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Executive Summary
Aiken County, SC Utbanized Area
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan - 2012

V4

ationally such issues as unstable gas prices, environmental concerns, and a growing inter-

est in health and wellness are demonstrating the need for bicycle and pedestrian-friendly com-
munities. On a local level, this Plan represents a strong commitment to take on such issues,
transforming them into new opportunities for biking and walking; affordable personal mobil-

Aiken County Bicycle &
Pedesttian Plan:

- Sets goals and benchmarks for
improving biking and walking

in the urbanized area of Aiken
County (chapter 2)

- Thoroughly examines existing
conditions for bicyclists and
pedestrians in the Aiken area
through studies of existing
planning documents, public
surveys and outreach, GIS
analysis, and field observations
(chapters 3-5)

- Investigates safety issues,
future demand, and potential
benefits of increased bicycle
and pedestrian use (chapter 4)

- Recommends programs,
policies, and partners to help
support and grow walking
and bicycling activity in Aiken
(chapter 6)

- Presents the plan for a
comprehensive bicycling and
walking transportation network
for the urbanized area of Aiken
County (chapter 7)

- Identifies potential funding
sources and strategies for
implementation including

prioritization of network projects

(chapter 8 and appendix F)

- Provides Aiken specific design
guidelines for improving bicycle
and pedestrian facilities in Aiken

County (appendix E)

Project Overview

Aiken County and the City of Aiken, in partnership with the Augusta Regional
Transportation Study (ARTS), commissioned this regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan with an intent to improve the area’s bicycling and pedestrian environment.
The chief outcome of the Plan is an integrated, seamless framework to facilitate
walking and biking as viable tfransportation choices throughout the entire region.
A vision, goals, and objectives were formed for the Aiken County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan based on goals and objectives of existing local and regional
plans, stakeholder input, the project purpose, and relevant project examples in
the US. The Plan provides program, policy, and infrastructure recommendations.

Program Recommendation Examples

Education and Enforcement: police training programs, professional driver training,

Safe Streets Save Lives Programs

Encouragement: Safe Routes to School, car-free street events, weekend

walkabouts, bike month activities

Evaluation: regional bicycle and pedestrian committee, regional plan for bicycle
and pedestrian collision reduction, dedicated funding source, annual bicycle

and pedestrian count program

Policy Recommendations Summary

Policy recommendations of the Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are
based on a review and assessment of development requirements related to
bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the study area. In evaluating the existing
policies, it is evident that Aiken County could provide guidance and direction
to its member municipalities to significantly strengthen policy related to a)
complete streets, b) bicycle parking, ¢) and pedestrian facility requirements
and enhancements within the context of development ordinances. Additional
guidance geared toward retrofit of existing facilities is also recommended. The
full policy review is provided in Appendix B.
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Engjneering Recommendations

The Plan assesses existing conditions for bicyclists 1 =2
and pedestrians and recommends a network of BICyCIe

infrastructure improvements, including:

On-Road Bicycle Facilities (below): shared lane
markings (sharrows), bike lanes, signed bicycle

routes, and paved shoulders

Off-Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities: multi-

use paths, greenways, and sidewalks

Ancillary Improvements: bicycle parking, speed
limit reductions, access to transit, and intersections

ity carbon-free transportation, and healthy, active lifestyles for Aiken County residents.”

Frie(@VB

Community

Priority Zone

York Street —
Rutland Crossing

Aiken County Walkway Network Priority Zones

Identifiers/Boundary Corridors

York Street Corridor and Rutland
Drive Corridor and connecting
residential streets near that
intersection

Northwest Aiken
School Zone

Hampton Avenue from SC

19 to North Carolina Avenue
and streets connecting to and
between Aiken High School and
surrounding neighborhoods

Virginia Acres

Residential street east and north
of Virginia Acres Park

Full extent of Whiskey Road,
Silver Bluff Road, and East Pine
Log Road south of Aiken's city
center

Residential streets west of
Georgia Avenue from Spring
Grove Avenue to Bluff Avenue

Park Zone

T South Aiken
Bic L PavedShoul8grs
The Plan also prioritizes proposed projects based West Central
on numerous factors identified as priorities by local North Augusta
stakeholders. Planning-level cost estimates were
calculated for fifty highly ranked projects. High Burnettown
priority areas for pedestrian improvements (right) Central

were identified as well as priority bikeway and gre-

enway projects (shown on map).

Project Stakeholders:

Anthony Drive and connecting
streets

Project Contact:

Gerald K. Jefferson
Transportation Planner
Aiken County Planning &
Development

p: 803-642-1520
e: gjefferson@aikencountysc.gov

PLANNING + DESIGN

Consultant Team:

With:

a Ita - CDM Smith
- - Fuss & O’Neill

- MPH and
Associates Inc.
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"Nationally such issues as unstable gas prices, envitonmental concerns,
and a growing intetest in health and wellness are demonstrating the need
for bicycle and pedestrian-friendly communities. On a local level, this Plan
represents a strong commitment 1o take on such issues, transforming them
into new opyortunities for biking and walking”

North Augusta Greeneway - North Augusta, SC
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Overview

Aiken County and the City of Aiken, in
partnership with the Augusta Regional
Transportation Study (ARTS), commissioned this
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the urbanized
area of Aiken County with an itent to improve
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations

in the community. The Plan will serve as an
update to the 2003 ARTS Regional Bicycle

and Pedestrian Plan and will serve as the

first bicycle and pedestrian master plan for
Aiken County and the City of Aiken. The chief
outcome of the Plan will be an integrated,
seamless fransportation framework to facilitate
walking and biking as viable transportation
choices throughout the urbanized area of
Aiken County. The Plan will integrate bikeway
and walkway improvements into the regionall
planning process; identify gaps in the active
fransportation network; propose improved
connectivity of communities, neighborhoods,
and activity centers; identify policies and
infrastructure needs for safe routes to transit,
schools, and parks; and develop a framework
for complete streets policies and standards.
The Plan offers recommendations for
infrastructure improvements, education and
encouragement programs, and policies that
will make Aiken County communities more
walk- and bike-friendly. The development of this
Plan included an open, participatory process,
with area residents providing input through
public workshops, stakeholder meetings, the
project Steering Committee and Aiken project
subcommittee, and an online comment form.

Nationally, such issues as unstable gas

prices, environmental concerns, and a
growing interest in health and wellness are
demonstrating the need for bicycle and
pedestrian-friendly communities. On a locall
level, this Plan represents a strong commitment
to take on such issues, fransforming them into
new opportunities for biking and walking:
affordable personal mobility, carbon-free

fransportation, and healthy, active lifestyles for
Aiken County residents.

Background

The Aiken County Urbanized Area Bicycle &
Pedestrian Plan is developed in partnership
with ARTS.ARTS functions as a bi-state MPO
and is responsible for transportation planning
in accordance with the federal metropolitan
planning requirements for Richmond County,
Georgia and portions of Columbia County,
Georgia and Aiken and Edgefield Counties in
South Carolina. The Georgia cities of Augusta,
Grovetown, Hephzibah and Blythe, the South
Carolina cifies of Aiken, North Augusta, and
Burnettown, and the Fort Gordon Military
Reservation are all within the ARTS area.

Like every MPO, ARTS is required to work
cooperatively with federal, state, and local
governments and local tfransportation service
providers within the context of a well-defined
meftropolitan fransportation planning process.
Since ARTS is a bi-state MPO, staff coordinates
directly with the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT) and the South Carolina
Department of Transportation (SCDOT).

ARTS does not lead the implementation of
fransportation projects, but rather serves as
the formal agency that plans and programs
fransportation improvements within the ARTS
areaq, which are eventually implemented

by local and state jurisdictions. Furthermore,
as required by federal legislation, ARTS must
provide the public and interested stakeholders
with reasonable and meaningful opportunities
to be involved in the transportation planning
process.

Aiken County led the development of this
Plan, with input from the cities of Aiken, North
Augusta, and Burnettown. Each municipality,
in coordination with SCDOT and ARTS, may
choose to lead implementation of the network
recommendations of this Plan for its respective
jurisdiction.

Introduction | 5
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Setting

Aiken County is bordered to the west by the
wide and winding Savannah River, which
provides a dramatic natural landmark for the
entire area and joins the broader ARTS region.
The popular Greeneways of North Augsuta
and the equestrian amenities of Aiken serve
as regional and national aftractions as well.
Additionally, in recent years, the region has
hosted Ironman Triathlon events, USA Cycling
championship races, and the International
Mountain Bike Associatfion conference.
Offering active transportation opportunities to
citizens and tourists in Aiken County and the
surrounding region will continue fo enhance
the area’s sense of place and will fuel the local
economy.

The North Augusta Greeneway along the Savannah
River is not only a popular local amenity, but a regional
and national attraction as well.

The Six E’s

Research has shown that a comprehensive
approach to bicycle- and walk-friendliness

is more effective than a singular approach
that would address infrastructure issues only.
Recognizing this, the national Bicycle Friendly
Community program, administered by the
League of American Bicyclists, and the Walk
Friendly Community program, administered by
the National Center for Walking and Bicycling,
recommend a multi-faceted approach
based on the following five ‘E's: Engineering,

6 | Introduction

'Education, Encouragement, Enforcement,
and Evaluation. For the purposes of this Plan,
a sixth 'E’, Equity, is included in order to fulfill
the goals and vision of this Plan. This Plan has
been developed using the "6 Es” approach
with an intent to provide action steps in each
arena that each community can take towards
becoming more bicycle and pedestrian-
friendly.

Engineering

Designing, engineering, operating, and
maintaining quality roadways and pedestrian
and bicycle facilities is a crifical element in
producing a pedestrian-friendly and bicycle-
friendly environment. Safe and connected
infrastructure for bicyclists and pedestrians

is one crucial piece of a comprehensive
approach to increasing bicycling and walking
activity. This category may include adding new
bicycle and pedestrian specific infrastructure,
improvements to street crossings, traffic
calming, frail design, fraffic management,
school zones, or other related strategies.

Education

Providing bicycle and pedestrian educational
opportunities is critical for bicycle and
pedestrian safety. Education should span

all age groups and include motorists as well

as cyclists and pedestrians. The focus of

an educational campaign can range from
information about the rights and resposnibilities
of road users to tips for safe behavior; from
awareness of the communitywide benefits of
bicycling and walking to technical trainings for
municipality staff.

Encouragement

Encouragement programs are critical for
promoting and increasing walking and
bicycling. These programs should address all
ages and user groups from school children, to
working adults, to the elderly and also address
recreation and fransportation users. The goal
of encouragement programs is to increase the
amount of bicycling and walking that occurs
in a community. Programs can range from

1 Pucher, J. Dill, J. and Handy, S. (2010). Infrasfructure,
programs, and policies to increase bicycling: An inter-
national review. Preventative Medicine, 50. S106-5125;
Krizek, K., Forsyth, A., and Baum, L. (2009). Walking and
cycling international literature review. Melbourne, Vic-
toria: Department of Transport.



work-place commuter incentives to a "walking
school bus” at an elementary school; and from
bicycle- and walk-friendly route maps to a
bicycle co-op.

Enforcement

Enforcement is critical to ensure that motorists,
bicyclists, and pedestrians are obeying
common laws. It serves as a means to educate
and protect all users. The goal of enforcement
is for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists to
recognize and respect each other’s rights

on the roadway. In many cases, officers and
citizens do not fully understand state and local
laws for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians,
making targeted education an important
component of every enforcement effort

The goal of enforcement, one of “the 6 E's” mentioned
here, is for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists to rec-
ognize and respect each other's rights on the road.

Evaluation

Evaluation methods can include quarterly
meetings, the development of an annual

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

performance report, update of bicycle

and pedestrian infrastructure databases,
pedestrian and bicycle counts, assessment

of new facilities, and plan updates. Aiken
County, its partners, and municipalities will
monitor implementation of this Plan on a
regular basis and establish policies that

ensure long-term investment in the bikeway
and walkway network. Monitoring progress

of implementation will facilitate continued
momentum and provide opportunities for
updates and changes to process if necessary.
Additionally, Aiken County and communities
within its urbanized area will adopt policies
that promote investment in and improvements
to the bicycling and walking environment in
accordance with the recommendations of this
Plan.

Equity

Equity in fransportation planning refers to the
distribution of impacts (benefits and costs)

and whether that distribution is considered
appropriate. Transportation planning decisions
have significant and diverse equity impacts.
Equity in bicycle and pedestrian planning
decisions should reflect community needs

and values. Communities may choose to

give special afttention to variances in age,
income, ability, gender, or other characteristics.
Aiken County and its partner implementation
agencies will target outreach with a diversity of
programs and events, and ensure appropriate
geographic distribution of bike facilities,
programs and educational programes.

The Value of Walkable and Bicycle-
Friendly Communities

Given the commitment of time and resources
needed to fulfill the goals of this Plan, it is
important to keep in mind the immense value
of bicycle and pedestrian fransportation.
Increased rates of bicycling and walking will
help to improve people’s health and fitness,
improve livability of our communities, enhance
environmental conditions, decrease fraffic
congestion, and contribute to a greater sense
of community.

Scores of studies from experts in the fields of
public health, urban planning, urban ecology,
real estate, fransportation, sociology, and
economics have supported such claims and
affirm the substantial value of supporting

Introduction | 7
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bicycling and walking as they relate to active
living and transportation choices. Communities
across the United States and throughout the
world are implementing strategies for serving
the bicycling and walking needs of their
residents, and have been doing so for many
years. They do this because of their obligations
to promote health, safety and welfare, and
also because of the growing awareness of the
many benefits outlined in this section.

