Start: Columbia Road
End: Multiuse Trail at South Entrance Road

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations
EWE  Shared Use Path Construct New
M  Shared Use Path Upgrade
I W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
®0ee Neighborhood Greenway
B m  Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
HEE Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

ae) g

r s

ProposedIPrelirﬁinary

Structured Project Number: 48
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* BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $530,765
1.1

Length (Miles):

Project Description:

The project proposes a series of shared roadways, improved shared use
paths, new shared use paths, and bike lanes to develop a north/south
connection to connect to Martin Road from Downtown Columbia.

Primary Location/Streets:

Broken Land Parkway, Sebring Drive

Multiuse Trail
Martin Road

Linear Recommendations
W Shared Use Path Construct New
Emm Shared Use Path Upgrade
B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@®eee Neighborhood Greenway
m W Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder

Existing Facilities
@=» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
~—— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Advisory Bike Lane
~ Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
’/-< Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 55

N

-
%,
0
Y
\Z

a3d

1
11 QQOMHD

(o]
o



7 =

= BIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

QO

Estimated Cost: $571,732
Length (Miles): 0.5

Project Description:

The project proposes a series of bike lanes, sharrows and a trail connection to
provide access to the Snowden Square Shopping center area.

Primary Location/Streets:

McGaw Road

Start: Dobbin Road

End: Snowden River Parkway and into Snowden

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EmE|  Shared Use Path Construct New . @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
EmE  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
B B Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted = Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
@000 Neighborhood Greenway . .

B W Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Cross[ngi
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

B¢ )8

-~
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Proposed/Prelim.inary
Structured Project Number: 56




EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: ~ $1,284,997
Length (Miles): . 3.7

Project Description:

The project calls for a series of bike lanes, improved paths, sharrows and an
intersection improvement to develop an east/west connection to the Dorsey
MARC Station.

_Primary Location/Streets: -

Old Montgomery Road , Mayfield Avenue, Meadowridge Road

Start: - Old Montgomery Road

End: Dorsey MARC Station
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
I = Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Emm  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

W W Skiewal w/Blkes Permiftisd —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
®@eee Neighborhood Greenway .

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack
Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
- Bridge (Improvement/build)
® Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
i Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 57
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Structured Projects

N

Estimated Cost:
Length (Miles):

$2,299,702
1.4

Project Description:

The project proposes a-series of sharrows, bike lanes and cycle tracks to allow
cyclists to transition through this very busy area to continue a quality
north/south connection between Downtown Columbia through the Long Gate
area and onto Historic Ellicott City.

Primarv Location/Streets:

Longate Parkway, MD 103.

Start:
End:

Meadowbroqk Road/MD 100
MD 103/0ld Columbia Road

Linear Recommendations
B Shared Use Path Construct New
I Shared Use Path Upgrade
M W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
eeee Neighborhood Greenway
M m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/build) -
P
'

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
-~ Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
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Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 58
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $537,079
2.5

Length (Miles):

Project Description:

The project will develop a series of bike lanes, sharrows and. roads with safety
treatments to provide a connection from Kings Contrivance Village Center to
Johns Hopkins Road to allow north/south passage.

Primary Location/Streets:

Old Columbia Road

Eden Brook Drive
nd: Johns Hopkins Road

Existing Facilities
@m» Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Linear Recommendations
Shared Use Path Construct New
Shared Use Path Upgrade
Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
@ Neighborhood Greenway
W Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
Cycletrack
_ Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane
Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
b Bridge (Improvement/build)
@ Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary

Structured Project Number: 59
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- Structured Projects

Estimated Cost: $1,482,830
Length (Miles): 2.2

Project Description:

Develop shared roadways and safety treatment along road popular for triathlon
events.

Primary Location/Streets:

Homewood Road

Start: MD 108
End: Folly Quarter Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
EBE  Shared Use Path Construct New @® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
EmE  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

B W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

®00@ Neighborhood Greenway

B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

[ Cycletrack

/= ' Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Mincr Improvements)

— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

Be)B

—
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Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 60




, EBIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $154,499
Length (Miles): 1

Project Description:

The project calls for a series of bike lanes to develop an east/west connection
and connect with project number 57.

Primary Location/Streets:

_ Tamar Drive
Start: Tamar Drive/Hayshed Lane
End: Old Montgomery Road
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities

Shared Use Path Construct New @m® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

s o |

o v

B (W Sidewalcw/ Blkes Permitied — Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
@eee® Neighborhood Greenway
oo
AAA
o - o |

Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

Sharrow

Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder

Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
" Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

mel@

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 61

SNOWDENRIMERPK!
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $1,405,949
Length (Miles): | 1.8

Project Description:

The plan calls for-improving this segment of road by improving shoulders to
provide a paved and striped shoulder, would entail working with SHA, would
improve access to MD 32 and western portion of county.

Primary LocationI_Streets:

Frederick Road (MD 144)

Start: Triadelphia Road
End: MD 32
Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
. HIE  Shared Use Path Construct New @ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
HmEY  Shared Use Path Upgrade Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
I | Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted

— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
Neighborhood Greenway

Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane

A A A Sharrow

LR

=
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Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations

Bike Link or Signs Needed

Bridge (Improvement/build)

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

-

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 62
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EIKE HOWARD

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $802,000
Length (Miles): 1.3

Project Description:

The plan calls for developing a shared use path from the multi use pathway
that would follow the Little Patuxent River to allow passage under Rt. 29 and
Broken Land Parkway, develop bike lanes on Stevens Forest Road south of
Broken Land Parkway and connect to existing bicycle facilities on Stevens
forest road north of Broken Lane Parkway. (Cost based on results of
Downtown Columbia Patuxent Branch Trail Extension Feasibility Study plu

wayfinding factor) g

Primary Location/Streets:

Downtown Columbia

w

tart: South Entrance Road/Rt. 29

I

nd: - Broken Land Parkway/Stevens Forest Road

Linear Recommendations Existing Facilities
B Shared Use Path Construct New @m® Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
mmm  Shared Use Path Upgrade . Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway

W B SiddwslicwrEkesPamiticd —— Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)
@000 Neighborhood Greenway

m m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow
I Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
= Bridge (Improvement/build) )
Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
: Tunnel (Minor Improvements)

Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 63

0ODSIDE CT
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QO

Structured Projects
Estimated Cost: $1,617,000
Length (Miles): 1.7

Project Description:

The plan calls for developing a shared use path from Guilford Road to Trotter
Road on the west side of Clarksville Pike/MD 108, including pedestrian related
improvements, including signal and crosswalk: improvements. (Costs are
based on preliminary results of Clarksville Streetscape Design Guidelines
Study and includes estimated construction, design and engineering , utility
and right of way costs).

Primary Location/Streets:

Clarksville Pike/MD 108

Start: Guilford Road
End: Trotter Road

Linear Recommehdations
Shared Use Path Construct New
BEWE Shared Use Path Upgrade
I W Sidewalk w/ Bikes Permitted
®000 Neighborhood Greenway
B m Bike Lane/Climbing Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
A A A Sharrow

) B Cycletrack

Shared Roadway/Paved and Striped Shoulder
Advisory Bike Lane

Spot Recommendations
Bike Link or Signs Needed
Bridge (Improvement/build)

Existing Facilities
@ Bike Lane/Buffered Bike Lane
Paved Shoulder/Shared Roadway
= Existing Pathways (CA, HC and Others)

50 )E

Crossing Improvement or Pathway Crossing
Tunnel (Minor Improvements)
NN
—
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Proposed/Preliminary
Structured Project Number: 64
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Transportation Alternatives Pro-

Bicycle Facilities®

(bike lanes, shared-use paths,

) o 1 i bt VR g e L o A s 4

Supplemental Infrastructure®

(Signs, crosswalks, etc.)

