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CHAPTER 6
CHATS Long-Range Transportation Plan 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Element 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Transportation plans no longer focus solely on roadway solutions. In the quest 
for an improved quality of life, we now strive for livable communities. One 
common theme of any livable community is how well it accommodates 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
Walking and bicycling have numerous benefits, including: 
 
 Personal Benefits — Cardiovascular fitness, health, and transportation 

cost savings 
 Societal Benefits — Reduced vehicle miles of travel, improved public 

health through a cleaner environment and healthier citizens, and 
improved mobility for those that are disabled or without access to private 
automobiles 

 Environmental Benefits — Reduced air and noise pollution and 
improved water quality from fewer parking lots/spaces/structures 

 
The gap between the tremendous potential for bicycling and walking in the 
CHATS study area and the current conditions is raised in almost every 
discussion about bicycling and walking in the region. In each of the public 
meetings held as part of the development of this plan, residents expressed a 
strong desire for improvements to the conditions and opportunities for 
bicycling and walking. Citizens want to be able to walk safely within their 
community to run errands, shop, visit friends and neighbors, and get to work. 
They want to be able to bicycle to downtown Charleston and throughout the 
region, and firmly believe there is significant potential to enhance the 
experience of tourists visiting the region. Similarly, public agency staff and 
local officials recognize the need to improve safety and opportunities for 
bicycling and walking throughout the region.  In addition, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities can benefit other roadway users.  For example, paved 
shoulders provide a refuge for motorists with disabled vehicles and help to 
slow travel lane pavement deterioration. 
 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Walking 
Pedestrian can be defined both as “undistinguished, ordinary” and “going on 
foot.” Considering both definitions, travel by foot should be ordinary and 

commonplace. Downtown Charleston and the Old Village of Mount Pleasant 
primarily exhibit an interconnected network of sidewalks in relatively good 
condition. Traveling further from these urban centers, sidewalks appear only 
on main corridors or in some neighborhoods, and are less frequent and well-
connected. Approaching the rural fringe, few, if any, sidewalks exist.  

Recent efforts have been made by the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation to incorporate pedestrian facilities into standard roadway 
design.  The South Carolina Department of Transportation’s Highway Design 
Manual (May 2003) states the following concerning sidewalk construction: 

Generally, sidewalks are an integral part of city streets. For suburban 
residential areas, the construction of sidewalks is often deferred. 
However, sidewalks in rural and suburban areas are still often justified 
at points of community development such as schools, local businesses, 
shopping centers and industrial plants that result in pedestrian 
concentrations along the highway. If pedestrian activity is anticipated, 
include sidewalks as part of the construction. 

In addition to sidewalks, the Berkeley Charleston Dorchester (BCD) area 
includes greenways and trails. Greenways have been shown to enhance 
residential property value in the neighborhoods served. An effort is currently 
underway to establish a route through the BCD area for the East Coast 
Greenway, which will run from Calais, Maine to Key West, Florida when 
complete. This greenway will attempt to utilize and make connections with 
existing greenways and trails along its proposed route while encouraging the 
development of new dedicated right-of-way facilities for bicycles and 
pedestrians along the corridor.  
 
Figures 6.1A, 6.1B, and 6.1C illustrate existing bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities in the BCD region. Special notation is used to depict those projects 
that have been completed since 1995, the year of the CHATS and Charleston 
County Bikeway and Pedestrian Master Plan.  

Bicycling 

The Highway Design Manual produced by SCDOT in 2003 also emphasizes 
the importance of constructing bicycle facilities on new roadways and offers 
several fiscally conservative methods of improving conditions for bicycle 
riders.  An Engineering Directive Memorandum issued by SCDOT in 2003 
affirms this focus on bicycle facilities and provides guidelines for the selection 
and design of bicycle facilities for new roadway projects.   
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Grade school youth can pedal for a substantial amount of time and distance at 
10 mph on a bike. Destinations within a 5-mile radius (trip duration of 30 
minutes) are achievable for many citizens. Although the Berkeley Charleston 
Dorchester region has few designated bicycle facilities and routes at this time 
(with the exception of greenways), the combination of interconnected streets 
and mixed land uses makes it possible to bicycle for short trips using quiet 
streets in neighborhoods in several urban areas in the region. 
 