Economic Benefits - Community

In a 2011 Community Preference Survey
conducted by the National Association of
Realtors (NAR), 66 percent of respondents
selected being within walking distance of
stores and other community amenities as being
important. Additionally, the 2011 NAR survey
reflected changes in priorities compared o

Creating attractive, pedestrian friendly places to shop
like downtown Aiken are a great way to attract people
and promote business.

2004, the last time the survey was conducted.
Interest in walkability increased, with 46 percent
saying their community had too few shops

and restaurants within easy walking distance,
compared to 42 percent in 2004. In the 2011
survey, 40 percent said their community
needed more sidewalks, compared to 36
percent in the 2004 survey. A 2010 study by
CEO:s for Cities looked at data for more than
90,000 recent home sales in 15 different markets
around the Nation. While conftrolling for key
characteristics that are known to influence
housing value, the study showed a positive

8 | Introduction

correlation between walkability and housing
prices in 13 of the 15 housing markets studied.?

Trails can play a part in making communities
more walkable, and they too have a positive
economic impact. In a survey of homebuyers
by the National Association of Realtors and
the National Association of Home Builders,
trails ranked as the second most important
community amenity out of a list of 18
choices.®? Additionally, the study found that
‘trail availability’ outranked 16 other options
including security, ball fields, golf courses, parks,
and access to shopping or business centers.

From a tourism perspective, cyclists can add
real value fo a community’s local economy.
For example, in the Outer Banks, NC, bicycling
is estimated to have a positive annual
economic impact of $60 million; 1,407 jobs
are supported by the 40,800 visitors for whom
bicycling was an important reason for choosing
to vacation in the area. The annual return

on bicycle facility development in the Outer
Banks is approximately nine times higher than
the initial investment. The quality of bicycling
in the Outer Banks region positively impacts
vacationers’ planning—it is not all about the
beaches:

* 12% report staying three to four days longer
to bicycle

e 43% report that bicycling is an important
factor in their decision fo come to the area

e 53% report that bicycling will strongly
influence their decision to return to the area
in the future*

The ARTS and Aiken County region is already
achieving positive economic gains through

its own attractions. The economic impact of
cycling-related sporting events in just the last
three years (2009-2011) totals $15.5 million. The
Ironman 70.3 event, which Augusta has hosted
since 2009 and will continue to host through
2014, brings $4.5million in economic impact
each year. The USA Cycling championship
events (Juniors, U23, Elite & Paralympic Road

2 CEQO:s for Cities. (2010) Walking the Walk: How
Walkability Raises Home Values in U.S. Cities.)

3 National Associatfion of Realfors and National
Association of Home Builders. (2002). Consumer’s Survey
on Smart Choices for Home Buyers.

4 NCDOT and ITRE. (2006). Bikeways to Prosperity:
Assessing the Economic Impact of Bicycle Facilities



National Championships) totaled $1.5 million in
economic benefits in 2011 and is expected to
have a similar or greater impact in 2012. The
ARTS region was also fortunate to host the 2010
Intfernational Mountain Bike Association (IMBA)
Summit in 2010, which brought nearly $0.5
million in local economic gains.®

As the ARTS and Aiken County region continues
its success in creating an attractive network

of trails and bicycle routes and events, the
bicycle- and active lifestyle- related tourism
that it already attracts will grow.

Economic Benefits - Individual

Walking is an affordable form of transportation.
A walkable community directly benefits a
citizen’s transportation costs. The Pedestrian
and Bicycle Information Center (PBIC),
explains “When safe facilities are provided

for pedestrians and bicyclists, more people
are able to be productive, active members

of society. Car ownership is expensive, and
consumes a major portion of many Americans’
income.” A study cited by the Victoria
Transport Policy Institute’s 2011 “Transportation
Affordability” found that households in
automobile-dependent communities devote
50% more to transportation (more than $8,500
annually) than households in communities with
more accessible land use and more multi-
modal fransportation systems (less than $5,500
annually).

Bicycling is also an affordable form of
fransportation. According to the PBIC, the
cost of operating a bicycle for a year is
approximately $120, compared to $7,800 for
operatfing a car over the same time period.*
Bicycling becomes an even more attractive
fransportation option when the unstable price
of gas is factored into the equation.” Replacing
automobile trips with bicycle trips, even if it is
for only one trip a week will reduce overall gas
consumption and save money. Transportation
is second to housing as a percentage of
household budgets, and it is a fop expense for
many low income families.

5 Augusta Sports Council, phone interview (December
8,2011)

6 Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center. (2010).
Economic Benefits: Money Facts. Retfrieved 1/20/2010
from: <www.bicyclinginfo.org/why/benefits_economic.
cfm>

7 King. Neil. (2/27/08). The Wall Street Journal: Another
Peek at the Plateau

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Transportation Costs by Mode:

Car $0.59/mi.
Transit $0.24/mi.
Bike $0.05/mi
Walking $0.0/mi

The economic impact of cycling-related sporting
events in the region in just the last three years (2009-
2011) totals $15.5 million.

Health benefits

A growing number of studies show that

the design of our communities—including
neighborhoods, towns, transportation systems,
parks, frails and other public recreational
facilities—affects people’s ability to reach the
recommended daily 30 minutes of moderately
intense physical activity (60 minutes for youth).
The increased rate of disease associated

with inactivity reduces quality of life for
individuals and increases medical costs for
families, companies, and local governments.
The CDC has determined that creating and
improving places to be active could result in a
25 percent increase in the number of people
who exercise at least three times a week.® This
is significant considering that for people who
are inactive, even small increases in physical
activity can bring measurable health benefits.

8 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2002).
Guide to Community Preventive Services
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The establishment of a safe and reliable
fransportation network that offers opportunities
for bicycling will have a positive impact on the
health of nearby residents. The Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy puts it simply: “Individuals must
choose to exercise, but communities can make
that choice easier.”

M Dpavor's caFe

]
UP YOUR

' !
Ta1Kenks

More Shops »

* VISITOR MAPS

“Individuals must choose fo exercise, but communities
can make that choice easier.” Wayfinding signage is a
community amenity that promotes walking and biking.

Today, 32 percent of American adults are
obese, and 67 percent are overweight or

9 Rails-to-Trails Conservancy. (2006) Health and
Wellness Benefits

obese. America’s weight problem doesn’t
spare our youth either: 19 percent of all
teenagers and 17 percent of all children
between ages 6 and 11 are overweight.'® The
childhood obesity rate has almost fripled since
1980 and the adolescent rate has more than
quadrupled.™

In Aiken County, Centers for Disease Conftrol
estimates that 24 percent of adults are
physically inactive and nearly 32 percent of
adults are obese. Table 1 shows the most
recent health statistics for Aiken County and
neighboring counties within the ARTS region.

Offering more opportunities for children,
adolescents and adults to safely and
conveniently bicycle and walk in their
community will encourage citizens to exercise
more frequently, increasing their levels of
physical activity and impacting the obesity
epidemic.

Environmental benefits

As demonstrated by the Southern Resource
Center of the Federal Highway Administration,
when people get out of their cars and walk,

or ride their bicycles, they reduce measurable
volumes of pollutants.’ Bicycles and foot fraffic
produce absolutely no pollution and to make a
bicycle requires only a fraction of the materials
and energy needed to make a car.

A bicycle commuter who rides five miles to
work, four days a week, avoids 2,000 miles

of driving a year—the equivalent of 100
gallons of gasoline saved and 2,000 pounds
of CO2 emissions avoided. CO2 savings of this

10 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
Overweight and Obesity 2008. < http://www.cdc.gov/
nccdphp/dnpa/obesity>

11 National Center for Health Statistics, Prevalence of
Overweight Among Children and Adolescents: United
States, 2003-2004. 2007

12 Federal Highway Administration, Southern Resource
Center. (1999)

Table 1-1. Centers for Disease Control rates of adult physical inactivity and obesity in the ARTS
region. (Centers for Disease Control, 2008)

Aiken County County

Augusta-Richmond

Columbia County Edgefield County

Adult Physical
Inactivity 24.0% 28.9% 21.6% 25.4%
Adult Obesity 31.7% 33.1% 26.7% 33.5%
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magnitude reduce the average American’s
carbon footprint by about 5 percent. To
achieve equivalent CO2 reductions by

public fransportation one would have to shift
approximately 30 miles of daily commuting
from car to tfransit. A citizen who livesin a
community that allows him or her to run most
errands by bicycling or walking can save about
500 gallons of fuel, or 10,000 pounds of CO2
each year.

Trails and greenways also convey unique
environmental benefits. Greenways protect
and link fragmented habitat and provide
opportunities for protecting plant and animal
species. Trails and greenways connect places
without the use of emission-producing vehicles,
while also reducing air pollution by protecting
large areas of plants that create oxygen and
filter pollutants such as ozone, sulfur dioxide,
carbon monoxide and airborne particles of
heavy metal. Greenway corridors can improve
water quality by creating a natural buffer
zone that protects streams, rivers and lakes,
preventing soil erosion and filtering pollution
caused by agricultural and road runoff.

Increased levels of walking and bicycling

for fransportation reduces the need for car
infrastructure such as parking lots and roads.
A reduction in these facilities equates to a
reduction in impervious surfaces: materials
such as concrete or asphalt that are
impenetrable to water. This can have immense
environmental benefits for communities. A
reduction in impervious surfaces reduces

the amount of stormwater runoff and
improves the filtration of stormwater runoff

by allowing it fo filter and percolate through
the soil. A reduction in impervious surfaces
also reduces the *heat island effect”: a local
increase in average temperature due to high
concentrations of heat-absorbing materials,
such as concrete and asphailt.™

Safety Benefits

Conflicts between bicyclists and motorists and
pedestrians and motorists result from poor
riding, walking and/or driving behavior as well
as insufficient or ineffective facility design.
Encouraging development and redevelopment
in which bicycle and fooft travel are fostered
improves the overall safety of the roadway
environment for all users. Well-designed bicycle

13 Environment: Reducing Impervious Surfaces. <http://
www.pednet.org/benefits/impervious-surface.asp>

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

facilities improve safety and security for current
cyclists and also encourage more people

to bike, which in turn, can further improve
bicycling safety. Studies have shown that the
frequency of bicycle collisions has an inverse
relationship to bicycling rates — more people on
bicycles equates to fewer crashes.' Likewise,
well-designed walkway facilities improve

safety and security for pedestrians. Providing
information and educational opportunities

Conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists
result from poor riding, walking and/or driving behavior
as well as insufficient or ineffective facility design.

about safe and lawful interactions between
bicyclists, pedestrians and other roadway users
also improves safety.

Community/Quality of Life Benefits

Fostering conditions where bicycling and
walking are accepted and encouraged
increases a city’s livability from a number of
different perspectives, that are often difficult
to measure but nevertheless important. The
design, land use patterns, and transportation
systems that comprise the built environment
have a profound impact on quality of life
issues. Studies have found that people living
in communities with built environments that
promote bicycling and walking fend to be
more socially active, civically engaged, and

14 Jacobsen, P. "Safety in Numbers: More Walkers
and Bicyclists, Safer Walking and Bicycling”. Injury
Prevention, 9: 205-209. 2003.
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are more likely to know their neighbors.'s'¢
Settings where walking and riding bicycles

are viable also offer greater independence

to the elderly, the disabled, and people of
limited economic means who are unable to
drive automobiles for physical or economic
reasons. The aesthetic quality of a community
also improves when visual and noise pollution
caused by automobiles is reduced and when
green space is reserved for facilities that enable
people of all ages to recreate and commute in
pleasant settings.

Summary of Existing Documents

The documents listed in Table 1-2 were
carefully reviewed to ensure that the goals
and recommendations developed in this
Plan are consistent with the goals and
recommendations identified during these
previous planning efforts. A thorough review
of the documents listed in this section was
prepared and is included in Appendix A.

The 15 regional and local planning documents
reviewed offer overlapping goals relevant

to Aiken County and to the entire region. In
partficular, the ARTS Long Range Transportation
Plan (2010) included a public survey with
questions related o fransportation priorities
and spending for the region. The survey found
that when asked “to select two responses as
to those elements of the ARTS system they
most desired for the future,” nearly 50 percent
chose sidewalks and crosswalks (49.2 percent)
and bike lanes and multi-use trails (45.8
percent) and only 13 percent chose highways.
Additionally, in a hypothetical spending
scenario, survey respondents answered that
with $100 available for tfransportation, nearly
30 percent (or $30) should be spent on future
bike lane, sidewalk, and multi-use path
constfruction.'”

Bicycle and pedestrian network
recommendations and programmed roadway
projects included in the plans are addressed

in the proposed network of this Plan. The

15 Frumkin, H. 2002. Urban Sprawl and Public Health.
Public Health Reports 117: 201-17.

16 Leyden, K. 2003. “Social Capital and the

Built Environment: The Importance of Walkable
Neighborhoods.” American Journal of Public Health 93:
1546-51.

17 ARTS 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan. 2010.
Chapter 3: Public Participation: 67-68. < http://appweb.
augustaga.gov/Transporation/docs/ARTS2035.pdf>
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following themes from existing planning
documents are incorporated info in the Vision,
Goals, and Objectives of this Plan, as well

as the infrastructure and non-infrastructure
recommendations:

¢ Provide and promote transportation mode
choices.

* Integrate tfransportation with land use.

¢ Provide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
between residential areas to destinations.

* Promote quality growth and protect natural
resources.

e Establish interagency and interjurisdictional
coordination and planning.

e Leverage the region’s tourism and recreation-
retirement potential.