Bicycle Parking Facilities*

(bike racks, secure bike stations,

Safety, Education, Encourage-
ment and Enforcement®

(education staff, maps, etc.)

gram L Ve N

Congestion Mitigation and Air )

Quality Improvement + v ¥

Surface Transportation Program o v Ve

Non-Infrastructure: Highway

Safety Funds 402 v

Infrastructure: Highwéy Safety

Improvement Program «

Federal Transit Administration o ‘ e s
¥ _ o

"|. Associated Transit Improvements

tate (Maryland).

Recreational Trails Program

Highway User Revenues v
Maryland Bikeways Program e e
Bicycle Retrofit Program e o

Program Open Space (POS)
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mg@ﬁ&mﬂm&&%ﬁ@n Matrix

Throughout the document, BikeHoward has included
a range of recommendations and actions. This chap-
ter compiles all the policy recommendations into a
summary table. This table includes the following ele-
ments:

The recommendation or action

The agencies or organizations responsible for
implementing the recommendation

The implementation timeframes for the recom-
mendations

The implementation periods are below:

On-going actions are activities that are occurring
now and are expected to continue to occur

“Short-Term” actions are recommendations that
should be initiated within 1-2 years following
plan adoption

“Mid-Term” actions are recommendations that
should be initiated within 2-5 years of plan adop-
tion

“Long-Term” actions include recommendations

which may not be initiated until 5 or more years

after plan adoption and may be deperdent on
the initiation and/or completion of mid and short
term actions
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« Policy and Program Timeframes

i
B . |
Organizations |

Principal

i . =
| u Short-Term

(1-2 Years)

Long-Term
(5+ Years)

! Mid-Term \l

_Ongoing_| |__(2-5 Years)

Section 1: Introduction

7“_Ng Bgcémtﬁendatiogs

\l Section 2: EXIstmg Facilities

‘ _No Recommendations

Transportation Planning

i
I1
" — —— e
i
I
[

Develop a public participation process for implementation of structured projects

Develop a Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator Position

=

00T _

Consider the establishment of a bicycle counting program that would allow the County to
measure annual changes in bicycle ridership and traffic counts to better understand the
impacts of enhanced bicycle facilities

__DPW,DRP &OOT | _

Ensure that the practice of scoping transportation studies always mcludes elements related
_to bicycling and other relevant intermodal and multi-modal topics

[
i‘

DPZ,DPW&OOT |

In coordination with the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board develop long-range ’trans-
portation forecasting methods and models for bicycle and pedestrian trips.

(
|
i

' DPZ, DPW & 00T |;

f
I

,k’ Road System Design

Develop a “complete streets” policy to ensure that Howard County streets are de&gned

built, and operated to enable safe access for all users, including pedestrians, bicyclists,

motorists and transit riders of diverse ages and abilities. This could include requiring the
__development of site and location specific bicycle and pedestrian circulation plans.

I~

-

_DPZ, 00T '| _ ‘ .

i
!

Consider the adoption of the specific roadway and bikeway design guidelines related to the
facilities proposed in this Plan as outlined in Appendix A

i

l
__DPW, DRP,0OT II,,,,,

Monitor DPW and SHA roadway resurfacing and design prOJects In rural areas, where by-
pass lanes are provided on two lane roads, if the roadway section approaching the by-pass
lane has a shoulder it is essential that the shoulders are continued through the widened
roadway section.

Consider revising traffic volume warrants for slip lanes, mcIudlng the review of design stand-
ards to include: a) a pocket bike lane and a dashed bike lane showing the cyclist's left merg-
ing movement, b) the radii of slip lanes should be designed to reduce entry and exit speeds,

and c) high quality bicycle and pedestrian crossing accommodations should be provided for

those traveling on the crossing roadway

DPW,SHA | | |

Consider retrofitting existing roundabouts and traffic circles with appropnate sn_:;ns and strlp—
ing to provide bicycle accommodations and appropriate directives and warnings for bicy-
_clists and motorists. Update design guidance that will be used to design future roundabouts

DPW,SHA

5"

Review all traffic calming treatments, such as speed humps, curb extensions, chicanes, etc.
to allow easy passage for cyclists. When travel lanes are narrowed at intersections or mid-
block crossings to reduce crossing distances for pedestrians, slots should be provided so
that bicyclists traveling on the right do not have to merge into the travel lane to pass through
the narrowed section of roadway. .

DPW,0OT | ] L |

Given their low impact on stormwater runoff and water quallty, the county should consider
advocating for and work with state officials to identify and encourage alternate best practic-
es for stormwater management appropriate for non-motorized lanes and pathways.

DPW

- Trail pmJects should consider utilizing Low Impact Development (LID) and other design
treatments as a part of trail and path projects to ensure that trail designs do not promote

_erosion and appropriately direct runoff to pervious areas that can filter and absorb water. |

- DPW

Roadway improvement projects should consider utilizing pavement reduction strategies that
|_support bicycling..

~_DPW

_Consider amending Howard County Scenic Roads legislation.
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IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

Policy and Pro

ram Timeframes

Principal
Short-Term Mid-Term Long-Term
Organizations Ongoing (1-2 Years) (2-5 Years) (5+ Years)

Land Development Policies that Gov- County zoning, subdivision policy, and the County Design Manual, all of which regulate new
ern Private Development and Site Plan development, redevelopment and site design should be, where feasible, updated to achieve v
Review the objectives related to implementing BikeHoward and improving conditions for bicycling: DPZ
Howard County Public School Policy The following recommendations are provided for guidance and direction on how public
Governing Site and Road Design for school property can contribute to a bicycle-friendly Howard County. The Howard County e
Public Schools Public Schools and School Board should consider adopting the following policies. HCPSS

Replace existing substandard bicycle parking equipment with racks that meet standards described in this plan and -

begin a process of providing covered bicycle parking where bicycle access is highest.

Manage bicycle parking supply in response to use and need, to ensure that all schools have sufficient supply to meet

the needs of students, teachers, staff, visitors and school and non-school events that use school facilities. .

At middle and high schools especially, provide appropriate bicycle facilities on and/or adjacent to school entry roads,

drive ways, parking lots and circulation roadways. B

Provide pathways through school grounds and around athletic fields as identified in the BikeHoward, and as may be

identified in future updates of BikeHoward to ensure that school propetrties can contribute to a continuous and con-

nected bikeway network. Funding may be provided through HCPSS capital improvement funds, county transportation

funds, and other funding sources, including state and federal grants.

Provide direct bicycle and pedestrian access paths to existing and new schools from adjacent neighborhoods. Where

ever possible these paths shall be provided by residential property developers. -

Consider siting new schools in locations that will: a) maximize access by walking, bicycling and use of public transit;

b) ensure that school site design minimizes conflicts between motorized and non-motorized access modes and c)

favors student and other arrivals by walking, bicycling, public transit and school bus, not motor vehicle drop-off.

The following recommendations are provided for guidance and direction on how parks can
County Policy Governing Park Design contribute fully to a bicycle-friendly Howard County. The Howard County Department of o

and Development

Recreation and Parks (DRP) should consider adopting the following policies. DRP

Replace existing substandard bicycle parking equipment with racks that meet standards described in this plan and
begin a process of providing covered bicycle parking where bicycle access is highest.

Manage bicycle parking supply in response to use and need, to ensure that all parks have sufficient supply to meet
the needs of park visitors. )

Provide temporary bicycle parking for special events as it may be requested by event sponsors.

Promote bicycle access to parks as an alternative to motor vehicle access and as a way to: a) reduce the need for
asphalt surface parking lots, b) reduce car trips and resulting air pollution, and ¢) promote healthy and active living.

Provide appropriate bicycle facilities on and/or adjacent to park entry roads drive ways, parking lots and park circula-
tion roadways. )

Develop pathways through park lands as identified in the Bicycle Master Plan, and as may be identified in future
updates of the Plan. Funding may be provided through DRP capital improvement funds, County transportation funds,
or other sources. >

Design and build Transportation Trails (as so designated in this Plan) to width and surface standards detailed in
Appendix A.