For the advanced or more experienced recreational cyclist, existing rural roads 
with (comparatively) lower traffic volumes provide an opportunity for cyclists 
to enjoy longer uninterrupted scenic trips, albeit sharing the road with 
vehicular traffic. Although there are only two designated bicycle touring routes 
in the BCD region (the Walter Ezell Route and the Coastal Route), experienced 
cyclists routinely use the rural road network for bicycling. The existing 
greenways/multi-use paths and bikeways are illustrated in Figures 6.1A, 
6.1B, and 6.1C. 
 
The roadways and areas where current bicycle facilities exist in the study area 
were physically examined and analyzed by bicycle, and in some cases by 
automobile, to determine their current suitability for bicycling for the 1995 
CHATS and Charleston County Bikeway and Pedestrian Master Plan. This 
examination and inventory included a determination of the bicycle facility 
type, the roadway type, and their location in the study area.  Information from 
the 1995 plan was then augmented with updated information to reflect 
improvements made since 1995 and to detail the type of facility present at 
each location.  These facilities are shown in Figures 6.1A, 6.1B, and 6.1C. 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT 
The study area has many contrasts for the bicycling and walking public. The 
region has both good and bad examples of accommodating bicyclists and 
walkers, sometimes within a few blocks of each other.  
 
Downtown Charleston is one of the most walkable communities in the nation, 
featuring a human-scale built environment, pedestrian-friendly street 
patterns, and a mix of interesting residential, retail, and business locations 
generating traffic on foot. The historic Old Village area of Mount Pleasant has 
many of the same characteristics. 
 
Within a few miles of downtown Charleston, the beach communities of 
Kiawah Island, Sullivan’s Island, Folly Beach, the Isle of Palms, and Seabrook 
Island offer residents and visitors alike the opportunity to ride their bicycles 
conveniently and safely throughout the community. In these areas, rails, bike 
lanes, and relatively quiet residential streets invite people to take to two 
wheels for all kinds of trips. 
 

I'On, in the Mount Pleasant area, provides residents with a setting featuring 
connected streets, sidewalks, and paths that offer variety for walking, jogging, 
and pedaling through the neighborhood. By design, public space abounds — 
from quiet trails and parks to the vibrant shops at I'On Square. I’On received 
the 2001 Platinum Award for Best Smart Growth Community in the Nation 
from the National Association of Homebuilders for its innovative design 
practices. The Goose Creek hiker-biker trail system and the Summerville 
multi-use trail system are other good examples of integrating bicyclists and 
pedestrians into the fabric of the community. 
 
Other features of the study area suggest a great potential for improving 
conditions for bicycling and walking, such as: 
 
 Climate for year-round bicycling and walking 
 Flat terrain 
 Numerous self-contained communities (e.g., Mount Pleasant, James 

Island, West Ashley) 
 Mixed-use land areas (e.g., North Charleston, Summerville) 
 Short distances between destinations in these communities 

 
Despite these many positive attributes, the reality is that bicycling and walking 
are not considered viable options for most trips by many people in the area. 
There are more examples of areas that are unsafe for potential bicyclists and 
pedestrians than there are positive examples in the BCD area. 
 
While the potential for foot and bicycle travel within the communities in the 
study area is great, the same cannot be said for the long distance or inter-
community travel. Deterrents to inter-community travel include: 
 
 Lack of safe water crossings of the Ashley, Stono, and Cooper Rivers (note 

that the new Arthur Ravenel Jr. Bridge will alleviate this problem over the 
Cooper River) 

 Design of arterials discourages all but the most determined bicyclists 
 Gaps in safe facilities make longer distance travel difficult 
 Distances between the suburban growth centers, such as Summerville, and 

the traditional employment centers in North Charleston and Charleston 
are too great for the majority of people to consider bicycling 

 Increasing suburbanization that will make these factors worse 
 
The reality of bicycling and walking in the study area is that “you can’t get 
there from here.” There are few safe places to ride or walk. There are few 
opportunities, for example, to travel east or west from North Charleston into 
neighboring communities. Downtown Charleston, while offering many bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities within its boundaries, is almost completely sealed off 
from bicycle and pedestrian access from elsewhere in the region. Existing 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities entering and exiting this area have sometimes 
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Multi-use path parallel to a roadway 
with a drainage ditch 

Striped bike lane 
photo by SCDOT 

Wide outside lane/shared lane 
 

IDENTIFIED NEEDS 

Bicycle 
 
Types of Cyclists 
In order to develop an appropriate bicycle element, the following “ABCs” of 
cyclists need to be understood. 
 