* Connect greenways, bikeways and
walkways.
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Table 1-2. List of Documents Reviewed for The Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations Press Release Summary March 11, 2010

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users August 25, 2005

SCDOT Complete Streets Resolution 2003

SCDQOT Engineering Directive Memorandum 22 (EDM 22) 2003
Regional

ARTS Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 2003

ARTS 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan 2010

Local

Aiken County SC Comprehensive Plan

The Westobou Vision Master Plan (Augusta and North Augusta Urban Area) 2009
North Augusta Riverfront Redevelopment District Master Plan 1996
North Augusta Community Needs Assessment 2003

North Augusta Parks and Recreation Facilities Master Plan 2003

City of North Augusta Comprehensive Plan 2005

North Augusta Greeneway, Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan 2011
City of Aiken 2010 Strategic Plan

City of Aiken Greenways Plan 1994
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"The Aileen County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan envisions a seamless
network of safe and inviting bicycling and walking paths, trails, and
on-street facilities, between the municipalities of Aiken County and
adjacent counties in South Carolina and Georgia, that equitably supports
economic development, active transportation, hea/tﬁy [ifestyles and

improved quality of life for all citizens and visitors of the region.”




Owerview

Based on goals and objectives of existing

local and regional planning documents, the
input of the Project’s steering committee,

the RFP’s discussion of project purpose, and
relevant examples from around the country,
draft vision, goals, and objectives are offered
below for review. The goals and objectives are
categorized by five of the six E's associated
with bicycle- and walk-friendly community
designations. The five E's are: Engineering,
Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, and
Evaluation. Equity is considered a sixth E and

is inferwoven within the goals and objectives
provided. Objectives 1.6, 1.7, and 3.3 give
particular attention to equity, though it should
be addressed within the implementation of
each objective.

Vision

The Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian

Plan envisions a seamless network of safe and
inviting bicycling and walking paths, trails, and
on-street facilities, between the municipalities
of Aiken County and adjacent counties in
South Carolina and Georgia, that equitably
supports economic development, active
fransportation, healthy lifestyles and improved
quality of life for all citizens and visitors of the
region.

Goals & Objectives

Aiken County, its municipalities, and related
agencies, including SCDOT, and local fransit
agencies will work collaboratively to:

Engjneering
1. Goal: Increase and improve the quality
of bicycle and pedesirian access between

Augusta and Aiken, within local municipalities,
and across Aiken County.

1.1. Objective: Ensure that accommodations
for bicyclists and pedestrians are provided on
all appropriate infrastructure projects where
pedestrians and bicyclists are permitted to
fravel.

1.2. Objective: Integrate bicycle and
pedestrian facilities in their projects, including,
but not limited to, transit, development, public
works, infrastructure, and recreation facilities.

1.3. Objective: Improve the level of service for
existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the
member counties.

1.4. Objective: Increase the mileage of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities by fifteen percent in
Aiken County within the next 5 years.

1.5. Objective: Prioritize bikeway and walkway
projects that create connectivity for bicyclists
and pedestrians, such as closing gaps in the
sidewalk network.

1.6. Objective: Improve integration of public
fransportation with bicycle and pedestrian
facilities by creating safe routes to and

from fransit stops and convenient means for
fransporting bicycles via fransit.

1.7. Objective: Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian
projects and programs that improve access to

jobs and services for citizens who walk and bike
out of necessity rather than by choice.

1.8. Objective: Prioritize bicycling and walking
facilities that provide access to schools.

1.9. Objective: Maintain and improve the
network through inventory and assessment of
existing pedestrian and bicycle routes.

1.10. Objective: Improve integration of public
fransportation with bicycle and pedestrian
facilities by creating safe routes to and
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from fransit stops and convenient means for
fransporting bicycles via fransit

2. Goal: Improve the bicyclist and pedestrian
experience within Aiken County.

2.1. Objective: Promote Aiken County’s natural
beauty, character and sense of place by
connecting bicycle and pedestrian facilities
along scenic and inviting corridors.

2.2. Objective: Increase the number and
quality of support facilities in Aiken County
to complement the bicycle and pedestrian
network, including, but not limited to,
wayfinding signage, bus shelters, pedestrian
lighting and end-of-trip facilities, such as
bicycle parking.

2.3. Objective: Establish on-going maintenance
programs for bicycle and pedestrian facilities at
the county and municipality levels.

2.4. Objective: Promote community stewardship
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including
transit stops, through beautification and public
art programs.

2.5. Objective: Develop specific solutions for
improving bicyclist and pedestrian safety at
bridge underpasses and at-grade railroad
crossings.

Pedestrian and Bike Safety Rodeos are a fun and effec-
tive way to teach safe, responsible pedestrian behavior
to children.

Education

3. Goal: Establish a broad base of public
engagement in and ongoing dialogue about
bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities,
accessibility and activity.

3.1. Objective: Work with private sector partners
to create educational, informative and fun
community events as tools for outreach and
encouragement.

3.2. Objective: Work with private sector partners
to generate frequent and ongoing media
attention for both issues and opporfunities
related to bicycling and walking.

3.3. Objective: Promote the viability of walking
and biking as a practical transportation option
throughout the county for all potential users,
whether a person does so out of necessity or by
choice.

3.4. Objective: Promote bicycling and walking
as healthy transportation options that improve
physical fitness and significantly impact rising
rates of childhood obesity.

3.5. Objective: Provide bicyclist and pedestrian
safety training and education to children

and youth through schools and community
programs such as presentations and “bicycle
rodeos.”

3.6. Objective: Work with local businesses and
partners to educate employees about the
benefits and ease of bicycling, walking and
taking transit fo work.

Encouragement

4. Godl: Increase the popularity and number of
bicycle and pedestrian trips in Aiken County.

4.1. Objective: Conduct bicycle and
pedestrian counts every two years at a
minimum of fen locations throughout the
County as part of the National Bicycle and
Pedestrian Documentation Program.

4.2. Objective: Parficipate in the statewide Safe
Routes to School program and promote the
benefits of bicycling and walking to school.

4.3. Objective: Increase each year the number
of events within the county that involve
bicycling and walking.
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4.4, Objective: Host competitive or fund raising
sporting events related to bicycling and running
(such as downtown cycling races and Ironman
tfriathlon-related activities) for the purpose of
economic development, positive promotion of
healthy lifestyles and fithess and fo encourage
community members to engage in bicycling
and walking.

4.5. Objective: Profile individuals who walk or
bike and/or describe the benefits of walking
and bicycling through utility newsletters, radio,
newspaper and other media.

4.6 Objective: Publish and distribute print and
digital materials that show the region-wide
bicycle and transit network and how both
modes can be combined for greater car-free
mobility. Google's public fransportation and
bicycle route mapping services are good
examples of digital mapping for bicycle and
fransit services.

Enforcement

5. Goadl: Improve bicycle and pedestrian safety
in Aiken County

5.1. Objective: Provide bicyclist and pedestrian
safety training and education to all age groups
through schools, community programs, and
workplaces.

5.2. Objective: Analyze bicycle and pedestrian
collision data every two years to identify local
frends and locate intersections and corridors
needing safer infrastructure.

5.3. Objective: Partner with local law
enforcement agencies to develop targeted
enforcement programs based on the primary
contributing factors of bicycle and pedestrian
collisions, as determined by the bi-annual
review of collision data completed by Aiken
County and its partners.

5.4. Objective: Reduce the percentage of
bicycle and pedestrian collisions that result in
injuries or fatalities, with a goal of zero fatalities
within 10 years.

Evaluation

6. Goal: Obtain a Bicycle-Friendly Community
designation, from the League of American
Bicyclists, and a Walk-Friendly Community
designation, from the Pedestrian and Bicycle

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Evaluation programs allow communities to effectively
measure the impact that their facility, policy, and pro-
gram improvements are having on the community and
gauge where additional measures may be needed.

Information Center, for each city within Aiken
County.

6.1. Objective: Implement the
recommendations of the Aiken County Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan, including the Bicycle- and
Walk-Friendly Community designation action
plans.

6.2. Objective: Establish citizen-advisory
committees in each city to spearhead the local
Bicycle-Friendly and Walk-Friendly Community
designation campaigns.

6.3. Objective: Annually review and assess
progress in implementing the Bicycle- and
Walk-Friendly Community designation action
plans and develop recommendations for
further action.

6.4. Objective: Apply for Bicycle- and Walk-
Friendly Community status of each city in or
before the year 2017.

7. Goal: Develop bicycle and pedestrian
projects that are financially feasible with broad
public support.

7.1. Objective: Identify appropriate and
adequate funding for the development and
maintfenance of local bicycle and pedestrian
systems

7.2. Objective: Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian
projects for Transportation Enhancement
funding.
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7.3. Objective: Prioritize multimodall
fransportation projects that positively impact
congestion management and improve air
quality.

7.4. Objective: Incorporate sidewalk
development into all reconstruction or new
construction roadway projects.

7.5. Objective: Require land developers to
provide adequate right of way for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities as new developments occur
along priority multi-modal corridors.

8. Goal: Establish long-term, institutional
support and evaluation criteria for bicycle and
pedestrian activity in Aiken County.

8.1. Objective: Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian
planning within the work responsibilities of
agency staff to ensure a multi-disciplinary
approach to design, safety, and programs.

8.2. Objective: Team with regional transit
providers to provide bicycle and pedestrian
support facilities at fransit centers and transit
stops such as secure bicycle parking and
benches.

8.3. Objective: Record the use of bicycle racks
on busses and ensure that adequate bicycle
support facilities and busses with racks are
available in high-use areas.

8.4. Objective: Adhere to Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) guidelines and other
nationally recognized resources (such as the
National Association of City Transportation
Officials’ Urban Bikeway Design Guide, the
American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials Bicycle and Pedestrian
Design Guidelines, and the SCDOT Complete
Streets Policy) in the design of the bikeway and
walkway network for the purpose of creating an
innovative and context-sensitive network and to
qualify for federal funding, when appropriate.

8.5. Objective: Identify Aiken County staff
persons to serve as the primary points of
contact for matters related to bicycle and
pedestrian planning and to serve as liaisons for
local bicycle and pedestrian matters.

8.6. Objective: Support the establishment of a
permanent, regional Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Committee charged with facilitating
intferagency dialogue and collaboration

18 | Vision, Goals, and Objectives

regarding policies, programs, and projects that
impact bicyclists and pedestrians.

8.7. Objective: Pursue bicycling, pedestrian and
health related policies for every division within
local government.

8.8. Objective: Adopt complete streets policies
at the municipal and county levels.

8.9. Objective: Build upon existing bicycle and
pedestrian planning efforts, such as the ARTS
Long Range Transportation Plan, the South
Carolina State Trails Plan, and others.
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Overview

This chapter provides an overview of the major
components of the bicycling and walking
environments of the urbanized area of Aiken
County. The data required to assess existing
conditions was collected primarily by gathering
existing regional geographic information
systems (GIS) data, requesting local information
from Aiken County, conducting field work,

and soliciting public input. Provided data was
synthesized into regional databases, mapped
with GIS, and analyzed through nonspatial

and spatial tools, including spatial modeling.
Additional analysis of existing conditions is
provided in Chapters 4 and 5 which summarize
the quantitative and qualitative needs of
bicyclists and pedestrians in the region.

An overview of the primary sources for
analyzing the existing conditions of the
urbanized area of Aiken County is provided
below. Figures 3-1 and 3-2 depict the existing
bicycling and walking conditions in Aiken
County.

Data Inventory and Background Review

The consulting team requested that ARTS,
Aiken County, and its municipalities provide
data related to the bicycling and walking
environment of Aiken County. Specifically, the
consulting team requested that each agency
provide specific data related to the following
broad categories of existing conditions:

e Transportation (such as streets, bus stops,
sidewalks, and fraffic signal locations)

* Land use and ownership (such as parcel
boundaries, and zoning designations)

e Points of interest (such as schools, parks,
airports, and retail centers)

e Physical geography (such as wetlands and
topography)

e Administrative and jurisdictional boundaries
(such as city and county borders)

Additionally, a review of all relevant plans or
planning documents related to bicycle and
pedestrian activity in the region supplemented
the data inventory. Appendix A provides the
full review of documents and other information
obtained from local governments across the
region.

Field Investigation

The project team identified priority corridors
and locations for field review, totaling more
than 100 miles of roadway. Field work allows
for roadway characteristics that may present
opportunities or constraints for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, such as pavement width,
shoulders, right of way, and driveways, to be
inventoried and mapped. Areas targeted for
field investigation are corridors and locafions
with:

* high bicycle and/or pedestrian traffic,

e key connectors between areas of high
bicycle and/or pedestrian traffic,

e areas of high bicycle and/or pedestrian
collisions,

e and primary corridors for accessing
destinations, such as commercial land uses,
fransit centers, parks, frails, and schools or
colleges.

Additionally, at the project kick-off meeting,
the steering committee noted a strong interest
in providing connectivity between Augusta,
GA and Aiken, SC. The corridors and locations
prioritized for field review addressed the need
for establishing regional connectivity between
neighboring GA and SC communities, as well
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Figure 3-1: ARTS/Aiken Existing Conditions
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Figure 3-2: ARTS/Aiken County Existing Conditions Inset Maps
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as the need for localized connectivity in urban
environments.

Public Outreach

Extensive public outreach is essential to
developing a regional bicycle and pedestrian
plan that addresses the needs of community
members. For this report public input acquired
during multiple public workshops, targeted
focus groups, booths at community events, and
via the project welbsite was analyzed to identify
issues and constraints to bicycling walking in
the urbanized area of Aiken County. Chapter
5 summarizes the results of the public outreach
process.