Update the Blandair Park Development Plan based upon consideration of proposed adjustments to a small number of
proposed path alignments. These alignments will improve directness and user experience in the bikeway network and
better enable park paths to contribute to a continuous and connected county-wide system of bikeways.

Implement the on-road, off-road and spot recommendations in this plan that are on or directly related to Howard
County park lands. These may be in Centennial Lake Park, Meadowbrook Park, Rockburn Branch Park, Cedar Lane
Park, and on the Patuxent Branch Trail.

Provide direct bicycle and pedestrian access paths to existing and new parks from adjacent neighborhoods.

- In regional parks with large pathway systems, DRP should consider creation of a hierarchy of paved paths, providing

sufficient width for high volumes of mixed use, and through bicycle movements on select paths, and providing harrow-
er, varied-surface paths for pedestrian strolling, hiking, nature observation, etc.
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IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

Policy and Program Timeframes

H

i
N

} Principal | ) |
’ | | Short-Term Mid-Term J Long-term
L o . i Organizations | ongoing { (1-2 Years) | (2-5 Years) (5+ Years)
Il Use the County’s mobile app. (Tell HoCo) and/or online reporting systems system to identify road hazards that pose . w " ' H
Bikeway Management & Maintenance a safety risk for cyclists, DPW, DRP ol I
‘ Develop a bike lane and shoulder sweeping program that focuses on the roads with the worst debris build " | {' ! u
" ||_up and those with the highest user levels. | DPW, DRP - 1 il il [ _
. - I |
Restripe bicycle lanes and reapply shared lanes markings as needed. n DPW, DRP I ] ol ” H
Develop an asset management database for maintenance of wayfinding and other signs used in the ' | " “ N
|__bikeway system. —— o Te—— - ‘ DPW, DRP ] o . I
| Develop a coordination protocol between Gounty roadway maintenance officials and State Highway Admin- N ﬂ “ P i; ’I
| istration roadway maintenance offices. | DPW, DRP N : | i AN i
I Expand the geo-coded emergency response location system to include CA and e pathway tunnels and N ll f |1 H
! |__other regularly spaced markers to ensure that the trail systems are fully covered - DPW,DRP | il EL o - _I‘____ e
[ ‘ o | } ' '
}: } Develop program that involves volunteers in trail maintenance, especially youth on County paths and trails. H DPW, DRP I E, ‘! 7 |E
| Section 4: The Bikeway Network % “ i { |
‘ Review the following areas to determine which solutions should be pursued in the near term and which can I [ . ‘. ; L |1
Small Area Plans be delayed or should be coordinated with expected future road improvements or development: -~ || DPZ, 00T ﬁ“ ¥ . v i _
Dobbin Road Commercial Area
" Gateway Commerce Center
Route 40 Corridor in Ellicott City
MD 216 Corridor
Maple Lawn
Various segments of the Route 1 Corridor
Clarksville (River Hill)
Historic Ellicott City
L Dobbin Road/Gateway Commerce Center = . _ _—
| Section 6: Components of the Network , . I | e
The County s Traffic Englneenng Division shou[d constder |nltlat1ng areview of all traffic slgna[s in Tthe H : j! ri
| County to ensure that bicycles will be detected on the minor road approaches which may be given a green | i | . i
’ cycle only when cross traffic is present. Various treatments are available to remedy any location where | | 1 o4 N
__bicycles are not currently detected. o DPW_ | N j i
Utility corridors and rights of way present important oppoﬂumhes to make key connections throughout the ‘r i I
County. The plan recommends that the county conduct additional research and develop strategies, includ- |
ing working with key federal, state and local stakeholders to develop clear technical and policy guidance on | 4
the development of linear shared use trails on utility rights of way. | QOT, DPW, DPZ I A S R R | N—
BikeHoward did not fully explore further trail potential in the Patapsco Herltage Greenway Coridor | |
(primarily state DNR lands), nor the protected lands along the main branch of the Patuxent River. BikeHow- P ; i
ard recommends exploring trail potential and road linkages in these areas, including the concept of a loop | o I |
_trail to link Ellicott City, Mt Airy and Laurel. - | OoT,DRP__ | e _[;_v _ I _
Request that major bicycle facilities be included in the SHA maintained Highway Needs Inventory, which | |
includes lists of priority projects consisting of new and upgraded highway and transit facilities and requests ! . o v {
BikeHoward's recommendations be included into SHA Fund 76. I 00T i i | b |
Request bicycle facilities proposed in BikeHoward be included into the BRTE long range transportation ” " P N " 1
__plan and TIP, including bridge resurfacing projects ) 00T 1 bud I L |
Consider engaging the SHA Scenic Byway office regarding any plans to implement the paved stnped “ ll ﬂ ' "
|_shoulders recommended for MD 144 which is part of the National Road Scenic Byway _OQT,DPZ _ i SE— = }1 e il - !‘__ —
| i i
i Develop an integrated bikeway sign protocol and manual. " OOT, DPW, DRP_ _,i . HA ¥ J‘ !‘
? Develop and advance, in coordination with state and local stakeholders paper and electronic directional “ ‘1 ‘.: “,
I applications and devices to enable navigation, including expanding CA’s existing directional app outside its 11 e | e !( \l
|_current limits 00T, CA 1 | | 1
Consider developing an On-Road County Recreational Route System in western Howard County, the H ‘n '
southwest area around Fulton, in and around Historic Ellicott City and Savage, as well as in the Patapsco ' | | e |
|_Heritage Greenway and Elkridge Area DRP, DPW, 00T I t |
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IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

Policy and Program Timeframes
Principal )
Short-Term Mid-Term Long-Term
Organizations Ongoing (1-2 Years) (2-5 Years) (5+ Years)
Section 7: End of Trip Facilities
- ' ) ol
Howard County should initiate a publically supported Bicycle Parking refrofit program DPW, OOT P _—
&
Howard County should consider initiating an interagency program to evaluate replace and add bike parking
_at all County owned public facilities. . DPW, OOT
Consider amending zoning and subdivision codes to require new development to provide appropriate types, w
quantities and locations of bicycle parking as a part of development approval. DPZ, OOT .
o
Study and based on findings, consider implementing a pilot bicycle sharing program oot
Consider upgrading bicycle parking at MARC stations and Park & Ride (P&R) lots. In the near term, a
minimum of two bike lids (i.e. individual, on-demand, covered racks) should be placed at each of the follow- e
ing transit hubs. . MTA
Prioritize and implement access improvements to the following transit hubs: Broken Land East and West,
Long Gate, Oakland Ridge, Snowden River Parkway, Dorsey MARC and Savage MARC Access. improve- e
ments at Broken Land Parkway East and West should be completed before bike parking at these locations
is upgraded. Coordination with MTA and/or SHA may be required. B | MTA _ J _
Explore the potential to provide bicycle storage in the under carriage on commuter bus services. o MTA
Request state leadership in providing a system of higher quality on-demand bike storage lockers through- o
_out the MTA and Park & Ride systems in Maryland. MTA N |
o
Consider purchasing a bus shelter that includes covered bicycle parking as a part of the structure’s design. 00T L
Consider offering a special weekend service (periodically) to take recreational cyclists to a location in
Western Howard County for a day of recreatlonal riding. This may be attractive to entry [evel recreational Ve
riders. oot
Market transit routes and bike-on-bus services that cross or travel along major barriers for bicyclists, such v
_as |-95, US 29, US 40, MD 32, MD 100, MD 175, the CSX railroad and US 1. OOT, MTA
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IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