Advanced Cyclists — These are usually experienced cyclists who have the 
ability to safely ride under more typical thoroughfare conditions of higher 
traffic volume and speed. This group of cyclists generally prefers shared 
roadways as opposed to striped bike lanes and paths. Although surveys show 
this group represents only about 20 percent of all cyclists, they also show that 
these cyclists ride about 80 percent of the bicycle miles traveled yearly. With 
monthly street sweeping of gutter debris, advance cyclists typically accept 
striped bike lanes. 
 
Basic Cyclists — These cyclists are casual or new adult and teenage riders 
less secure in their ability to ride in traffic without special accommodations. 
They typically prefer bike paths and bike lanes on collector or arterial streets 
with less exposure to fast-moving and heavy traffic. Surveys of the cycling 
public indicate that 80 percent of cyclists can be categorized as basic cyclists. 
 
Child Cyclists — This group, which is a subset of the basic cyclists, includes 
children (aged 12 and under) on bicycles who have a more limited field of 
vision as they ride. This group generally keeps to neighborhood streets, 
sidewalks, and greenways. When children venture out onto busier roadways, 
they typically stay on sidewalks or bicycle facilities that keep them safely away 
from traffic. Given the comfort level of these cyclists, it is recommended that 
areas in the BCD region lacking bike lanes allow children and other cyclists 
who are uncomfortable riding in traffic to ride on sidewalks with the 
requirement that they yield to pedestrians. 
 
Cyclists, not unlike drivers, generally become more experienced over time and 
miles of riding. As cyclists ride and gain more experience operating in traffic, 
they eventually graduate from the classification of a basic cyclist to an 
advanced cyclist more capable of operating under typical roadway conditions. 
 
Facilities 
As with the definitions for the types of cyclists, it also is important to 
understand the differences between the types of facilities.  
 
Shared Lane — This type of facility is often referred to as a “wide outside 
lane,” a “shared lane,” or a “wide curb lane.” These facilities provide extra 
width in the outermost travel lane on either single- or multi-lane roadways to 
accommodate cyclists. Typically, shared lane facilities have an outer lane 

width of 14 feet on multi-lane roadways and 15 feet on two-lane roadways. It is 
important to note that the lane width that is measured on this facility type 
does not include the width of the gutter adjacent to the travel lane. This facility 
is most appropriate on travel routes with moderate traffic volumes and is 
suitable for cyclists who are comfortable riding with the flow of regular traffic. 
These routes can be ridden by basic cyclists, but are most often preferred by 
advanced cyclists. 
 
Striped Lanes — This type of facility consists of an exclusive-use area 
adjacent to the outermost travel lane. The area delineated for cyclists is a 
minimum of 4-feet-wide and is marked by a solid white line on the left side 
and frequent signs and stenciled pavement markings indicating either “Bike 
Only” or another such message so as to deter vehicles other than bicycles from 
using the lane for travel. In situations where a striped lane encounters on-
street parking, extra width is required, most often a minimum of one 
additional foot (5-foot total lane width). As with the shared lane facility, 
delineated bike lane minimum widths do not include any curb-and-gutter that 
may exist, as these areas may be unsuitable for bicycle travel. Striped bike 
lanes are one of the facilities of choice for basic and child cyclists because they 
offer a measure of security (separation from vehicles) not found in all other 
facilities. 
 
Multi-Use Paths (one side of street) — This type of facility is typically a 
minimum 10-foot-wide asphalt path that runs parallel to the street and is 
shared by pedestrians and cyclists. These paths are set back from the curb by a 
planted verge area that is a minimum width of 5 feet. It is generally 
unacceptable to construct this type of facility where there are frequent curb 
cuts and intersections because the chance for conflicts between cyclists and 
vehicles is dramatically increased. This facility type is generally suitable for all 
levels of cyclists, but is most often preferred by basic and child cyclists. Off-
road multi-use paths can increase the value of neighboring real estate and 
protect existing corridors from development. Trails and other greenway 
corridors promote parkland development, wetland preservation, and 
environmental protection. 
 
Signed Routes — This type of route is created in cases where no room or 
need exists to create additional space for cyclists. Often, signed routes lead 
cyclists through the “quieter” streets of a city, using neighborhood streets 
where traffic speeds and volumes are low. This type of route is good for cyclists 
of any level, provided it is planned on streets that have low traffic volumes and 
speed. Signed routes are helpful in wayfinding to link neighborhoods with 
networks of greenways and bike lanes. 
 