Bicycle Infrastructure
Overview

Multi-use trails, such as the North Augusta
Greeneway and the path along E. Pine Log
Road, have been the primary investment in
bicycling facilities in the urbanized area of
Aiken County. The “Greeneway” is a popular
7 mile regional greenway trail along a former
rail line right-of-way in North Augusta. The
land for the North Augusta Greeneway was
purchased by the City under former mayor
Thomas W. Greene, for whom the trail is named.
These facilities provide a good foundation for
a bicycle facility network. However, a majority
of the roads in the study area pose numerous
dangers to bicyclists as they travel to and from
destinations. Some of these hazards include
commercial corridors that are designed solely
for motorized transportation, multiple lane
high-speed roadways, and narrow roadways
with little or no shoulders. There is also limited
connectivity between existing facilities and
some barriers to connectivity exist, notably
cul de sacs that do not connect adjacent
neighborhoods.

Strengths of Existing Bicycle Conditions

Multi-use paths: Within the urbanized area

of Aiken County, 18.4 miles of greenways
(including the Greeneways of North Augustal)
provide bicycling and walking opportunities for
both recreation and fransportation and have
led to increased public support for investment
in bicycling and walking infrastructure.

Paved shoulders: The portion of Aiken County
within the ARTS region bears 8.9 miles of rural
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roads with paved shoulders. On many rural
roads, paved shoulders are an appropriate tool
for improving the safety of bicycling conditions.

Roadway Network Opportunities

Downtown grid network: Streets within the
downtown areas of North Augusta and Aiken
are on a good grid system for all fransportation
modes and many have low automobile
Speeds.

Roadway/lane widths (Figure 3-3): Many
roadways throughout the region are wide
enough to offer bicycle lanes or other bicycle
facilities without the need to add additional
pavement width.

Low-volume roads (Figure 3-4): The urbanized
area of Aiken County has numerous residential
areas with low-volume streefts, low-speed travel,
and inviting streetscapes. This type of existing
network is suitable for bicycling activity, in
particular, and often, walking, as well.

Deficiencies of Existing Bicycle Conditions

Lack of connectivity (Figure 3-5): Though the
City of North Augusta continues to develop
Greeneway segments that improve overall
frail connectivity, existing bicycling facilities
are currently disconnected, or in some cases,
isolated. The development of residential
subdivisions that do not have a connected
street grid has added further challenges to
connectivity.

Lack of signage: Limited to no signage is
available to direct bicyclists from one existing
bicycle facility to another or to identify
preferable routes for bicyclists.

Roadway Network Constraints

Connectivity issues: There is a lack of
connectivity between existing facilities and
destinations.

High-volume, high-speed roadways (Figure
3-6): There are several wide high-volume
commercial roadways in Aiken County with
high speeds and little shoulder where bicyclists
are not safe. These roadways are, at times,
the only connection to numerous commercial,
retail, and office destinations. Whiskey Road is
a prime example.
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Opportunity Constraint
Figure 3-3: Many roadways throughout the county are Figure 3-4: There are several wide high-volume com-
wide enough fo offer bicycle lanes or other bicycle mercial roadways in Aiken County with high speeds
facilities without the need fo add additional pavement and little shoulder where bicyclists are not safe. Whiskey
width. Road is a prime example.
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Opportunity Constraint
Figure 3-5: Residential areas with low-volume streets, Figure 3-6: There are also many roadways throughout
low-speed travel, and invifing streetscapes are suitable the region that are too narrow for bicyclists to travel
for bicycling activity in particular, and often walking as safely on them. These roads have little or no shoulder
well. and have relatively high vehicle travel speeds which

pose multiple hazards for bicyclists.
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Figure 3-7: Though the City of North Augusta confinues
fo develop Greeneway segments that improve overall
frail connectivity, existing bicycling facilities are cur-
rently disconnected, or in some cases, isolated.
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Narrow roadways and lanes (Figure 3-7): There
are also many roadways throughout the region
that are too narrow for bicyclists to fravel safely
on them. These roads have little or no shoulder
and have relatively high vehicle travel speeds
which pose multiple hazards for bicyclists.
Banks Mill Road in the City of Aiken is one
example.

Driveway access management: High frequency
of driveways and parking lot curb-cuts present
repeated hazards to cyclists as the automobile
crosses the cyclists’ path of travel. Additionally,
curb-cuts that stretch beyond standard

ingress and egress width add to the hazardous
conditions, making it difficult for a bicyclist to
predicate motor vehicle turning movements.

Roadways currently designed for automobile
only: Many roads were designed around the
automobile and need to be redesigned or
re-striped to become more bicycle friendly.
Narrowing existing lanes and adding planted
medians, sidewalks, and shade trees could also
help reduce speeding and the hazards that
speeding presents to cyclists, pedestrians, and
drivers.

Pedestrian Infrastructure
Overview

The urbanized area of Aiken County features
some areas that are pedestrian-friendly, and
other areas that are not pedestrian-friendly.
On any given day, hundreds of pedestrians
can be observed in downtown Aiken and

in areas of North Augusta. Sidewalks and
crosswalks have existed in the downtown
areas in many cases since the early history

of the cities. Both North Augusta and Aiken
have taken steps to preserve and improve the
pedestrian friendliness of their central business
districts and North Augusta has implemented
an impressive network of pedestrian friendly
Greeneways. Additionally, many intersections
in the region have countdown signals and ADA
accessible curb ramps. This is not the case for
all intersections, however.

Strengths of Existing Pedestrian Conditions

Sidewalks (Figure 3-8): Downtown environments
have a pedestrian-friendly sidewalk
infrastructure and buffered sidewalks exist near
some schools.
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Some enhancements in place: Many
intersections already contain functional
pedestrian elements including pedestrian-
activated countdown signals. Streetscape
improvements that affect the pedestrian
environment are in place in many areas, as
well.

Downtown (Figure 3-9): The downtown
environment Aiken, in particular, provides very
pedestrian-friendly infrastructure. Sidewalks
are wide and allow space for streetscape
amenities, and pedestrian refuges exist at
many downtown street crossings. Moreover,
active storefronts and first-floor retail create an
inviting ambiance for pedestrians.

Multi-use paths (Figure 3-10): Aiken County
communifies have begun to significantly invest
in greenways (and Greeneways) to provide
fransportation and recreation options for areas
of existing and future development.

Deficiencies of Existing Pedestrian
Conditions

Lack of overall connectivity (Figure 3-11):
Numerous gaps in the sidewalk system exist,
especially extending away from downtown
areas. This leaves some neighborhoods and
destinations disconnected from other areas.
Many school areas are lacking adequate
pedestrian infrastructure.

Inadequate crossing facilities (Figure

3-12): Incomplete crossing facilities are
commonplace lacking high-visibility crosswalks,
adequate curb ramps, and countdown signals.

Sidewalk condition: Existing sidewalk, in many
locations, is cracking, overgrown, or otherwise
in need of repair.

Driveway access management (Figure

3-13): There are a number of locations along

commercial corridors that feature long, wide,
and multiple driveway entrances for parking.
This creates a situation in which a pedestrian

must cross entrances too often.

Policy Review

The existing conditions for bicycling and
walking in the urbanized area of Aiken County
is impacted by existing codes, ordinances, and
regulations. Appendix B of this Plan provides
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Figure 3-8: Downtown environments have a pedestrian- Figure 3-11: Numerous gaps in the sidewalk system exist,
friendly sidewalk infrastructure and buffered sidewalks especially extending away from downtown areas. This
exist near some schools. leaves some neighborhoods and destinations discon-

nected from other areas. Many school areas are lack-
ing adequate pedestrian infrastructure.

Figure 3-9: Downtown Aiken provides very pedestrian- Figure 3-12: Incomplete crossing facilities are common-
friendly infrastructure. Active storefronts and first-floor place lacking high-visibility crosswalks, adequate curb
retail create an inviting ambiance for pedestrians. ramps, and countdown signals (right of image).

Figure 3-10: Aiken County communities have begun to Figure 3-13: Many commercial corridors that feafture
significantly invest in greenways (and Greeneways) to long, wide, and multiple driveway enfrances for park-
provide transportation and recreation options for areas ing. This creates a situation in which a pedestrian must
of existing and future development. cross enfrances too often.
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a comprehensive review of development
requirements related to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities for Aiken County, the City of Aiken,
and the City of North Augusta. As shown

in Appendix B, the review was not limited

to land development ordinances of each
jurisdiction; some of these jurisdictions also
have design guidelines associated with streets
and North Augusta has a recently-completed
Greeneway, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Master
Plan, which was reviewed, as well.

Key findings of the review are as follows:

* None of the jurisdictions researched have
a Complete Streets Policy nor guidelines
specific to Complete Streets, although
North Augusta includes Complete
Streets principles in its Comprehensive
Development Ordinance (CDO)

* Both North Augusta and Aiken incorporate
Form Based coding — citywide in North
Augusta and in the Downtown District for
Aiken

* All communities still seem to have design
guidelines geared primarily toward
movement of vehicular fraffic; however,
North Augusta includes Complete Streets
principles in text and tables, though has not
yet followed through in design details or
illustrative sections

* None of the jurisdictions have explicit state-
of-the-art guidance on the design and
implementation of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities in the form of a stand-alone set
of design guidelines, although the topic
is referenced in several of the documents
reviewed

*  While the jurisdictions regulate block size
and connectivity ( motorized and non-
motorized), only the guidelines written by
North Augusta would consistently result in
walkable communities, and only in TND “use

pattern” areas. In the City of Aiken, adding
additional pedestrian-scale connectivity
within long blocks is left to the discretion of
planning and zoning staff rather than being
required. The allowable maximum length of
dead-end streets is also problematic for all
but the City of North Augusta, where it has
not been specified. However, Aiken, County
and North Augusta do discourage the
building of cul-de-sacs wherever possible

e None of the jurisdictions reviewed
considered elements such as multi-modall
level of service as criteria for development
review, although North Augusta does
prioritize fraffic mitigation measures for new
development approvals that includes multi-
modal measures

* None of the jurisdictions reviewed included
any strategy for sidewalk or bicycle facility
retrofits on existing facilities and

The jurisdictions have variable approaches
to regulating automobile and bicycle
parking. In no location is bicycle parking
required by default, and in all but North
Augusta, minimum automobile parking
requirements appear to be excessive.
Waivers to these minimums, tend to be
limited to very small geographies in relation
to the overall size of the jurisdictions.

The policy evaluation indicates that Aiken
County and its municipalities could benefit
from guidance and direction related to
strengthening many areas of policy. This
concerns, in particular, the areas of complete
streets, bicycle, and pedestrian facility
requirements and enhancements within
the context of development ordinances.
Additional guidance geared toward retrofit
of existing facilities is also recommended.
Policy recommendations to address these
opportunities are provided in Chapter 6.

Table 3-1: Designated communities near Aiken County !

Bicycle Friendly Communities

Bronze: Charleston, Columbia, Greenville,
Spartanburg

South Carolina

Silver: Hilton Head

Walk Friendly Communities
None

1 List of designated communities is current, as of January 2012
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Bicycle and Walk Friendly Community

Assessment

Overview of Bicycle and Walk Friendly
Community Designations

The Bicycle Friendly Community (BFC) and
Walk Friendly Community (WFC) programs are
two national initiatives infended to encourage
cities and towns across the country to improve
the bicycling and pedestrian environments in
their community and to recognize communities
who are successfully doing this. The programs
provide communities with invaluable resources
related to bicycle and pedestrian planning and
also generate positive media attention at the
national and local level for communities who
earn a designation.

The BFC program is administered by the League
of American Bicyclists, a national bicycling
advocacy organization based in Washington,
D.C. Since the program began, the League
has received 490 applications and awarded
190 communities with “bicycle-friendly” status.
In 2011, the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information
Center, based in Chapel Hill, NC, announced
the development of the WFC Program. There
are currently 21 “walk-friendly” designated
communities around the country (as of
November 2011). Table 3-1 lists BFC and WFC
designated communities in Georgia and South
Carolina.

Both the WFC and BFC program use the five
“E's” of bicycle and pedestrian planning as

the framework for identifying successful biking
and walking communities. The five “E's” are:
Engineering, Encouragement, Education,
Enforcement, and Evaluation. Each program
has its own detailed questionnaire that a city or
town must complete online in order to apply for
recognition. Four levels of award designation
are possible: Bronze, Silver, Gold, and Platinum.
Both programs offer an Honorable Mention
category, as well.

Currently, there are no BFC or WFC designated
communities in the ARTS region. Opportunities
to apply for designation are shown in Table 3-2.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
Table 3-2: Review cycles and due dates for BFC
and WFC programs.

Review Cycle Bicycle
Friendly

Walk Friendly
Community
Due Dates

Community
Due Dates

Spring Awards | February 17, | January 19,
2012 2012
Fall Awards July 20122 June 15, 2012

Achieving Bi f)ycle and Walk Friendly

Commumty esignations

A BFC is described as a community that
“welcomes cyclists by providing safe
accommodation for cycling and encouraging
people to bike for tfransportation and
recreation.” 2 In order to achieve Bronze level
status as a BFC, a community is expected

to show a strong commitment to bicycling,
even if that commitment is in its early stages.
Bronze communities have “room to grow” and
show potential for more successes in bicycle
friendliness, but important steps in the right
direction are already being taken.