e 0 - - | | _Policy and Program Timeframes

[ ) "' e T K T
i : Prmm al | | Short-Term Mid-Term | Long-term !
| P | |
| " |
i . e | Organizations | Ongoing | (1-2Years) | (2-5 Years) l (5+ Years) |
\: [} 3
Sectron 8. Programs for Safety Educatlon Encouragement & Enforcement_r_r o I | ,) | | !
e — S A -
| r | o |
_Seek a bronze level Bicycle-Friendly Community / Designation from the League of American Bicyclists by 2018 i DPZ DPW ,_~H | = N — | o
! Provide BIKEHOWARD materials at Howard County Public Libraries-Because libraries are a well-used and \ t ;‘
| supported component of community life, develop a multi-dimensional bicycling education and encouragement | li ‘ a
| _program; using all of the media resources available o the Library system. - W,QQI,J—_K_JEI;_,,,,J | — = = |
Consider establishing a County-wide Safe Routes to School Program (SRTS). Adopt a goal to have 50% of i ,J i }l . i‘
elementary and middle schools participating in SRTS activities. { OOT,HCPSS | i | ¥ |
[ I I |
__Establish a Share-the-Path and Road Safety and Respect program. .| CA,DRP, DPW,HCPD || I ol rE |
Ui = i\
Establish a Youth Ambassadors Program, similar to efforts in other communities, that trains teenagers to be | H I " E ! e
_ambassadors of bicycling at public events, educators about bike safety, and promoters of bicycling. ;7V|_ OOT,DPR, CADRP | I I | I .
| : I I | i |
! ;i Expand on existing off road biking maintenance and youth training programs (DRP) [l e _DRP I__ o o A ,v!
1 " e [ " |
| J -_Expand the bicycling-related elements of the County's existing TDM program. L ,!!-, ____ocor | N i H_;,
= | / i i |
] - | f] N |
Track and analyze Bicycle Crashes. — e \| HCPD B B -
( “ l‘ ‘l [ 1l
1 | | | J
|_Consider expanding the Bicycle-Mounted Police Program and Park Ranger Pr Program. | HCPD,DRP & I ”’: _ ,A‘Il
[ Continue the Cycle2Health program and refine it to offer a wide variety of challenge levels. Plan routes and | [‘ i
J conduct rides in such a way that participants can be educated about bicyciing improvements proposed in the } e !j i
i__BikeHoward plan. o o _____l___ Citizens Services i I . D Il )
- | | | |
. o J_ Continue active enforcement of the Maryland Three Feet law, . ,IL,,, ____HCcpD ‘H ol . ‘; . | —— s‘ o
. . . g If I 1 |
Section 9: Implementation 1 L i i o L ;
: ‘Conduct a detailed review of the on-road bikeways in-the Bikeway Networks and implement recommended on- | ; !
road facllities. Identifying BikeHoward plan recommendations that may be related to the development. Ensure |
that bicycle accommodations and safety features, especially those identified in the Plan, are incorporated into - i
| these prOJects as a roufine part of evaluation and design. i DPZ, DPW . | r’ I R
[ I [ |
il
. Allocate 15 percent of BikeHoward’s implementation funding to an opportunity project fund to ensure the Short ! » ’l v ‘1
41' _-Term utility of the investments s realized by repaving, intersection upgrade and private redevelopment | projects. | 00T I i L il i W
| Consider developing a sign Protocol and Manual that is adopted by all stakeholders, including CA, DRP, II OOT CA DRP, DPW, }‘ \ " ,E ]‘
|_DPW, DPZ, and SHA. B B s SHADPZ | I R A | N
w r | !
‘ | . ! .
4‘ Ensure the County has adequate engineering and design capacity through the use of on call design firms. v!}-, ~ DPW . ” — ”‘f, I _ i
| Priorto developing County-specific Bikeway Design Guidelines, thoroughly train existing traffic engineering i r‘ I “
and design staff (as well as consulting engineers) using existing curriculum related to the AASHTO Guide for ! I |
the Development of Bicycle Facilities, and other national and state engineering guidance documents. Conduct X N I 'i
four training courses in the year following plan adoption and continue with an annual training program as I! i i
needed. A _DPw,0OT | I S —
I Participate in study tours to visit with oficials of ofher jurisdictions to leam about bicycling facility design and ” ;| | u
_implementation best practices. o L o P — DPW,00T | o - —
I |
Determine and develop projects for inclusion in the County s caprtal budget. Continue to ensure that the i il J: r[i
_capital budget line item for BikeHoward | projects maintains a fund balance of at least $750,000 peryear. | DPW, OOT R _ I
[ Identify dedicated annual funding in the Department of Recreation and Parks and HC Public Schools for s » 3{ ”
implementation of the BikeHoward Plan. o I DRP, HCPSS . il
0 i i
[ Identify dedicated annual funding for County Agencres to use as matchlng funds for grant applications includ- 1 '; i‘ P i ;}
|Ing to match state and federal transportation funds and other grant programs. . n_, eor o 0¥ |
J, Identify dedicated funding for ongoing maintenance of pavement markings and signage, bike parking facilities ![ T{ ; - | !&
|_andCountyfrals. o ooroPw i I o
t Ensure that the County isa regular applrcant for key fundlng programs such as Transportat[on Alternaﬂves “ f P ” I 1'
Safe Routes to School, Maryland Bikeways Program, CMAQ, and Recreational Trails, OOT, DPW \r o | li |
=SS DSOS 10 Choo), Marylan s ogle, 0, Anc necreational JTafs. ;
! Consider establishing a Bicycle Master Plan Implementation Team o _ “ OOT, DPZ, DPW, DRP “ e Q "
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Conclusion

Howard County has become one of the most
" popular destinations for bicycling in the State of
Maryland, due to our central location, health
- conscious and active citizenry, our stream val-
leys, pathways and our beautiful residential and
agricultural landscapes.

Vision

BikeHoward sets forth a vision to make Howard
‘County a more bicycle-friendly and inviting com-
munity where all members of the community,
from children to seniors, men and women, feel
comfortable and safe bicycling on our roads and

pathways as a means of daily transportatlon and
healthy recreation.

BikeHoward addresses bicycling primarily from
a transportation perspective, but to. the degree
that recreational bicycling also takes place on
the county’s roads and pathways, it advocates
development of bikeways that will serve both
needs.

Goals

The plan establishes goals for County agencies
and makes recommendations to achieve those
_goals, through policy actions, program imple-
mentation and development of a blkeway net-
work,

To achieve the goal of promoting active liv-
ing by including bicycling as an active comni-
ponent of a livable community that is physi-
cally healthy, economically sound and envi-
ronmentally sustainable.

The plan proposes a series of progressive out-
reach and educational programs, the develop-
ment of a safe and connected network and a
path to stronger coordination, all of WhICh will
be needed to meet the goal.

To achieve the goal of updating County pol-

icies to ensure that the County’s infrastruc-
ture and land development policies fully
accommodate and encourage bicycling.

The plan provides policy recommendations for
new actions and supporting policy information
to guide and inform the update of the county’s
policies as they relate to cycling and land de-
velopment.

To achieve the goal of accommodating bi-
cycle travel across the county.

The plan provides an outline for coordinating
with Maryland legislators and agency officials
on blcycl_e travel through:

"o State highways and public transit services

* Regulation of utility rights-of-way

e Administration of storm water treatment
and water quality regulations

To achieve the goal of increasing participation and
safety through bicycle educational programs for
school-aged children and youth, and awareness cam-
paigns for motor vehicle users; to make bicycling
normal, popular and accepted transportation option.

The plan proposes a series of comprehensive programs
and outreach that will develop cycling as a normal and
popular option for all of the county’s citizens.

To achieve the goal of creating a seamless cycling
network that is safe, intuitive, and easily connects
residents to where they want to go: schools, shops,
parks and work, with facilities that w:ll serve people
of all skill and comfort levels.

The plan has developed a safe, connected, useful and
seamless network of bicycle facilities for all ages and
abilities.