The residents of the BCD area possess a wide range of skill levels and facility 
preferences. Differences in riding ability and trip purposes were considered 
when identifying the most suitable bikeway system. The recommended bicycle 
facilities map, as seen in Figures 6.3A, 6.3B, and 6.3C, represent a system  
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system more easily discernible and generally known. With this in mind, it 
is recommended that bicycle signage be implemented area wide to provide 
a comprehensive, understandable system.  

Programs Encouragement 
Many existing and potential bicyclists and pedestrians in the BCD area say 
they would ride or walk more often if conditions were better and if there was 
more encouragement given to the activity. There is an important link between 
these two “ifs.” Communities with the highest levels of bicycle activity in the 
United States, such as Madison, Wisconsin, Seattle, Washington, and Davis, 
California, have not only developed an impressive infrastructure for bicycles 
with bike lanes, trails, and other facilities, but they also have actively 
promoted bicycling in their communities. Similarly, cities such as 
Copenhagen, Denmark, New York, New York, Washington, DC, and San 
Francisco, California have developed an extensive sidewalk network that 
provides interconnectivity and encourages people to walk. 
 
There are four key messages that residents and visitors in Berkeley, 
Charleston, and Dorchester Counties must hear before they are likely to 
change their travel habits: 
 
 Bicycling and walking are legitimate and realistic means of travel 
 Transportation is much more than getting to and from work 
 Bicycling and walking can be done safely 
 Bicycling and walking are a great value 

 
There also are four key groups of people who need to be involved in 
encouraging bicycling and walking in the region: 
 
 Government agencies and politicians 
 Employers 
 Retailers 
 Bicycle user and pedestrian advocacy groups 

 
A series of policies and programs could be adopted to promote bicycling and 
walking in the BCD area, including: 
 
 Encouraging bicycle and pedestrian commuting 

– Bike to work/walk to work events 
– Employee Commute Options (ECO) programs 
– Maps and other information 

 Encouraging shopping by bicycle or on foot 
 Encouraging bicycling or walking to school and church 
 Encouraging recreational bicycling, walking, and running 

 

Improving the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians will require a 
comprehensive program that can be condensed into a number of key actions: 
 
 Literature for college students and tourists visiting the BCD area  
 Increase the level of commuting and utilitarian bicycling and walking 
 Create a conveniently-spaced network of bicycle- and pedestrian-facilities 

throughout the BCD area 
 Provide better information about the bicycle and pedestrian system 
 Install bicycle-friendly curb inlets and drainage grates 
 Remove debris from the edge of the street 
 Adopt a child helmet law 

 
The integration of bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the transportation 
planning and design process is crucial. A part-time bicycle and pedestrian 
coordinator and periodic training will help achieve the full integration of 
bicycles into our everyday lives.  Initially a part-time coordinator on the 
BCDCOG staff could write grant applications for new funding and promote 
policy changes within each of the city and county government agencies.  This 
part-time regional planner position should evolve into full-time bicycle and 
pedestrian coordinators working for the largest cities and counties.  At that 
time, the COG may consider retaining a regional planner to serve the smaller 
jurisdictions. 
 
Safety 
Identifying safety issues was a critical element of the plan.  Crash data 
involving a pedestrian or bicyclist were obtained from SCDOT for the period 
January 1, 1997 through December 31, 2002.  A summary of the data is shown 
in Table 6.2.  The annual trends for each county indicate that Charleston 
County has consistently had the most crashes.  This would be expected 
because of how dense this area is compared to Berkeley and Dorchester 
Counties and because the majority of the large roadway facilities are located in 
this area.     

Table 6.2 – Annual Crash Trends by County 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Berkeley 47 54 42 43 40 52
Charleston 305 315 253 284 254 291
Dorchester 36 35 22 24 39 26  

 
Crashes involving pedestrians and bicyclists are still somewhat of a random 
occurrence, so when more than one crash involving a pedestrian or bicyclist 
occurs at one location it may suggest a need for countermeasures that are 
specific to that location.  Table 6.3 lists several locations with more than one 
crash.  A follow-up study of each of these locations is recommended, 
beginning with updated crash data, a review of the officer’s crash reports, a 
site investigation, consideration of alternative countermeasures, and a search 
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Major Street Minor Street Bike Pedestrian Total
US 52 Altman Street 3 2 5
Red Bank Road Harbour Lake Drive 2 9 11
US 17A College Park Road 1 3 4
Red Bank Road N. Rhett Ave 3 1 4

King Street Calhoun Street 8 8 16
Meeting Street Columbus Street 0 12 12
Meeting Street Reid Street 1 8 9
SC 642 Scarsdale Ave 1 7 8
Spring St Vaughan Street 0 8 8
St. Phillip St. Calhoun Street 2 10 12
US 17 Rutledge Ave 4 3 7
US 52 Fuller Street 5 4 9

US 17A Forest Circle 1 3 4
US 78 Ridge Street 1 2 3
US 78 North Cedar Street 3 0 3
US 17A Old Orangeburg Road 1 2 3
Miles Jamison Road Sugar Plum Drive 1 2 3
Ashley Phosphate Road Dorchester Manor Blvd 0 3 3

Dorchester

Berkeley

Charleston

for funding to implement the countermeasures, design and then 
implementation. 
 