The League of American Bicyclists offers the
following summary of characteristics that can
be found in a Bronze level BFC:

e Engineering Community recently
implemented a policy to engineer
streets with the consideration of bicyclists
and/or is beginning to develop a trail
network. Facilities conform to the currently
recognized safety standards.

e Education Community holds bicycle safety
events, provides opportunities for bicycle
education.

e Encouragement Community hosts a Bike to
Work Day or community ride.

e Enforcement Officers are familiar with laws
relating to bicyclists.

e Evaluation & Planning The community is
familiar with and responsive to the needs of

1 A specific application due date for July 2012 is not yet
available, as of January 2012.

2 Source: http://www.bikeleague.org/programs/
bicyclefriendlyamerica/communities/bfc_about.php
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cyclists. A bicycle master plan or chapter
in another document has been developed
and approved. Bicycle mode share is
above average for U.S. communities. 3

To achieve a designation level higher than
Bronze, significant advances within each of

the five E's must occur. An honorable mention
may be awarded to a community that shows its
potential to fit the characterization of a Bronze
community in the near future. In particular, a
community that has not yet had time to realize
the fullimpact of important recent successes
would be a likely candidate for an honorable
mention award.

While there is no clear benchmark that
identifies communities within the four levels of
BFC designation, Table 3-3 outlines the average
bicycle mode share found among designated
BFCs around the country.

Table 3-3: Average bicycle mode share among
designated Bicycle Friendly Communities*

»
Award lLeve Averaae B s

Platinum 9.71%
Gold 5.20%
Silver 2.82%
Bronze 1.10%

Similarly, a WFC is described as “a city or fown
that has shown a commitment to improving
walkability and pedestrian safety through
comprehensive programs, plans and policies.™®
A community seeking Bronze level status as

a WFC should fit a characterization similar to
that of a Bronze level BFC, though relevant to
pedestrian programs and infrastructure.

Assesstnent of the City of Aiken

This Plan includes completed applications
for the BFC and WFC programs for the City
of Aiken. Blank copies of the BFC and WFC
applications are included in appendix c. By
design, the process of filling-out the detailed
questionnaires is an educational tool for
communities seeking a natfional designation.
Communities not only learn the variety of

3 Source: League of American Bicyclists, Scoring
Guidelines for Local Reviewers, 2010.

4 Source: League of American Bicyclists, staff report.
5 Source: www.walkfriendly.org.
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programmatic, policy, and infrastructure
initiatives that contribute to becoming bicycle-
and walk-friendly, but also learn the areas

in which the community excels or needs
improvement. Table 3-4 outlines strengths and
opportunities for the City of Aiken.

The infrastructure and non-infrastructure
recommendations of the Plan, provided in
Chapters 6 and 7 respectively, are based on
the BFC and WFC assessments, as well as other
analysis. Chapter 8 includes prioritized action
steps and a timeline for the City of Aiken to
pursue the BFC and WFC designations.



Table 3-4: Assessment of three BFC and WFC applications
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Community  Bicycle Friendly Community Walk Friendly Community Application
Application Highlights Highlights
City of Aiken
Successes The Aiken Bicycle Club is an asset to the | The City of Aiken has a base of citizens
City of Aiken and recreational cycling is | supportive of walking and pedestrian
a relatively popular form of exercise in | infrastructure.
the area. . . .
Additionally, Aiken is successfully
Aiken’s Public Safety Office ensures that | engaging the senior citizen and retired
all officers receive bicycle training and | populations of the community.
maintains a bike patrol program, which
has participated in bicycle rodeos. A local chapter of Eaf Smart Move
More SC and Safe Routes to School are
A local chapter of Eat Smart Move active programs in the community.
More SC and Safe Routes to School are .
active programs in the community, and | The downtown has a well-designed
a board member of Palmetto Cycling | Pedestrian wayfinding signage
Coallition also serves as an advocate in | Program.
Alken. The infrastructure of downtown and
A League Cycling Instructor lives in nearby neighborhoods is friendly to
Aiken. pedestrians.
The local option sales tax provides an | The municipal code supports a
important source of funding that is walkable environment in downtown
already in place. and requires sidewalks in many new
road projects.
The local option sales tax provides an
important source of funding that is
already in place.
Opportunities | Improvements are needed within all Improvements are needed within all
five E's. five E's.
The City of Aiken has the necessary The City of Aiken has the necessary
institutional infrastructure needed to institutional infrastructure needed to
excel in each category. excel in each category.
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"Bicycling and walking as a means of transportation has been growing
in popularity as many communities work to create more balanced
transportation systems. In addition, more people are willing to cycle more
frequently if better bicycle facilities are provided.”
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Introduction

To better understand bicyclist and pedestrian
needs, the consulting tfeam conducted a
detailed analyisis investigating the current
safety, suitability, and demand for bicycling and
walking in Aiken County. This analysis is divided
into four parts within this chapter:

* An analysis of current bicyclist and
pedestrian suitability in the region.

* A demand and benefit analysis of bicycling
and walking in the region.

e Bicyclist and pedestrian count results and
their implications.

e A safety analysis which includes an
investigation of crashes involving bicyclists
and pedestrians in the region.

Bike and Pedestrian Suitability

The BSA and PSA models were developed to
evaluate potential bicycle and pedestrian
activity levels in Aiken County, South Carolina.

The analyses:

* Quantify factors that impact bicycle and
pedestrian activity.

e Locate bicycle and pedestrian network
gaps as potential projects.

* |dentify potential regional bicycle and
pedestrian corridors.

e Guide the development of new pedestrian
and bicycle trip generation tools that
enhance the user experience and maximize
bikability and walkability.

BSA and PSA identify areas where cyclists and
pedestrians are most likely to be. The analyses
assign weighted values to available mapped
data (metrics) based on the data’s relative

impact on cycling and walking. Impacts take
the form of both trip generators and attractors,
collectively approximating network demand,
or infrastructure suitability, representing network
supply. BSA and PSA demand scores are
assigned to areas throughout the region based
on the density of generator variables and the
proximity to attractors. Demand scores are
then overlaid on top of supply to understand
roadway quality in areas with high potential
demand. Roadway quality incorporates
characteristics that make cycling and walking
viable, such as traffic speed and volume.

The results of this technique can therefore be
used to prioritize projects in areas with high
demand. Where that demand meets suitable
infrastructure, cost-effective investments can
help to create a safe and direct network for
cyclists and pedestrians. In areas with low
suitability, interventions may help to improve
conditions, or off-road facilities may provide an
alternative for cyclists and pedestrians.

Metrics are divided into five sub categories:
live, work, play, transit, and roadway quality.
The live, work, and play categories represent
the destinations that will generate and attract
walking and cycling trips, such as homes,
workplaces, and recreational amenities. Transit
is also considered an atftractor category, since
transit stops are destinations in themselves
providing wider regional access to cyclists
and pedestrians. Roadway quality represents
trip supply. It includes characteristics of the
road network (like shoulder width, traffic, and
connected intersections) that allow cyclists
and pedestrians to reach each of the other
destinations. Table 4-1 presents the metrics by
category.
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Table 4-1: BSA and PSA Metrics Overview

Category Metric

Live Population density,
vehicle ownership
inventory and journey
to work mode

Employment density
by job sector and
college enroliment
density

Proximity to points of
interest and schools

Proximity to bus stops

Speed limit,
connected/
disconnected
intersections, slope,
efc.

Work

Play

Transit
Roadway Quality

Combining these metrics info one map enables
the prioritization of projects that will have the
greatest impact on the greatest number of
people. Since demand metrics are mapped
at different scales, (e.g. points of interest are
mapped as nodes and population density is
mapped by U.S. Census block group), each
metric was converted to a similar scale so

that values could be summed. Specifically,

a square grid of 100 feet by 100 feet was laid
across the Aiken County and each metric was
converted to this grid. The composite demand
values were then compared to the roadway
quality scores. Since every community is
different, the inputs and scoring methods used
in the BSA and PSA are tailored to local needs
and values.

This analysis is based on data obtained from
Aiken County and its municipalities, the Lower
Savannah Council of Governments, the South
Carolina Department of Transportation and the
University of South Carolina’s GIS Data Server.
Data was selected based on its availability
and regional significance. Unless otherwise
noted, data attributes were assigned values of
1 through 5 based on the geometrical interval
classification system. This classification system
was developed by ESRI's Geostatistical Analyst
Team. Similar to a progression classification, this
method works well on contfinuous data (data
that is distributed over an area) and data that
is not distributed normally.
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The following sections present the inputs and
analysis for each category examined, as well
as the final composite results.

Data Inputs
1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Generators

The datasets described in this section
approximate the potential trip generation of
homes and workplaces throughout the region.
The data extent covers the entire region, and
thus provides a composite score for every
space within the region for each category.
Scores are assigned based on factors affecting
the likelihood of trips to and from home and
work. Figure H-1, Figure H-2, Figure H-6, and
Figure H-7 in Appendix H at the end of this
report summarize these scores.

1.1 Live

BSA and PSA ufilize a variety of demographic
data to indicate where potential volumes

of cycling and pedestrian activity will

be generated. Base population density,
percentage of households without immediate
access to a car, and the percentage of people
already biking and walking to work are all
contributors to this category. Demographic
datasets were derived from the 2000 US Census
and synthesized into a spatial database in GIS.

1.2 Work

Another key indicator of trip volume is the
density of places of employment and college
student populations. Employment density was
obtained via the Longitudinal Employment
and Household Dynamics (LEHD), a program
conducted by the US Census Bureau. This data
was broken down into two sub-categories
based on the North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS). These categories
were separated info service and commercial/
manufacturing jobs. The service industry was
assigned a higher weight than the commercial/
manufacturing industry since these locations
tend to draw in customers and generate foot
traffic and are therefore both a trip generator
and attractor. College student body totals
were obtained from a variety of sources

and were included in this category because
students typically spend the same number of
hours on campus as workers do in a typical
day.



2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Attractors

The datasets described in this section
approximate the potential of destinations and
transit facilities throughout the region to attract
cyclists and pedestrians and thus generate

tfrip demand in areas surrounding them. Unlike
the generators described previously, each of
these datasets does not cover the entire region
but is rather represented as point or polygon
nodes distributed throughout the region. Like
the colleges described above, these nodes
are buffered before overlaying the datasets

so that areas closer to the attractor receive
higher scores than those farther away. Figure
H-3, Figure H-4, Figure H-8, and Figure H-9 in
Appendix H at the end of this report illustrate
attractor scores in Aiken County.

2.1 Transit

Transit stops act as attractors to cyclists and
pedestrians, because they provide potential
access to and from many of the other
generators (e.g., workplaces, homes) and
aftractors (e.g., parks, schools) that might
otherwise be too far away to bike or walk. In
Aiken County, buses are the only available
public transit option, thus bus stops are used
as the only data input to the transit map. It

is assumed that cyclists will travel up to three
miles to access a bus stop, and pedestrians will
walk up to one mile. Within these 3-mile and
1-mile areas, scores are assigned, decreasing
with increasing distance from the stop, to
approximate the decreasing attractiveness of
bus stops the farther they lie from a fraveler’s
starting point or destination.

2.2 Play

The features in this category represent
destinations other than homes and workplaces

that are likely to attract cyclists and pedestrians.

While cycling and walking are different in
nature, the features that attract this activity
are quite similar. Varying scores were assigned
to each of the features comprising the “play”
category, recognizing that some features

are more likely to attract cycling and walking
than others. Features of regional significance,
such as parks, campgrounds, and hotels, are
given higher scores, though schools and retail
corridors also play a significant role in this
category and are scored accordingly.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure Suitability

While all the generator and attractor categories
described previously collectively demonstrate
potential bicycle and pedestrian frip demand
throughout the region, this section describes

the potential of road infrastructure to meet

that demand. Figure H-5 and Figure H-10 in
Appendix H at the end of this report illustrate
roadway quality in Aiken County.

3.1 Roadway Quality

Various roadway characteristics collectively
comprise the “roadway quality” category. This
category is used to understand the quality

of available infrastructure supporting cyclist

and pedestrian travel between destinations
within the generator and attractor categories.
Roadway quality is defined by looking at
connectivity, safety (collision history from 2008

- 2010), bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure,
average daily traffic (ADT), vehicular speed and
slope. A majority of the categories are broken
into five divisions by their respective units and
scored 1 to 5 according fo those divisions. The
divisions used for average daily fraffic and traffic
speed are both based on the London Cycling
Design Standards.

BSA and PSA Composite Acivity
Modkls

Development of the Composite Activity Model
followed two steps:

1. Combine bicycle and pedestrian attractor
and generator composite datasets to
produce a composite activity score
dataset of the region, approximating
demand. Figure 4-2 and Figure 4-3 illustrate
this potential activity for the BSA and PSA
respectively.

2. Overlay the appropriate composite
roadway quality score, approximating
supply, to create a Composite Activity
Model.

The Composite Activity Model can be used in
several ways to identify areas for improvement
and to prioritize projects. These are summarized
below.

e Areas with high demand for cycling
and walking and high supply of suitable
infrastructure can benefit from innovative
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programs and capital projects that further
support cycling and walking, closure of
key gaps, and should be considered
showcase areas where best practices can
be modeled for the region. These areas
provide cost-effective opportunities for
improvements and should be high priority
for investment.

Areas with high demand for cycling

and walking and low supply of suitable
infrastructure can benefit from infrastructure
improvements to improve cycling and
walking conditions. These areas may require
off-road facilities for conditions such as high
traffic volume or speed. They should also be
high priority for investment.

Areas with low demand for cycling and
walking and high supply of suitable
infrastructure can benefit from programs to
encourage cycling and walking, and land
use changes or development to increase
the density of attractors and generators.

These areas should be medium priority for
investment.

e Areas with low demand for cycling
and walking and low supply of suitable
infrastructure can benefit from basic
infrastructure improvements. These areas
should be low-priority for investments.