Getting there, one bike ride at a time

This plan seeks to capitalize on these actions and re- ,
sources to achieve its vision. Reaching this vision will not
be simple and will not happen overnight; there will be set-
backs, wins and lost opportunities. However, as James
Rouse, the founder of Columbia said;

“Visions describe what best should be, could be - if
and when mankind has the will to make them real”

This is a vision that can be achieved by Howard County.
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The following general bikeway and road design parameters are recommended for roadways in the Bike -
Howard Bikeway Network. They are intended to provide guidance and direction during the
implementation of a project in the plan. These recommendations may be applicable and effective on other
roads as well. :

This basic bikeway design guidance was drawn from a variety of sources; primarily the AASHTO Guide
for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012 Fourth Edition and the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices, 2009. Additionally, the SHA Bicycle Policy & Design Guidelines (April 2013 draft) various other
state and County documents were consulted. [t also includes recommendations that based upon
nationally recognized research in the field, best practices in bikeway and traffic safety design and the
experience of Toole Design Group in assisting local and state governments in Maryland with bikeway

design.

Motor Vehicle Travel Lane Widths

On two and four lane roadways of 35 mph or less, it should be County policy to consider reducing motor
vehicle travel lane widths to 10 feet in order to gain sufficient space for the following facility types called
for in Bike Howard. This is commonly referred to as a lane diet.

e Bikelanes (one in‘each direction)
. climbing lane (one in one direction)
e buffered bike lanes |
e Protected biké lanes/Cycle tracks

. Shoulder widths of 3 feet or greater

Where space is needed to provide bicycle facilities or improve bicycling conditions on a Network route,
consideration should be given to reducing turn lane widths to 9 feet: the primary consideration being the
volume of vehicles making turns at that location, and the expected amount of truck traffic.

Road Diets

In select locations, the bikeway facilities called for in the Plan would require removing of one or more
travel lanes along a section of a road with multiple automobile travel lanes. This action has only been
indicated in locations where field observations suggest that this may be feasible with minimal disruption to
motor vehicle traffic flow. A more detailed study and review would be needed as part of any facility
design and feasibility assessment including traffic flow and level of service analysis.

Shoulder Width Minimums

In locations where bicycle traffic is expected to be and remain relatively low, and the landscape is largely
rural, it may be desirable to provide paved striped shoulders as the bicycle accommodation rather than
marked bike lanes. Shoulders can be used for a variety of purposes, emergency parking, breakdown
lane, farm vehicle travel, postal delivery, and infrequent parking needs. Moreover, it is typically not cost
effective to place the arrows and bicycle symbols on the shoulders of rural roads which can be miles in

length.

The following guidance is recommended for Bikeway Network roads where the recommended bicycle
facility is a Striped and Paved Shoulder:
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e On two and four lane roads, where use of lane diets and shoulder widening cannot create enough
space for striped shoulders of 3 feet or greater, it is best to place the edge line of the outside lane
within 1-foot of the edge of pavement and provide 10-13-foot outside lanes. Strongly consider use
of shared lane markings and BIKES MAY USE FULL LANE sign, or SHARE THE ROAD signs.

e On state and county roads with a speed limit of 35 mph, 5 foot wide shoulders are preferred; 4
feet is acceptable.

e Where speed limits are 40 or 45 mph, 8 foot wide shoulders are recommended. |
e Where speed limits are 50 or 55 mph, 10 foot wide shoulders are recommended.

e 10 foot wide shoulders are required on 55 mph roadways because state law prohibits cyclists
from riding in the travel lane on any road with a speed limit of 55 mph or greater.

e In general, for traﬁic- safety reasons, on rural roads shoulders greater than'5 feet but less than 8
feet are not recommended. ) '

Bike Lane Width Standards

o 5feetof asphalt is the preferred bike lane width for a open or closed (curbed) section roadway.
o 4 feet of asphalt is acceptable for an open section roadway.

e On open section roadways, the outside bike lane stripe is optional; however it increases visibility
for both the cyclists and motorists at night.

e 4feetof asphalt is acceptable for a curbed roadway with ‘a one-foot gutter pan and seam that is
not a hazard. An outside lane stripe of the bike lane should not be used.

e 6 feet of asphalt is acceptable for both an open or curbed section (7 feet with gutter pan),
however it is recommended that the left side bike lane stripe be increased from the standard 4
inch width to 6 inches or more.

e When designing lane diets on for roads with travel lanes with excessive width that is not needed
for travel lanes, and the width allocated for bicycle accommodation is 7 or more feet, it is
recommended that buffered bike lanes be installed.

Buffered Bike Lane Widths

e Buffered bike lanes may vary in width from 7 to 11 or 12 feet. Generélly, the bike lane should be
designed to be 5 or 6 feet wide, not counting the gutter pan, and the remainder of the space
striped as buffer space between the bike lane and adjacent travel lane.

Shared Use Path Width

The Shared Use Path Bicycle Level of Service (SUBLOS) model should be used to determine path width
. for new paths and projects when existing paths are surfaced, resurfaced or widened.

o In general this will result in @ minimum path width of 10-feet, and recommended path width of 11
feet for paths that will be primary transportation routes as well as carry significant volumes of
recreational users of all modes. 12- to 14-foot shared use paths will be needed in areas where
high volumes of bicyclists and pedestrians are.expected and desired. )
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Path widths of 9 and 8 feet are acceptable for short segments of path, to address design
constraints, or in areas where paths are likely to receive a low volume of users. Where sidepaths
are placed along arterial roadways, and no or minimal on-road bicycle facilities are provided, it is
highly recommended that 8-foot paths be placed on both sides of the road to provide for bicyclists
and pedestrians. Maintaining the 5 foot lateral buffer between the edge of the path and the
curbed edge of the roadway is critical. In areas where a 5-foot lateral buffer is not feasible, a
vertical barrier can be used, however it typically takes a minimum of 3 feet laterally to install a
vertical barrier. If bike lanes or shoulders of 3-feet or greater are provided on the roadway, the
buffer may be reduced 1 foot for every additional 2 feet of space created right of the motor vehicle
travel lane. :

Adjacent to commercial or mixed use areas, where pedestrian traffic is expected to be higher, use
the SUPBLOS to determine widths greater than 8 feet for the paths on one or both sides.

Shared Use Path Bridge and Boardwalk Widths

[n general, shared use paths should carry their pavement width and 2-foot shoulders (on each
side) across bridge and boardwalk structures (see AASHTO). However, if the bridges or
boardwalks are relatively short, 200 feet or less, carrying only 1-foot of shoulder (shy space
adjacent to the railing) is acceptable. X

Bridges and boardwalks that provide views, or that cross natural areas and scenic areas that
may attract trail users to stop and observe wildlife, should follow AASHTO, and may need to have
even wider “bumpouts” created to allow trail users to safely stop on the structure and not block
the main path of travel. ’ 4

Sidewalk with Bikes Permitted Widths

In locations, where Sidewalk with Bikes Permitted is the recommended facility and an existing
sidewalk is present, if feasible and determined to be cost-effective it should be widened to at least
6 feet, and a sidewalk or other bikeway should be provided on each side of the roadway. Six feet
is @ minimum width that will allow a cyclist to pass another cyclist at a slow speed, ora cyclist to
pass a pedestrian at slow speed.

New construction of Sidewalks with Bikes Permitted (a rare occurrence) should be at least 6 feet
in width, 7 feet is better, 8 feet will achieve the minimum shared use path width: if a barrier or 5-
foot buffer is also feasible.

Maintaining Shoulder Widths on Bypass Lanes on Rural Roads

In rural areas, where bypass lanes are provided on two lane roads, if the roadway section approaching
the bypass lane has a shoulder it is essential that the shoulders are continued through the widened
roadway section:

Slip Lane Design and Warrants _

Right turn slip lanes at intersections can create a dangerous situation for cyclists. Traffic volume warrants
for slip lanes should be reviewed. Where they are provided, a pocket bike lane should also be provided
and a dashed bike lane showing the cyclist’s left merging movement. The radij of slip lanes should be
designed to reduce entry and exit speeds. High quality biéycle and pedestrian crossing accommodations
should be provided for those traveling on the crossing roadway.
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-Bike Design for Roundabouts ~

Existing roundabouts and traffic circles should be retrofitted to provide bicycle accommodations and
appropriate warnings for bicyclists and motorists. Most roundabouts in the County are appropriately small
and one lane. Bicyclists should be encouraged to take the lane upon approach to roundabouts and they
should be provided sufficient advance warning. Motorists should be alerted to expect this movement from
cyclists and directed to yield respectfully.