 

Table 6.3 – Top Crash Intersections by County 

 

For instance, there are different levels of bicycle riders, each having different 
handling abilities. The need for bicycle education is apparent for the planning 
area. On several occasions, bicyclists were observed riding on the wrong side 
of the road in areas such as Downtown Charleston and North Charleston, and 
on major corridors such as Meeting St. and Montague Ave., a contributing 
factor in fatalities involving a bicycle. In fact, nationwide 30 percent of 
car/bike accidents occur because the bicycle is on the wrong side of the road. 
It is thus recommended that local schools, civic groups, and family activity 
centers become more involved and organize some type of bicycle safety 
program.   

The best way to get started is to build on the success of other local programs.  
Such a program exists in the region at the Medical University of South 
Carolina and is now in their second decade of activity.  The “SC Low Country 
Think First” program is intended to keep kids safe through grass roots 
education and prevention.  Their mission statement reads "To prevent brain, 
spinal cord and other traumatic injuries through the education of individuals, 
community leaders and the creators of public policy." The program operates in 

collaboration with other injury prevention programs in the area, especially the 
Trident Area “SAFE KIDS” program located at MUSC.  

The program is an award-winning public education effort.  The S.C. Low 
Country Think First Program covers Charleston, Dorchester and Berkeley 
counties primarily.  The program covers all ages.  The primary emphasis is on 
two educational programs geared toward teenagers and young adults, and 
children in grades K-3.  These programs are the “Think First for Teens” and 
“Think First for Kids”.    

The “Think First for Teens” program concentrates on teaching young people 
about their own personal vulnerability and risk taking.  Each year an 
estimated 500,000 persons sustain permanent brain and spinal cord injuries 
in the United States.  The most frequent causes of these injuries are motor 
vehicle crashes, falls, and sports and recreation especially diving and violence.  
Teens and young adults are a high risk for these devastating injuries, many of 
which are preventable."   By utilizing speakers who have sustained brain and 
spinal cord injuries, the message that we promote is the following:  You can 
have a fun-filled, exciting life, without hurting yourself, if you “THINK FIRST” 
and use your mind to protect your body."  

The “Think First for Kids” safety and prevention program is comprised of six 
safety modules, including vehicular, bicycle, water, sports and recreational, 
and violence avoidance. It was launched in 1996 and is the first program of its 
kind designed specifically for children ages six to eight.  Through the use of 
classroom curriculums, comics, videos and posters featuring Street Smart, the 
safety super hero, we try to instill and reinforce safe behavioral patterns 
during these formative years.  

  
Enforcement 

Many bicyclists are unaware that legally, bicycles are considered vehicles, and 
bicyclists are expected to obey traffic laws as they would when driving an 
automobile. Bicyclists have a reputation for not obeying traffic laws. They are 
frequently seen running red lights and stop signs. This behavior puts the 
bicyclists at risk and increases conflicts with pedestrians and motorists. 
Likewise, pedestrians have a tendency to cross streets at inappropriate 
locations; for instance, between parked cars or mid-block. For these reasons, 
stronger local ordinances, control measures, and enforcement efforts should 
be implemented. The following bicycle and pedestrian ordinances and 
enforcement initiatives are recommended for the planning area: 
 
 Work with local police to increase enforcement on the following offenses:  

- Running stoplights and stop signs 
- Riding the wrong way down the street 
- Riding at night without lights 
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 Increase police patrols preferably with police on bicycles of the planning 
area including off-street trail system and parks. 

 
 Ride bicycles in the same direction as traffic. 

 
 Require safety helmets to be worn by all bicyclists riding on a public 

facility. 
 