Composite Activity Models were developed
for Aiken County. Independent Composite

Activity Models were also developed for the
ARTS region. Areas of Aiken County that are

included in both models have consistent scores

but are scaled to the geographic extents of
each region (ARTS and Aiken County). This has
an effect on only the ranges of values but the
streets receive consistent values.

Figure 4-1 describes the recommendation
development concept in matrix form. Figure
4-4 and Figure 4-5 on the following pages
show the Composite Activity Models for Aiken
County.

Figure 4-1: Composite Activity Model Recommendation Summary

Demand

Low

Bicycle and pedestrian

encouragement programs;
medium investment priority

High

High

Innovative design treatments,

closure of key gaps; high
investment priority

Recommendations

Low

Basic infrastructure improvements;

low investment priority

Quantitative User Needs Analysis

Invest in infrastructure to meet
demand; high investment priority
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Figure 4-2: Aiken County Demand Composite Map - Bicycle
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Figure 4-3: Aiken County Demand Composite Map - Pedestrian
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Figure 4-4: Aiken County Composite Activity Model Map - Bicycle
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
Figure 4-5: Aiken County Composite Activity Model Map - Pedestrian
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Demand and Benefit Analysis

This section identifies the assumptions made

in the demand model used to estimate the
number of current and future bicycling trips in
Aiken County as part of the Augusta Regional
Transportation Study (ARTS) Bicycle and
Pedestrian Study Demand and Benefit Analysis

The model uses a market segment approach
to estimate the number of bicycling or walking
trips taken by populations that traditionally
have a higher bicycling/walking mode split
than work commuters (such as elementary
school and college students). National
fransportation surveys, in particular the National
Household Travel Survey (NHTS, 2009), have
shown that work commute trips are only a
fraction of total trips an individual takes on a
given day. The model uses the NHTS findings to
estimate the number of non-work, non-school
trips taken by commuters to determine the
number of walking or bicycling trips that occur
in a day.

Data Used in the Model

Journey-to-work information collected by the
US Census Bureau’s American Communities
Survey (ACS) is the foundation of this analysis.
The most recent ACS data available for Aiken
County is the 2005-2009 five-year estimate.
Because the area of Aiken County within the
ARTS region is not divided along the county
line, the Census tracts within the boundary
were selected. A few of the fracts are only
partially within the ARTS jurisdiction. The area
south of North Augusta, near the Savannah
River Site, is relatively rural and the population
was assumed to be evenly distributed (e.g.,

if 30 percent of a tract is within the ARTS
boundary, it was assumed that only 30 percent
of the total population for that fract is within the
ARTS boundary).

Because it is relatively suburban to the
northeast of North Augusta, it was assumed
that the population is concentrated within the
ARTS boundary, and a multiplier of 1.5 was
added to the proportional area within ARTS.

42 | Quantitative User Needs Analysis

Model variables from the ACS for Aiken County
include: total population (119,076 people),
employed population (51,602 people), school
enrollment (18,997 students grade K-12; 7,092
college/university students), and travel-to-work
mode split (see Table 4-2).

Table 4-2. Aiken County Commute Modeshare

Bicycling Walking Source

Employed | 0.22% 1.38% ACS,

2005-2009
K-12 0.67% 10.6% NHTS 2009
College |0.22% 1.38% ACS,

2005-2009
South 0.25% 1.86% ACS,
Carolina 2005-2009
average

Note: analysis excludes areas of counties
oufside the ARTS boundary.

By comparison, South Carolina’s bicycling
mode split is 0.25 percent, while the walking
mode split is 1.86 percent, showing that Aiken
County has fewer bicycling and walking trips
than other counties in the state. However, Aiken
has a large number of commute pedestrians
compared to other counties in the ARTS region.
None of the other counties have mode splits
higher than the state average of 1.86 percent
walking. Richmond County is the only county
in the region with a higher rate than the South
Carolina average.

The 2009 NHTS provides a substantial national
dataset of travel characteristics, particularly
for trip characteristics of bicycling and walking
trips. Data used from this survey include:

e Student mode split, grades K-12
¢ Trip distance by mode by trip purpose

* Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to
utilitarian trips

e Ratio of walking/bicycling work trips to
social/recreational trips

Several of these variables are trip type
multipliers that provide an indirect method of
estimating the number of walking and bicycling
frips made for other reasons, such as shopping
and running errands. NHTS 2009 data indicates
that for every bicycle work trip, there are



slightly more than two ufilitarian bicycle frips
made. Although these trips cannot be directly
aftached to a certain group of people (not

all of the utilitarian bicycling trips are made by
people who bicycle to work) these multipliers
allow a high percentage of the community’s
walking and bicycling activity fo be captured in
an annual estimate.

The Safe Routes to School Baseline Data Report
(2010) was used to determine the distance of
school trips using parents’ estimate of distance
as well as the frequency of carpooling for trip
replacement.

Disclaimer

As with any modeling projection, the accuracy
of the result is dependent on the accuracy of
the input data and other assumptions. Effort
was made to collect the best data possible for
input to the model, but in many cases national
data was used where local data points were
unavailable. Examples of information that
could improve the accuracy of this exercise
include the detailed results of local Safe Routes
to School parent and student surveys, a regional
household travel survey, and a student travel
survey of college students.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Existing Walking and Bicycling Trips

Table 4-3 shows the results of the walking and
bicycling demand models, which estimate that
more than 18,000 walking trips occur in Aiken
County each day, while over 2,000 bicycling
frips occur each day.

Based on the model assumptions, the majority
of trips are social/recreational trips, followed
by non-work utilitarian trips, which include
trips for medical/dental services, shopping/
errands, family personal business, obligations,
fransporting someone, meals, and other trips.

Figure 4-6 and Figure 4-7 on the following pages
show the distribution of mode split for walking
and bicycling, respectively. They show the data
by Census tract, rather than aggregated by
county, and therefore display slightly different
mode splits than the average mode split for the
county. The dotfs on the map indicate the trip
generation based on the analysis shown in Table
4-3. Several fracts have relatively high rates of
walking and/or bicycling, but most of these
have low population numbers and therefore do
not generate a substantial number of walking or
bicycling trips.
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Table 4-3. Model Estimate of Current Walking and Bicycling Trips

Walking Bicycling

Commute Trips

Walking/bicycling commuters ' [ 713 115
Weekday walking/bicycling 1,425 230
trips

School Trips

K-12 walking/bicycling 2,013 128
commuters 2

Weekday K-12 walking/ 4,026 256

bicycling trips
College Trips

College walking/bicycling 98 16
commuters 3

Weekday walking/bicycling 196 32
college trips

Daily adult walking/bicycling 1,621 262

commute frips #
Utilitarian Trips

Daily walking/bicycling 5,698 410
ufilitarian trips °

Social/Recreational Trips

Daily walking/bicycling social/ | 6,834 1,204
recreational trips ¢
Total Current Daily Walking/ 18,179 2,132

Bicycling Trips

1 Employed population multiplied by ACS commute mode split.

2 School children population multiplied by NHTS 2009 mode split for school/daycare/religious trips
by individuals age 5-18.

3 Assumes same mode split as employed population.

4 Number of walking/bicycling commute trips plus number of walking/bicycling college frips,
respectively.

5 Utilitarian walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratio of utilitarian to work trips from NHTS 2009
(4.92 utilitarian walking trips to walking commute trips and 2.19 utilitarian bicycle trips to bicycle
commute trips). Weekly trips distributed over entire week (vs. commute trips over 5 days).

6 Social/recreational walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratio of social/recreational frips to work
trips from NHTS 2009 (5.90 social/recreational walking frips to walking commute trips and 6.45
social/recreational bicycling trips to bicycling commute trips). Weekly trips distributed over entire
week (vs. commute trips over 5 days).
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Figure 4-4: Aiken County Pedestrian Demand and Trip Generation
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Figure 4-7: Aiken County Pedestrian Demand and Trip Generation
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Trip Replacement

Some of these daily walking and bicycling frips
are essential frips that individuals would have
to take regardless of whether they can walk

or bicycle for the frip. If walking or bicycling
had not been an option for commute, school/
college, and utilitarian trips, some of these trips
would have been made by driving. The model
estimates that the proportion of these frips that

To estimate the total distance walking and
bicycling trips faken by Aiken County residents
replace vehicular trips, the model applies frip
distance information for walking and bicycling
frips by trip purpose from NHTS 2009.

Shown in Table 4-4, the model estimates that
the estimated that more than 3.5 million
commute, school, and other utilitarian walking
and bicycling trips each year replace more

than 1.1 million vehicle trips, removing more
than 1.1 million vehicle miles fraveled each
year.

would have been made by driving is equivalent
to the drive alone mode split for each county.

Table 4-4. Current Walking and Bicycling Trip Replacement

Walking Bicycling

Commute Trips

Weekday venhicle trips replaced ' | 1,179 190
Weekday miles walked/biked ? 790 674
School Trips

Weekday vehicle frips reduced 3| 1,166 74
Weekday miles walked/biked 4 895 57
College Trips

Weekday vehicle frips reduced ® | 162 26
Weekday miles walked/biked ¢ 91 39
Utilitarian Trips

Daily vehicle trips reduced ’ 1,341 216
Daily miles walked/biked 8 894 410
Yearly Results

Yearly walking/bicycling trips 3,279,011 265,913
Yearly vehicle trips reduced 1,057,356 98,672
Yearly miles walked/biked 725,658 344,164

1 Trips multiplied by drive alone commute trip ratio to determine automobile trips replaced by
walking/bicycling frips.

2 Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average walking/bicycling work frip length (NHTS
2009).

3 Trips multiplied by school commute drive alone proportion to determine automobile trips
replaced by walking/bicycling frips (NHTS 2009).

4 Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average frip length to/from school (SRTS 2010).

5 Trips multiplied by drive alone trips to determine automobile trips replaced by walking/bicycling
trips.

6 Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average walking/bicycling school/daycare/
religious trip length (NHTS 2009).

7 Number of daily utilitarian trips multiplied by drive alone trips.

8 Number of vehicle trips reduced multiplied by average utilitarian walking/bicycling trip length
(NHTS 2009; does not include work or home frips).
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Current Benefits

To the extent that bicycling and walking trips
replace single-occupancy vehicle trips, they
reduce emissions and have tangible economic
impacts by reducing traffic congestion,
crashes, and maintenance costs. In addition,
the reduced need to own and operate a
vehicle saves families money.

The South Carolina Department of Health

and Environmental Control and the South
Carolina Coalition for Obesity Prevention

Efforts estimated that in 2003, South Carolina’s
obesity-attributable medical expenditures were
$1.06 billion.! Development of a bicycle and
pedestrian network, as well as support facilities
and encouragement programs such as Safe
Routes to School will encourage people to
become active. Health care benefits are not
calculated for the current condition, because
people who already walk and bicycle are
people who would likely have found an
alternative avenue for physical activity. Health
benefits are therefore calculated in the future
estimate only. Other current benefits are shown
in Table 4-5.

1 http://www.scdhec.gov/health/chcdp/obesity/docs/
StatePlanComplete.pdf

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
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Table 4-5. Benefits of Current

Benefits from Walking and

Bicycling Trips

Walking and Bicycling Trips

Yearly vehicle miles reduced | 1,069,821
Air Quality Reduction?

Hydro-carbons (lbs/year) 3,208
Particulate Matter (Ibs/year) |24
Nitrous Oxides (lbs/year) 2,241
Carbon Monoxide (lbs/year) | 29,246
Carbon Dioxide (lbs/year) 870,306
Economic Benefits of Air Quality
Particulate Matter $2,001
Nitrous Oxides $4,481
Carbon Dioxide $14,922

Reduced External Costs of Vehicle Travel (Thousands)

Traffic Congestion' $202,196
Vehicle Crashes $1,453,887
Roadway Maintenance $150

Costs?
Household Transportation Savings® (Thousands)

Reduction in Household $535
Transportation Spending

Total Current Benefits for
Walking and Bicycling
(Thousands)

$1.659,789

1 EPA report 420-F-05-022 “Emission Facts: Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for
Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks.” 2005 and NHTSA Corporate Average Fuel
Economy for MY 2011 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, Table VIII-5 (http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/
portal/site/nhtsa/ menuitem.d0b5a450b55bflbe582f57529 cdba046a0/ ).

2 Crashes vs. Congestion — What's the Cost to Society2” http://www.aaanewsroom.net/Assets/
Files/200835919210.CrashesVsCongestionFullRe

3 Kitamura, R., Zhao, H., and Gubby, A. R. (1989). Development of a Pavement Maintenance Cost
Allocation Model. Institute of Transportation Studies — University of California, Davis (http://pubs.its.
ucdavis.edu/publication_detail.php?id=19 ). $0.08/mile (1989), adjusted to 2010 dollars using the
Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflation Calculator

4IRS operational standard mileage rates for 2010 http://www.irs.gov/newsroom/
article/0,,id=216048,00.ntml
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Potential Future Walking and Bicycling
Trips

Estimating future walking and bicycling trips
requires addifional assumptions regarding
ARTS’s future population and anticipated
commuting patterns in 2025 (the latest year
for which estimates are available). Future
population predictions were determined

by ARTS staff for the 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) and incorporated
info the regional demand model by the
Georgia Department of Transportation.

The LRTP uses Transportation Analysis Zones
(TAZ's) to estimate the 2035 population and
employment numbers from 2006 numbers.
Because more recent Census (ACS) data

were used in the current model, the LRTP
estimate was used to determine the change in
population and employment in the parts of the
counties that make up the ARTS region.