Bicycle Friendly Traffic Calming

Traffic calming measures such as speed humps, curb exténsions,‘ chicanes, etc. should be designed to
allow easy passage for cyclists. When travel lanes are narrowed at intersections or mid-block crossings to
reduce crossing distances for pedestrians, slots should be provided so that bicyclists traveling on the right
do not have to merge into the travel lane to pass through the narrowed section: of roadway. Other
bicycle-friendly traffic calming designs can be found in the AASHTO bike guide.

Shared Roadway with Safety Treatments

This plan recommends development of a safety treatment for 106 miles of roadway that generally can be
characterized as follows: ’
e Two 10-12’ paved travel lanes
No or minimal shoulder, unpaved
Speed limit of 35 mph or greater; advisory speed limits of 30 or less on sharp curves
Traversing hilly terrain and crossing numerous stream drainages.
Drainage ditches, farm fields and mature trees on the edge of the roadway
Periodic curves with poor sight distances
Forested and/or rural residential landscape

The following design treatments are recommended fo increase cyclists’ and motorists’ safety.
e Utilize existing signs, such as the BIKES MAY USE FULL LANE sign.

o Use available flexibility in the MUTCD to develop auxiliary word plaques to more directly
address situations and appropriate driver and cyclists’ response, such as PASS WITH CARE,
ALLOW 3 FEET, EXPECT CYCLISTS, etc. :

e Ensure that sigh messages are unambiguous and have separate messages directed to
motorists and cyclists, explaining why and how all users must share the road.

e On hills, in the uphill direction, add bike pullout lanes, i.e. short segments of shoulder where a
cyclist can pull to the side and let a line of cars following them to safely pass. ,

e Use new technologies to detect cyclists in potentially hidden locations and inform
approaching motorists of their presence; use similar technologies to inform motorists traveling
at unsafe speeds.

Howard County Scenic Roads

County policy governing improvements to designated scenic roads state, “Improvement to scenic roads
must protect the features that contribute to the road’s scenic character, such as width, alignment, and
vegetation or slopes within the right-of-way...road design standards require that improvements within the
right-of-way of scenic roads be designed to preserve the character of the road while providing safe
conditions for traffic.”

~While it may need to be clarified in future amendments to this legislation or policy documents, safe
conditions for traffic should be understood to include bicycle traffic, as cyclists are legal users of Howard
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County scenic roads. Current recommendations to update scenic roads policy suggest that “road
improvements should be restricted to- carefully-designed spot improvements which retain the scenic
qualities of the road. Many of the bicycle safety treatments referred to in the Bike Howard Plan for
potential application on roads mapped as Shared Roadways with Safety Treatments, are in keeping with
this policy recommendation; i.e. they are oriented to spot improvements and strategic signage that will
enhance bicycle safety on these roads.

State Scenic Byways

MD 144 is the only statescenic byway in Howard County ‘This designation may have an impact on the
types of bikeways that can be installed on this roadway. The following policy language is provided
in Context Sensitive Solutions for the Maryland Historic National Road Scenic Bywav 20086, publlshed by
the MD State Highway Administration.

“Maryland State Highway Administration recently adopfed a policy whereby SHA ‘Shall make

“accommodations for bicycling and walking a routine and integral element of planning, design, construction,
operations and maintenance activities as appropriate.” SHA’s policy also states that a ‘minimum four (4) foot
wide outside shoulder is preferred on all roadways with open sections.” This policy may apply when doing
resurfacing work. The policy will only be applied if it is reasonable to do so and pavement would ‘not be
widened just for bicycle use. Decisions regarding requirements for bicycle accommodations should be made
carefully taking into consideration the importance of maintaining the character-defining features of the
Historic National Road. The features of the Historic National Road’s context that should be maintained
include rural roads with a narrow scale, usually with a close proximity of trees and/or other landscape
features. In this situation (where historic and scenic resources must be protected), a design waiver may be
requested fo minimize or eliminate the proposed bike lane in order to lessen the potential adverse effect. If
widening is required to accommodate new development, then additional pavement width will be added for
bicycles unless an exception to SHA policy is granted.”
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Plan Howard developed an extensive public outreach and feedback process for the master plan. It included extensive
public involvement, regular briefings of a Technical Advisory Group, stakeholder interviews, an on-line public survey and

- an interactive online public comment map.

The Technical Advisory Group

The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) included twelve representatives of key agencies and stakeholders in the Counfy.
The TAG met six times over the course of the plan development process and provided guidance in a number of areas,
including public involvement strategies, agency coordination, specific network recommendations and policy review.

Two of the six TAG meetings were geared to a wider audience. Each of these meetings had about 35 people in
attendance including representatives from key county institutions and major employers.

Technical Advisory Group Members

Technical Advisory Group Meeting Dates & Locations

Benjamin Pickar, Howard County Office of Planning and Zoning
Captain John McKissick, Howard County Police Department
Chris Tsien, Bicycle Advocates of Howard County .
lan Kennedy, Howard County Administration and the Horizon
Foundation

Jane Dembner, Columbia Association
Jen Terrasa, Howard County Council
Jim Dooley and Shiva Shrestha,
Administration

Joel Gallihue, Howard County Public Schools

John Powell, Howard County Office of Transportation

Josh Russin, Howard County Administration

| Mark Deluca, Howard County Department of Public Works

Paul Walsky, Howard County Department of Recreation and
Parks

MD State Highway

Meeting No. 1: Tuesday, June 12, 2012, Ellicott City, MD

Meeting No. 2: Wednesday, August 29, 2012, Robinson Nature
Center

Meeting No. 3: Wednesday, October 24, 2012, Robinson Nature
Center :
Meeting No. 4: Thursday, January 31, 2013, Ellicott City, MD
Meeting No. 5: Friday, March 1, 2013, Robinson Nature Center
Meeting No. 6: Thursday, October 17, 2013, Ellicott City, MD

Organizations Represented Among the Community Advisors

Representatives from these organizations attended one or both of TAG meetings 3 and 5)

Baltimore Metropolitan Council

Bicycle Advocates of Howard County (BAHC)
Columbia Association

Denee Barr Photography

Development Design Consultants

FSH Associates

Horizon Foundation

Howard Community College

Howard County Council

Howard County Department of Public Works (HCDPW)
Howard County Economic Development Authority (HCEDA)
Howard County. Government

Howard County Parks and Recreation

Howard County Police Department (HCPD)

‘Howard County Public School System (HCPSS)

Howard County Executive’s Office

Howard County Tourism

Howard County Traffic

Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)
Mount Airy Bicycles '
National Security Agency (NSA)

Princeton Sports

Public Transportation Board (PTB)

Race Pace Bicycles

ROMC

State Highway Administration (SHA), District & Headquarters
Office
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Stakeholder Interviews and Meetings

Stakeholder interviews were conducted with an extensive range of agencies and policy makers. The purpose
of these interviews was to explore coordination and nexus issues more thoroughly with staff who will be
involved in ongoing efforts to implement Plan. Meetmg summaries are available from the HC Department of
Plannlng and Zoning:

o July 19, 2012 Bicycle Advocates for Howard County

e July 19, 2012 & February 13, 2013 HC Department of Public Works »

o September 15, 2012 : HC Department of Recreation and Parks

o September 28, 2012 Councilwoman Jen Terrasa, District 3

o QOctober 11, 2012 State Highway Administration

o October 22, 2012 Columbia Association

o November 2, 2012 HC Department of Planning and Zoning

e November 29, 2012 HC Office of Transportation & HC Department of Planning and
Zoning

Public Outreach

Public involvement was facilitated through public workshops, an online survey and an online interactive map.
Overall, more than 750 people were engaged in the process and provided comments on every aspect of
. bicycling in the County.