Retrofit 
Within the approximately 800 square miles of the CHATS area, most of which 
is not pedestrian or bicycle-friendly, there is a considerable backlog of retrofit 
work.  While that task appears daunting, realistically every paved street has a 
lifespan that will eventually necessitate some degree of comprehensive repair 
work.  Different options are referred to as resurfacing, milling and paving, and 
full reconstruction and each has a respective cost and expected extension of 
lifespan for the pavement.  The point is that as streets are scheduled for 
pavement maintenance, a policy should be in place that would consider 
changing the finished street such that pedestrians and bicyclists are 
accommodated, often with just a bucket of paint when restriping a street. 

Restriping Improvements — Restriping is a low-cost alternative that can 
modify an existing roadway cross-section for use by bicyclists without 
widening. The stripe provides bicyclists the comfort of being delineated from 
the motorist travel lane, and also visually alerts the motorist to the potential 
presence of bicyclists on the roadway.  Restriping projects can be completed in 
conjunction with resurfacing or other road improvement projects. 

New Construction 
As new streets are constructed and some are extended, the “Complete Streets” 
concept described in Chapter 4 should be used to incorporate full 
accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists.  The incremental cost to 
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians is much less than the cost to retrofit.  
Such a policy should be negotiated with the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation at a regional level once the long-range transportation plan has 
been adopted.  The cost should be borne by developers who build local streets 
to serve their developments.  It would be expected that the cost would be 
passed on to the ultimate users (buyers and renters).  If any county or 
municipality requires developers to pay for and build collector streets then the 
incremental cost to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists should be funded 
by the developers.  There is strong demand nationwide for residential and 
mixed-use communities with sidewalks and bikeways as they are now 
considered a top amenity.   

Greenway Construction — Explore the use of property contiguous to 
sewer, fiber optics, TV cable, phone line, or natural gas right-of-ways (ROW) 

for multi-use easements. This should help to alleviate the cost associated with 
ROW acquisition and renegotiations. 

Implementation Considerations 

Implementation of policies, programs and projects requires public support, 
political will, and staff diligence.  The public outreach sessions held 
throughout the region in conjunction with this long-range transportation plan 
show strong public support for “complete streets” that safely and conveniently 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.   

Funding for retrofit projects is scarce and very competitive.  The federal 
Transportation Enhancements Program is extremely popular in this region 
and across the nation.  Funds are set aside for statewide competition annually.  
This region has been successful using Enhancement Funds to build hiker-
biker trails in Goose Creek, multi-use trails in Summerville, trails and 
sidewalks in Mount Pleasant, and many other projects. 

Streets funded with state and federal transportation monies are a steady 
source to build a network, however these projects are typically scattered 
throughout the region and rarely form an immediate network serving a 
specific area.  Nevertheless, most of these streets form critical links in the 
transportation system and would be very expensive to retrofit for sidewalks 
and bikeways compared with the incremental cost of accommodation as other 
transportation improvements are constructed. 

Funding for new construction occurs as development occurs, if developers are 
required to provide infrastructure.  This “pay as you go” system is effective in 
that streets are built as new development occurs.  However, these public 
streets are often used by general traffic that did not pay for them so a degree of 
fairness is introduced if a public-private partnership is formed with a mixture 
of funds from both the developer and the public sector. 

In conclusion, a multi-pronged approach is necessary that includes: 

Short-term 

 BCDCOG funding for a part-time bicycle-pedestrian coordinator for three 
years 

 Ongoing use of federal Transportation Enhancement funds to construct 
facilities identified in this Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan 

 Development of project scoring system to use technical criteria to rank 
candidate projects for prioritization by decision-makers. 

 Policy changes to implement demonstration projects  
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 Policy changes to adopt pedestrian and bicycle-friendly ordinances and 
policies in each jurisdiction 

Mid-term 

 County and large city funding for their own pedestrian-bicycle 
coordinators 

 Consideration of using “flexible” state and federal surface transportation 
program funds to construct pedestrian and bicycle projects 

Project Selection Criteria for Streets and Trails 

Following are criteria to consider in developing a prioritization scoring 
procedure for pedestrian and bicycle projects. 

 Provide connectivity between important activity centers within each 
jurisdiction and within the region 

 Provide service to existing areas of the greatest population and 
employment density, as well as areas of expected growth 

 Provide service to residents making bicycle and pedestrian trips outside 
their home jurisdiction 

 Serve the primary connectivity needs between jurisdictions within the 
region and neighboring jurisdictions outside the region 

 Provide key crossings of the major highway, rivers, and/or railroad 
barriers that make regional bicycle and pedestrian connectivity difficult or 
impossible 

 Include many of the roadways and other corridors with the greatest 
potential to serve pedestrian trips 

 
 
 
 
 