The LRTP estimates that 2006 employment
in Aiken County was 36,934 jobs. The Plan

Table 4-6. Projected Future (2035) Demographic

Number

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

projects that there will be 51,160 jobs in 2035,
representing a 38.5 percent increase in regional
employment since 2006.

Table 4-6 shows the projected future
demographics used in the future analysis.

The population of school students (K-12) and
college/university students was assumed to be
the same proportion of the total population for
each county as in the 2004-2009 estimate.

The walking and bicycling mode shares are
likely to increase in the future because the
addition of new facilities and enhancements
to the existing system. The model assumes that
Aiken County can increase the walking share
above the 1.86 percent state average to four
percent. For bicycling, the average bicycling
mode share for Bronze-level Bicycle Friendly
Communities (BFC's) is 1.1 percent. The analysis
assumes that Aiken County can achieve these
levels by 2035 (and likely much sooner).

The results of the model for future walking and
bicycling trips are shown in Table 4-7.

Change from 2006 Source

Population
Population 177,498 48.7% 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan
Employed Population | 51,160 38.5% 2035 Long Range
Transportation Plan
School population, 28,317 16.0% Assumes same percent
K-12 as from ACS 2009
estimate
College student 10,553 5.9% Assumes same as 2009
population ACS estimate
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Table 4-7. Model Estimate of Future 2035 Walking and Bicycling Trips

Walking Bicycling

Commute Trips

Walking/bicycling commuters ' | 2,865 788
Weekday walking/bicycling 5,731 1,576
trips

School Trips

K-12 walking/bicycling 2,994 311
commuters 2

Weekday K-12 walking/ 5,988 623
bicycling trips

College Trips

College walking/bicycling 422 116
commuters *

Weekday walking/bicycling 844 232
college trips

Daily adult walking/bicycling 6,575 1,808

commute frips #
Utilitarian Trips

Daily walking/bicycling 23,112 2,832
ufilitarian trips °

Social/Recreational Trips

Daily walking/bicycling social/ | 27,721 8,329
recreational trips ¢

Total Future Daily Walking/ 63,396 13,589
Bicycling Trips

Total Current Daily Walking/ 18,197 2,132
Bicycling Trips

Percent Change 248.7% 537.5%

1 Population and employment estimates for 2035 based on ARTS 2035 Long Range Transportation
Plan and multiplied by assumed future mode split.

2 School children population multiplied by NHTS 2009 mode split for school/daycare/religious trips.
3 Assumes same mode split as employed population.

4 Number of walking/bicycling commute trips plus number of walking/bicycling college frips.

5 Utilitarian walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratio of utilitarian to work trips (NHTS). Weekly trips

distributed over entire week (vs. commute trips over 5 days).

6 Social/recreational walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratio of social/recreational to work trips

(NHTS). Weekly trips distributed over entire week (vs. commute frips over 5 days).

Future Benefits is available as a daily mode of tfransportation,
) ) substantial health benefits result. The health
The trip replacement factors remain the benefit of bicycling for exercise can reduce

bicycling is among the most popular forms of
recreational activity in the U.S.,” when bicycling  exercise nationally, and 27.3 percent of the
population over 16 bicycling at least once
1 Almost 80 million people walking and 36 over the summer. (National Sporting Goods
million people bicycling for recreation or Association survey, 2003)
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by as much as $514 a year, which provides a
financial incentive to businesses that provide
health coverage to their employees.? Table

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

4-8 shows the air quality benefits of the future
projected walking and bicycling frips in Aiken
County.

2 Feifei, W., McDonald, T., Champagne, L.J., and
Edington, D.W. (2004). Relationship of Body Mass
Index and Physical Activity to Health Care Costs
Among Employees. Journal of Occupational
and Environmental Medicine. 46(5):428-436

Table 4-8. Benefits of Future Walking and Bicycling Trips

Benefits from Walking and Bicycling Trips

Yearly vehicle miles reduced 8.730.893
Air Quality Reduction '

Hydrocarbons (lbs/year) 26,178
Particulate Matter (lbs /year) 194

Nitrous Oxides (lbs /year) 18,286
Carbon Monoxide (lbs /year) 238,679
Carbon Dioxide (lbs /year) 7,102,632
Economic Benefits of Air Quality (Thousands)

Particulate Matter $2.0

Nitrous Oxides $11,865,283
Carbon Dioxide $122
Reduced External Costs of Vehicle Travel (Thousands)

Traffic Congestion ? $1,650,139
Vehicle Crashes $11,865,283
Roadway Maintenance Costs 3 $1,222
Household Transportation Savings (Thousands) 4

Reduction in HH trans. spending | $4,365
Reduced Healthcare Costs (Thousands)

New adult walkers/bikers ° 3,250

New student walkers/bikers 1,164
Healthcare savings of active adults ¢ $467
Healthcare savings of active children $80

Total (Thousands) $25,386,964

1 Population and employment estimates for 2035 based on ARTS 2035 Long Range Transportation
Plan and multiplied by assumed future mode split.

2 School children population multiplied by NHTS 2009 mode split for school/daycare/religious trips.
3 Assumes same mode split as employed population.

4 Number of walking/bicycling commute trips plus number of walking/bicycling college frips.

5 Utilitarian walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratio of utilitarian to work trips (NHTS). Weekly frips

distributed over entire week (vs. commute trips over 5 days).

6 Social/recreational walking/bicycling trips multiplied by ratfio of social/recreational to work trips

(NHTS). Weekly trips distributed over entire week (vs. commute trips over 5 days).
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Addjtional Benefits of Bicycling and
Walking

Bicycling and walking are low-cost and
effective means of transportation that are
non-polluting, energy-efficient, versatile,
healthy, and fun. Everyone is a pedestrian at
some point, whether walking to a parked car,
taking a lunch break, or accessing fransit. In
addition, bicycles offer low-cost mobility to the
non-driving public. Bicycling and walking as

a means of fransportation has been growing
in popularity as many communities work to
create more balanced transportation systems.
In addition, more people are willing to cycle
more frequently if better bicycle facilities are
provided. !

In addition to the tangible economic
benefits estimated in previous sections of this
memorandum, bicycling and walking have
many other benefits that are challenging

to quantify, but some communities or
organizations have studied.

* Walking and bicycling support job creation
and create economic benefits for a region:

o The League of American Bicyclists reports
that bicycling makes up $133 billion of
the US economy, funding 1.1 million
jobs.?2 The League also estimates bicycle-
related trips generate another $47 billion
in fourism actfivity.

o Many communities have enjoyed a high
return on their investment in bicycling:
the Outer Banks of North Carolina spent
$6.7 million to improve local bicycle
facilities, and reaped the benefit of
$60 million of annual economic activity
associated with bicycling.®

1 Pucher, J., Dill, J. and Handy, S. (2010).
Infrastructure, programs, and policies to
increase bicycling: An intfernational review.
Preventative Medicine 50:5106-S125.

2 Flusche, Darren for the League of American
Bicyclists. (2009). The Economic Benefits of
Bicycle Infrastructure Investments.

3 N.C. Department of Transportation, Division
of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation. (No
Date). The Economic Impact of Investments
in Bicycle Facilities. atfiles.org/files/pdf/
NCbikeinvest.pdf
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o Multiple studies show that walkable,
bikeable neighborhoods are more
liveable and attractive, increasing home
values,*resulfing in increased wealth for
individuals and additional property tax
revenue.

o Walkable, bikeable communities attract
the young creative class,® which can
help cities gain a competitive edge and
diversify economic base.

o Patrons who walk and bicycle to local
stores have been found to spend more
money fo visit local businesses than
patrons who drive.¢

* By replacing short car trips, bicycling and
walking (especially when combined with
fransit) can help middle-class families defray
rising transportation costs. Families that
drive less spend 10 percent of theirincome
on transportation, compared to 19 percent
for households with heavy car use,” freeing
additional income for local goods and
services.

Increased bicycling leads to a reduction

in crashes. Concerns about safety have
historically been the single greatest reason
people do not commute by bicycle; a
Safe Routes to School survey in 2004 found
that 30 percent of parents consider traffic-
related danger to be a barrier to allowing
their children to walk or bike to school. In a
community where twice as many people
walk, an individual walking has a 66 percent
reduced risk of being injured by a motorist.?

4 Cortright, Joe for CEOs for Cities. (2009).
Walking the Walk: How Walkability Raises Home
Values in U.S. Cifies.

5 Cortright, Joe for CEQs for Cities. (2007).
Portland’s Green Dividend.

6 The Clean Air Partnership. (2009). Bike Lanes,
On-Street Parking and Business: A Study of Bloor
Street in Toronto’s Annex Neighborhood.

7 Center for Neighborhood Technology. (2005).
Driven to Spend: Pumping Dollars out of Our
Households and Communities.

8 barrier to allowing their children to walk or
bike to school. In a community where twice as
many people walk, an individual walking has a
66 percent reduced risk of being injured by a
motorist.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts

To fully comprehend existing conditions in
Aiken County, it is important to understand

the number of non-motorized users and the
patterns in which they interact with the existing
roadway network. To do so, the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Project Steering Committee
and volunteers performed a comprehensive
count of bicyclists and pedestrians at 15!
locations in Aiken County during September
2011. The effort included:

e Careful identification of count locations
e A bicycle and pedestrian count form
* One fraining session

*  One weekday and one weekend count at
each location

e Data synthesis and analysis

Bicycle and pedestrian counting is important
for several reasons. The U.S. Census reports
that in Aiken County bicycle mode share is
less than 1 percent and pedestriaon mode
share is less than 2 percent, as shown in Table
4-9. While this information can be useful for
comparative analysis, the data is very limited.
The Census measures commute to work trips
only, which account for less than 15 percent of
all trips taken in the U.S. By conducting its own
bicycle and pedestrian counts, Aiken County
can account for trips faken by bicycling and
walking that are not commute to work trips, as
well as better understand where bicycling and
walking is occurring. Counts are also helpful to
analyze existing bikeway/walkway facility use
and where future facilities may be justified

Table 4-9: Commute Mode Share in ARTS Counties

Aiken County’s bicycle and pedestrian counts
provide a valuable snapshot for the level of
bicycling and walking that occurs. This serves
as baseline data for future comparison and
evaluation of frends. Analysis of the counts
and count location characteristics additionally
provides useful information regarding the
relationship between bicycle ridership levels
and the bicycling environment.

Process

Weekday and weekend tallies at the 15
locations were conducted during a two week
period between September 10, 2011 and
September 24, 2011. The weekday morning
count was conducted from 7:00 a.m. to 2:00
a.m. and the weekend count from 10:00 a.m.
fo noon. The morning rather than the evening
peak period was chosen as the focus because
of the variety of trips, such as school-commutes
and morning exercise, as well as work-related
commutes.

The count times and overall guidelines were
developed in conjunction with the National
Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation
Project (NBPDP), a joint collaboration between
Alta Planning + Design and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers. The NBPDP guidelines
will be used for all subsequent counts within
Aiken County. All data from the counts will be
forwarded to the NBPDP for further analysis and
to add to the growing collection of consistent
information about people who are bicycling
and walking in different parts of the country.

Screenline counting is the methodology that is
recommended by NBPDP and was determined
to be most appropriate for the ARTS Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan Update.

Aiken Columbia Edgefield Richmond AllCoun- Georgia South
ties Carolina
Drive Alone 82.8% |85.0% 79.8% 77.3% 80.6% 89.7% 92.2%
Walk 1.4% 0.8% 0.6% 6.0% 3.33% 1.7% 1.9%
Bicycle 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3%

Source: ACS 2005-2009 Five-Year Estimates

Nofte: analysis excludes areas of counties outside the ARTS boundary.

1 Counts were taken at 29 locations, but due fo errors,
six count locations are excluded from this analysis. See
page 29 for details.
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Screenline counts are primarily used to identify
general frends in volumes, and to see how
demographics, land use, and other factors
influence walking and bicycling. During
screenline counts, one volunteer identifies the
number of bicyclists and pedestrians that pass
through a single, imaginary line running across
the street, thereby capturing all cyclists and
pedestrians fraveling in either direction along a
single corridor. A person who passes by a point
more than once is counted each time they pass
by the point.

Count Locations

The National Bicycle and Pedestrian
Documentation project recommends one count
per 15,000 of population. This is considered

a reasonable balance between obtaining
representative counts and budget limitations.
For Aiken County, NBPD methodology results

in a recommendation of 11 count locations.
Based on the availability of staff and volunteers,
the Aiken County count includes a total of 17
locations (or screenlines), 15 of which resulted in
complete count data.

Criteria used to select count locations include:

e Pedestrian and bicycle activity areas or
corridors (downtowns, near schools, parks,
etc.)

e Representative locations in urban, suburban,
and rural locations

* Key corridors that can be used to gauge the
impacts of future improvements

e lLocations where counts have been
conducted historically

e Locations where there are on-going counts
being conducted by other agencies
through a variety of means, including video

taping

e Gaps and pinch points for bicyclists and
pedestrians (potential improvement areas)

* Locations where bicycle and pedestrian
collision numbers are high

e Select locations that meet as many of the
criteria as possible.

For both bicyclists and pedestrians, counters
noted if the person was male or female.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Additionally, the Aiken County Bicycle and
Pedestrian Count Form recorded the following
information:

* Name of Counter

» Corridor

* Date

e Start and end time
* Weather conditions

e Existing facilities
Results

The combined total count of bicyclists for
both count days was 248 (Table 4-10) and the
combined total count of pedestrians for both
count days was 757 (Table 4-11). While this
number provides an important snapshot of
non-motorized transportation in Aiken County,
it does not provide a comprehensive count
of all bicyclists and pedestrians. Instead, the
data offers clues as to where and when the
community is bicycling and walking. See
Appendix G for detailed count results by
location.