Public Workshops

The core activity in the public engagement process included a series of six public workshops conducted in
September, October and November of 2012. A total of 125 people attended at least one of these workshops
which were located in various neighborhoods and locations around the County, including: Ellicott City,
Columbia, Maple Lawn/Applied Physics Lab, North Laurel, Elkridge and Glenwood. At each of these meetings,
participants received a slide presentation discussing bicycle transportation facilities and were engaged in
discussions about safety education, encouragement and enforcement needs and opportunities. Maps were
provided for recording comments and needs in specific locations; comment cards were provided as well. The
meetings were well received and included a cross section of county residents

Additional public outreach efforts included the provision of information tables or presentations at other public
events or meetings of various groups within the county, including the 2012 Columbia Bike About, Office on
Aging’s first Cycle2Health ride for Seniors, the Public Transportation Board, the Environmental Sustainability
Board and Transportation Advocates.

s Public Meeting #1- l\/li.ller Branch Library, Ellicott City, MD. September 22,2012
- o Public Meeting #2- Eest Columbia Branch Library, Columbia, MD. October 3, 2012
e Public Meeting #3—‘Glenwood Branch Library. Cooksville, MD. November 7, 2012
P Public Meeting #4- JHU-Applied Physics Lab, Build.1, Parsons Auditorium, October 24, 2012.
e Public Meeting #5- North Laurel Community Center, Laurel, MD, Noyember 14,2012

e Public Meeting #6- Elkridge Landing Middle School, Elkridge, MD. November 2012.
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Meetings with Community Groups

Columbia Bike About (Information Table)

Office on Aging’s first Cycle2Health ride for Senlors
Public Transportation Board

Environmental Sustainability Board

Transportation Advocates

Project Website

A project website was created early in the project and was maintained throughout the planning process. The
website was used to raise awareness about the plan and inform citizens about the various opportunities they
had to provide input. Meeting announcements and supporting documentation. were posted to the site and direct
comments were accepted via email. The site acted as a portal to the Interactive Online Maps and the Online
Survey.

Interactive Online Map

The interactive online map was available for public use from mid September 2012 through the end of
November 2012. More than 500 people provided more than 450 specific comments on the map showing
where they would like to see bike lanes, and shared use paths, and where intersections are particularly difficult
tocross. Key bicycling destinations, trail access points and a variety of other specific issues were mapped and
described in text comments that discussed existing problems and/or desired improvements.

The Interactive Plan Review map was available for public review from September 1% through October 12,
2013. This interactive map provided the general public an opportunity to indicate which proposed
improvements they agreed with, disagreed with, in addition to allowing them to suggest additional road or trail
improvements not shown in the draft bikeway network. To provide various forms of public comment, PDF
copies of the recommended bikeway network were also made available for download through the project
- website www.bikehoward.com. During the public comment process around 500 people prov1ded over 450
comments on proposed route and intersection improvements.

Online Survey
The online survey asked 10 questions about bicycling in the County.

e More than 50% of respondents said that the paved paths and trails are what they like most about biking
in Howard County. : ’

e Helping the enwronment and enjoying well maintained road surfaces were selected by 20% of
respondents.

e When asked about their trip purpose, 70% said they biked for fun; 55% for exercise and fitness. 50%
bike to do shopping and run errands; 50% bicycle to visit family and friends. Only 20% regularly bicycle to
work.

e Inanswer to questions about bicycle facilities, the majority of respondents prefer off-road paved trails and
paths (60%) with 45% preferring paved shoulders and 38% striped bike lanes. Less than 10% prefer to
bicycle on sidewalks. ‘ _

e When asked what would influence you to bicycle more often, 70% of respondents said more bike lanes
on major streets and 70% said paved shoulders on narrow roads. Only 25% said better road
mamtenance and 35% said more on road bike signage.

e The full results are presented below
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Hawe you bicycled in Howard County in the lastiwo years?

ves p1S%

1. Have you bicycled in Héward County in the lasttwo years?

“alue ‘Coonl Bercerniih Slaiislics
Yes 386 8450 Total Responses 457
o L 1550
Which factors have prevented you fron doing so? {Selectall that apply)
100 — B
75 =
- N .
55 — 21.1%4 e
1L.3% ‘ 3.5% R B.5% - 8.9%
,. B om0 = 3 1 [ ]
. ldon'toen 5 | owin & bicyela " lam phyzically | don 't fecl safe Fzad surisess The paths ara in | do nat feel All Oihers
bioyole, butit's natin litited frem riding a bigyele ars in poy pror sondition pefsondlly ssfe
ancd ri';_ﬁng riding a bicycle. in traffic. oondition {pothicles, frem crinve,
conditizn. (pthzlos, crack s, debris,
oragks, debris, et
=ie):
2. Which factors have prevented you from doing so? [Selectall that apply}
Valug ColnlL  Perceni® _ Shlislics -
tdon't own & hicycle. 8 171:3%% Total Responses 7l
1 own & hicycle but it's not in géod riding condition. 15 21.4%
1am physically linited trom riding a bicycle. ) & 5%
1 doi't fegl safe fiding a bicycle in trafiic. 47 86.20%
Read surfaces are in poor condition {potholes, tracks, debiris, g, 5 TO%
The paths are in geor conditiion ¢potholes, éracks, debris, etc). & 8.5%.
i do not feel perspnally safe from crime. 7 B.5%
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Value Counl  Percent % Slalislics

The pavad bicycle paths and trails (off-road) 212 56.7% Total Responges 374
1am within bicycling distance of many imporant destinations ga 26 5%
Agreeahle weathsr _ 81 2L7%
Motorists respaat bicyclists on the roadways 31 8.3%
I feel dile Fam helping the enviconment ' 88 23.5%
Crossing roadways is safe and easy : 7 18%
Road sérfaces are well maintained 78 20.5%
Itis & guick way to get around 28 T 5%
~ Mountain Biking : 54 144%
The rural landscapes in Western Howard County 131 235.0%
» ft saves me money 4L 11.0%
Dther (please specify) 6L = 18.3%

When making a bicycle trip, which of the following faciliies do you most
jprefer to use? (Please select up ta three choices)

i - G SR o e e i e e 8 e A e it i § 8

| 43,29 -
jf 32.5% 34.4%
25 g | sz =
| i i 8.5%
| i |
0 (S i ¢ g s =1 .
O~4iad paths Faved Desimaed | rameen Fleightirhend any rmeleays Sidewalks eadetrarel Other (please
T and mails shoaiders striped bicyele rural roads sireefs vath where lanes that spenify)
{pavedy lanes. miniral fraffic bicycles are allay matorists
3 andiosy atloved wsalely pass
speeds. biryetes on
the et

5. When making a bicycle wip, which of the following Taciliies do you mosiprefer io use? (Please
selectup 1o three choices) .

Value Counl  Percent% Slalislics
Offtoad paths and wals (paved). 238 608%  TomlResporses 575
Paved shoulders. . . _1sez 432%
Designaled striped hicyele lanes, ) 142 375%
Low traffic on rural roads : 19 317%
Neighborhood sirests with minimal traffic and lov speeds, 22 - 328%
Any roadways where bicycles are allowed. 61 168.3%
Sidewalle, ' 32 8.5%
Wide travel lanes that allow motorists to safely pass bicycles on the left, 129 344%
Other (please s;:eéify) 17 459
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Which of the fallowing improvements would influsnce you to bike more ofien?
{Select all thatapply) ’

J ——— e ——— e e e e e ——
N 741% 75 104
75 e s SRS L _— S
0 - |- - ——— e —
A 33%
: S B 26.6%
25 - iy e ] | SR LSS d | e S, B g e e -
| L& | 134%
E
Tt | !
~ | : [ |
0 hiere bike lanes 1dore giroad t*aved Mere wide Keore on-road Berer bigyde increased All Uthers
N majir SEEars paths and trails sharlders ,m cirside lanes bike signage asoass wansi nmginTenanss
naro reads {eagiey wshare {share the road statons and bus {street
lane with carz) signsiike rere SIS swaepingirepalr
L . 5ighs) o reads)

&. Which of the following improvements would influence you to bike mare often? {Select ali that

apply)

More bike lanes on major

s{reé{sV -
More off-road paths and trails

Paved shoulders on namow roads
More wide oLitsite lanes (easier to share lane with cars)

More on-road bike signage (share the road signs/bile routa signs)
Better bicycle access io transit stations and bus stops

Increased mainienance {street sweepingfrepair of roads)
Increased enforcement of traffic laws

Edueation for yourself on how to ride with motor vehicle traffic
Education for matorists on how to respectfully shars the road
Retter bicycle parlking/storage '

Showers and lockers atwork

A bike sharing program stich as Capital Bikeshare inthe DC Area
Other (please specify)

Count  Percent%
T e 74w
254 E17%
317 722%
231 52.5%
145 32.0%
59 13.4%
17 28.6%
28 22.2%
45 10.5%
168 38.2%
108 246%
66 150%

32 73%
55 12.5%

Statistics
Total Responses

7. In the lastyear, did you take your bike on the following modes of public transportation?

.Metrorail in DC Area
Foiding bike on the MARC Train

Light Rail or subway in Balimore

VilAppendix B: Public Process a

nd Assessments

440

Yes No. Responses
2,2% 26,8% o
14 419
5.5% 83.5% 108
28 5
@.2% 99.8% i
1 430
3.0% 97.0% sz
12 418




. Have you ever been invelved in a crash or accident while bicyeling?

Yes 364

Na 65,46

8. Have you ever been invelved in a crash or accident while bicyceling?

Value Count  Percenl % Slalistics )
Yas 152 34.6% Total Responses 439
Mo 287 85.4%
Jurisdiction the incident happened in
Other (please spediy) 3 9% .
Howard Ceunty 56386
AnneArundel County 2.7%%
Manigamery County 34%
Balimere County 4.1%
9. Jurisdiction the incident happened in

Value Count ' Percent % ) Slalistics

Hoveard County 74 50.0% Total Responses 148

Baltimoare County [S 41% -

Montgomery County 3.4%

Anne Arundsl County 4 27%

Other {please spacify) 59 39.9%%

' 0 0.0%

Don't Know
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10. The crash occurred on

At a trailiicadway intersesticn 2.03¢
Aswdewalk 34%

Atrail 26.4%

The crash oceuired on

Other 1 4%

Arcad 66.5%

Value ) ] ~ Coum Percenmt% Statisiics
Aroad 99 56.9% Total Respopses 148
Avall 39 26.49%
A sidewalic 5 34%
Ata traillreadway intersection 3 20%
Other 2 LA%
V/he (or what) else was involved in the crash?
1= —_—
S — - U e et = i o il e SRS
S e e e s ABTH
25 e
27% i
o Matarvehida Anaher oychst - Apedastrian chr\ercr' ihe ;_l:we
11, Who {or what) else was invelved in the crash?
Value ) Count  Percent % Shalistics )
Motor vehicle 60 40.5% Toiz! Resgonses 148
Another cyelist 16 10.8%
A pedestrian 4 27%
Mone of the above 72 87%
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Whatis your age?

©14 1.2%

65 and over 7.0%

1524 1.9%

2549 548

12. Whatis yourage?
) \fall}e . N - gpu:ﬂ Percent % Staﬁsﬁw )
0-14 5 1.2% Total a1
15-24 8 18% Responses
25-49 235 54,50 Sum 155950
50-64 152 35.5% Avg. 366
&5 and over 30 7.0% StdDsv 143
Max G5.0
What is your gender?
Female 45,95
Iale 54.1%
13. What is your gender?
Value Count  Percent % Slalislics
Male 231 54.1% Total Responses 427
Famale 186 45894
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Family Makeup
13 sz e i oo e - g 55 S A S S S RA
& s

42.4%

B — e e s i e e g T

114% i :

33% | s

o émgle (no!-:ids ar home) r\'mrﬁed:'r’anner {nakids ar h;:r':ie') Singlz Parent (with kids(s} -:; her.\r:- 2 Parents (Wit kidz(3) arhame

<R <igd

14. Fami ly Makeup

Value _ Count  Percent% Statistics
Single {no lids at homed a3 s Towal Resgonses 431
Married/Partaer (no kids at home) 157 - 26.4%. Sum ' 426.,0
Single Parent (with kids{s) at home <18yfo) 14 3.3% Avg, 20
2 Parents (with kids(s) at home <18y/o) 213 48 8% Max 20
15. How-long have you lived in Howard County (in years)?
Count  Response ]
B e sl e e b e e e e s e
‘1. ' -
27 1o
12 11
3z 12
iz 13
1 14
21 15
18
1825
17
12 18
7 19
7 2
21 2
a8 Z1
3 22
0 A3
7 3
5 25
2 25
27
28
28
19 3
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Fairfax?
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What is your distance to work?

Less than 3miles 280%

0= miles 47 7% 3-Sniles12.2%

§-1Cmiles 22.1%

xiA—IA.ppen.d"ixv B F;ub./.i;: P”r‘o;é's”.'s-andm‘As—swé'ssrﬁents



16, What is your disiance 1o work?

3-5miles
510 miles
16+ miles

17. What is your zip code?

Count  Response
.1 .;;'.5143 ‘
1 2019
1 20722
20723 -
20749
20758
20763
20777
20794
20832
20302
20810
20912
21020
21036
21082
21043
2104
21045
21045
21075
21678
21090
21104
21163
21227
21228
21230
21244
21723
21737
21738
21771
21784
21794
21797

[
(R A U - I Ty

© , w
5w h 888 o
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Count  Percent ¥

71
48
87
188

185%
12.2%
22.1%
4 7%

Statstios
Twl
Responses
Sum

Avg,
StdDav

Max

384 -

2459.0
75
29

100




Field Survey

Roadways ,

Field analysis of county and state roadways and existing and potential rail corridors was conducted between
September 2012 and February 2013. More than 300 miles of roadway were reviewed by the consultant team.
The roadway assessment reviewed factors that are important for determining the need and potential for bicycle
accommodations. In addition to the survey, 1-3 stops per roadway segment are made to take cross section
measurements. Because the primary purpose of the survey was to make a bicycle facility, a complete
inventory of these features was not documented for every roadway section reviewed. None-the-less, much of
the data collected was logged electronically in a GIS database and additional data was logged manually on
data collection sheets.

Below is a list of factors that were considered in the field review process:

e Street connectivity o Presence of barriers and potential as a
e Topography ) » barrier avoidance route

e Functional classification e Potential sight distance or other safety

e Types of land uses served issues (dangerous drainage grates)

e Speed Limit o Potential for roadway hazards including
e Observed traffic speeds and volumes vegetative overgrowth

o Traffic controls at intersections e Observed cyclists,

e Presence of turn lanes at intersections e Observed need for parking

e Roadside conditions such as drainage
structures, presence of sidewélks, buffers,
forests, streams, wetlands etc.

e Roadway Measures: ’

— Curbed or open section
— Overall road width

e |Intersection design

e Presence of and design of highway
interchanges '

e Pavement quality

e ' Trail connectivity

e Presence of sidepaths

e  Truck traffic volumes — Median width

e Presence of public bus routes — Number and width of travel lanes

e Relationship to key destinations — Shoulder width '

e Connectivity to adjacent jurisdictions —. Presence of parking and parking lane
width

Trail Corridors _

To complement the field analysis of roadways, the plan conducted a field assessment of potential trail corridors
and off street connections. The assessment included evaluating field conditions to determine if the construction
of shared use paths would be feasible. The field assessment report is presented below:
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