Table 4-10: Bicycle Count Results

Characteristic Total Count

Total Bicyclists 248
Combined

Total Bicyclists 67
Weekday

Total Bicyclists 181

Weekend Day

Total Female Bicyclists | 67
(combined)

Total Male Bicyclists
(combined)

181

Quantitative User Needs Analysis | 57



Aiken County South Carolina

Table 4-11: Pedestrian Count Resulis

Characteristic Total Count

Total Pedestrians 757
Combined

Total Pedestrians 355
Weekday

Total Pedestrians 402
Weekend Day

Total Female 371
Pedestrians

(combined)

Total Male Pedestrians | 386
(combined)

SCREENLINE COUNT FORM
ARTS /Aikan County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update
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ARTS/Aiken County’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Update Count Form captured bicycle and pedestrian
gender

On the weekday count, two locations counted
zero bicyclists and on the weekend count,
three locations counted zero bicyclists. No
locations on the weekday or weekend counts
had zero pedestrians. The highest numbers of
bicycle and pedestrian counts and the count
averages are described below.
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* On the weekday count, the highest number
of bicyclists recorded at a location was
18 and the highest number of pedestrians
recorded was 99.

e On aweekend, the highest number of
bicyclists counted at a location was 116
and the highest number of pedestrians
counted was 117.

* The average weekday count was 4
bicyclists and 24 pedestrians, and the
median weekday count was 1 bicyclist and
11 pedestrians.

* The average weekend count was 12
bicyclists and 27 pedestrians, and the
median weekend count was 5 bicyclists
and 11 pedestrians.

Figure 4-8 and Figure 4-9 show each of the
bicycle and pedestrian count locations and
include icons that vertically represent the total
number of bicyclists counted at each location
on the weekend (yellow) and the weekday
(purple). A geographic analysis of count data is
discussed in the following section.

Count Errors

Human error is a common issue in all studies.
Two count locations of the Aiken County
bicycle and pedestrian count are excluded
from the analysis due to errors. Both the Two
Notch at Marie Drive and the Marie Drive at
Two Notch locations are excluded because
volunteers only attended the weekend count.
The count results for the excluded count
locations are shown in Table 4-12.

Table 4-12: Exclude Count Location Resulis

Total
Pedestrians

Location Period Total

Bicyclists

Two Weekend |7 11
Notch
at Marie

Drive

Marie Weekend |8 12
Drive
at Two

Notch




Count Recommendations

This Plan recommends that bicycle pedestrian
counts occur annually in Aiken County. The
data collected during the 2011 count serves
as baseline data for understanding frends
overtime and allows for comparative analysis
in future years. Aiken County should continue
to conduct counts at 15 or more locations
each year, and provide analysis of the data
to determine key findings. Additionally, the
number of counts on downtown streets, such
as Park Avenue and Laurens Street in Aiken and
Georgia Avenue in North Augusta, should be
increased. Municipalities can use count data
in downtown commercial districts to quantify
“foot traffic” and attract retailers.

Though human error is always possible, the
potential for errors during counts can be
mitigated by:

e Requiring all volunteers to attend a brief
fraining session prior to the counts

* Providing a map to all volunteers that
clearly identifies each count location

» Distributing a list of all count locations, the
screenline of each location, and volunteer
counter assigned to each location

*  Communicating with volunteers prior to the
counts to ensure all questions are answered

Key Findings

The results of the Aiken County bicycle and
pedestrian count show that:

e The maijority of the bicyclists counted were
male (73%).

e Bicycling is more common on the weekend
than weekdays.

* The most popular areas for bicycling are
Greenway at Pisgah (North Augusta) and
the intersection of Hampton Avenue and
York Street (Aiken).

e There was a relatively equal amount
of female pedestrians (49%) and male
pedestrians (51%)

* There were slightly more pedestrians walking
on the weekend (53%) than during the
week (47%).

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

¢ The most popular areas for walking are
Laurens at Richland Avenue (Aiken),
Greenway at Pisgah (North Augusta), and
Hampton Avenue at York Street (Aiken).

Based on the count, Aiken County’s ratio

of male cyclists to female is just under 3:1.

This ratio is consistent with count data and
anecdotal evidence from cities throughout the
country. While bike-friendly cities in Northern
Europe have an even split between men and
women (in some cases more women cyclists
than men), in North American cities with limited
bicycling infrastructure, the number of men is
higher in all cases. In cities that strive to create
a fully-integrated network of bike facilities such
as Portland, Oregon or Montreal, the number
of female cyclists has inched closer to male
cyclists but continues to be approximately half
of the gross number of men. The expectation
in Aiken County is that the ratio of men to
women will, in fime, begin to balance out

as the number of less traffic-tolerant female
cyclists increase as improvements to bicycle
infrastructure along important corridors
continues.

Aiken County’s ratio of male pedestrians to
female pedestrians is approximately 1:1, which
means about the same number of males as
females are walking. This suggests that there is
less of a barrier fo walking for females than with
bicycling.
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Figure 4-8: Aiken County Bicycle Counts
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Figure 4-9: Aiken County Pedestrian Counts
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Analysis

Overview

Safety for pedestrians and bicyclists is a major
concern for citizens of Aiken County and

a main priority in developing a successful
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. Just

over the last year, the region has withessed a
number of alarming fatalities. These recent
events indicate a clear safety problem for
the region to address, and a Safety Analysis
was undertaken to identify trends for Aiken
County so that clear and decisive action can
be taken to make Aiken safer for bicyclists and
pedestrians alike.

Crash data was collected from the South
Carolina Department of Public Safety for 2008,
2009, and 2010 to provide the needed insight
info crashes in the region. As shown in Table
4-13, crashes within the region are on the rise
affer a minor decrease in 2009, with 138 total
crashes reported in 2010 alone.

Table 4-13: Number of Crashes in the ARTS
Region, 2008-2010

Number of Crashes in Region
2008 - 2010
160 138
140 -
120 104 93
100
80
60
40 |
20
0 !
2008 2009 2010

Over this three-year period, there have been
104 bicycle crashes and 231 pedestrian
crashes. 38 crashes involving bicyclists and
75 pedestrian crashes have occurred in Aiken
County alone, indicating unsafe conditions in
need of attention.

A ratio of bicycle and pedestrian crashes
within the region, shown in Figure 4-8, indicates
that these crashes are resulting in a number

of injuries and fatalities. Over 83 percent

of the pedestrian crashes reported in the
region have resulted in one or more injuries,
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Figure 4-8: Ratio of Pedestrian and Bicycle
Injuries and Fatalities

Ratio of Bicycle Injuries and Fatalities
to Total Crashes Reported

H Injuries

W Fatalities

Ratio of Pedestrian Injuries and
Fatalities to Total Crashes Reported

® Injuries
W Fatalities

M No Injury Reported

and approximately 6.5 percent of the total
crashes reported have ended in pedestrian
fatalities. The outlook for bicyclists is similar,
with 74 percent of bicycle crashes resulting in
injury and approximately 2 percent of bicycle
crashes resulting in fatalities.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Analysis

The Aiken County crash data provides

details on crash types and locations. A few
considerations should be noted when reviewing
the provided crash data. First, crash data
often under-reports the actual occurrence

of crashes, especially those crashes that do
not result in a serious injury. As such, specific
locations identified in the crash analysis may
not present all potentially unsafe areas for
bicyclists and pedestrians. Local knowledge
from bicycle and pedestrian advocacy groups

M No Injury Reported



such as running and cycling clubs should be
sought when possible to obtain additional
information on unsafe environments.

Secondly, local crash data does not provide
details on geographic concentrations of
pedestrian or bicycle use and because of this,
does not help to comparatively look at safe
environments for pedestrians and bicyclists. For
instance, although two streets may exhibit the
same number of crashes, the level of safety at
these two streets may be different depending
upon the level of bicycle and pedestrian
activity. This can be tested when there is
sufficient bicycle and pedestrian count data
available. Ironically, areas with greater bike
and pedestrian activity are often considered
safer than ones without much foot or bike
traffic, and crash data does not provide this
level of insight. Again, local knowledge should
also be sought to supplement crash analyses in
order to get a complete picture of the bicycle
and pedestrian environment.

Finally, it should be noted that the data
provided for this analysis does not contain
certain data that can be helpful in identifying
recommendations for awareness programs
and engineering improvements. Demographic
data such as the age of crash victims can be
useful in determining how education plays into
potential causes of crashes. Younger bicyclists
and pedestrians, in particular, are often less
observant of safety practices such as looking
left, right, left before crossing a roadway,

to check for the presence of cars. Detailed
information on causes of crashes is also useful
determining common types of collisions in

a given area that may indicate a need for
engineering improvements. As further reporting
and analysis is done on bicycle and pedestrian
crash data, data needs should be monitored
to ensure that measures important within
communities in the region are represented in
crash data.

Aiken County

Aiken County bicycle and pedestrian crash
data from 2008 to 2010 was used for this
regional analysis. A summary of crash stafistics
for Aiken County is provided in Table 4-14. There
were a reported 38 bicycle crashes and 75
pedestrian crashes over the three-year period.
Crashes were concentrated in the southern
portions of the county in the urbanized area.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

These crashes resulted in 1 bicycle fatality and
6 pedestrian fatalities. Most crashes for bicyclists
and pedestrians occurred during dry conditions
(92 and 90 percent, respectively). 71 percent
of all bicycle crashes occurred during daylight
hours and 45 percent of pedestrian crashes
occurred during the day. Approximately 40
percent of the pedestrian crashes occurred

at night in areas without adequate lighting,
resulting in 3 of the total pedestrian fatalities.

There is an overrepresentation of crashes in
dark conditions. Though there is typically less
walking occurring then, over 50 percent of

all pedestrian crashes occurred during non-
daylight hours, which suggests a compelling
case for addressing this problem in more detail.
The primary factor reported in these night
pedestrian crashes is pedestrians illegally in
the roadway. The one bicycle fatality was
reported in 2008; it occurred at night along
Urquhart Drive due to a motorist under the
influence. Out of the é pedestrian fatalities,

4 occurred during night or at dusk, mostly in
unlighted areas. Locations for these pedestrian
fatalities included Fairview Avenue, Pine Log
Road, Edgefield Road, Seymour Drive, Laurens
Street, and Belvedere Clearwater Road. The
total number of crashes indicates that the
following locations contain concentrations of
crashes in the county:

1. East Pine Log Road (9 Crashes)

2. Atomic Road (5 Crashes)

3. Richland Avenue (4 Crashes)

4. Whiskey Road (4 Crashes)

5. Belvedere-Clearwater Road (3 Crashes)

6. Hampton Avenue (3 Crashes)

7. Rutland Drive (3 Crashes)
Other locations where more than one crash
was identified include Columbia Highway,
Dougherty Road, Edgefield Road, Jefferson
Davis Highway, Marion Street, Seymour Drive,
and South Aiken Boulevard. Figures 4-10 and

Figure 4-11 provide maps of bicycle and
pedestrian crash locations in Aiken County.
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Table 4-14: Aiken County Crash Characteristics

Crash Bicycle Crashes Pedestrian G
Characteristics Crashes

Total Crashes
Reported

Fatalities

Injuries (Possible/
Identified)*

Not Injured/
Unknown Injury

Dry Roadway
Conditions

Wet Roadway

Conditions

Unknown
Roadway
Conditions

Daytime Crashes
Nighttime Crashes
- Lighted

Nighttime Crashes
- Not Lighted/
Unspecified

Unspecified
Lighting
Conditions
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Figure 4-10: Aiken County Bicycle Crash Loctions
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Figure 4-11: Aiken County Pedestrian Crash Loctions
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Table 4-15 and Table 4-16 provide details on
the primary factors in bicycle and pedestrian
crashes. In bicycle crashes, over 80 percent of
the automobile contributing factors included
improper action or movement by driver

(31 percent), driving too fast (13 percent),
distracted driving (13 percent), failing to yield
to right of way (13 percent), or disregarding a
sign or signal (13 percent). Approximately 45
percent of bicyclist contributing factors were
from failing to yield right of way and 13 percent
resulted from bicyclists disregarding a sign or
signal.

For pedestrian collisions, the most prominent
automobile contributing factors included
improper actions by drivers (30 percent),
distracted driving (19 percent), failing to yield
right of way to bicyclists (15 percent), and
motorists under the influence (11 percent). The
most prominent factors in pedestrian collisions
where pedestrians contributed to the collision
included pedestrians illegally in the roadway
(38 percent), improper crossings (12 percent),

or distracted/inattentive actions by pedestrians
(12 percent). It should be noted that in many
cases, the “pedestrians illegally in roadway”
code can be misleading. It fechnically could
apply to a pedestrian crossing midblock to get
fo a bus stop when the “block™ is a half mile
long. In such cases, it is misleading to code

this as a primary collision factor. Reviewing
police reports for these pedestrian crashes may
provide further insight info countermeasures
that may be provided to enhance safety.

Table 4-15: Aiken County Bicycle Collisions by Contributing Factor

Failed to Yield ROW

Disregarding Sign or Signal
Improper Movement

Wrong Side of Road

Under the Influence
Distracted/Inattention

Darting or Too Fast for Conditions
Aggressive Driving

Unknown/Other Improper Action

B Motorist Contributed

Bicycle Collisions by Contributing Factor

E Bicyclist Contributed

4 o] 8 10 12
Number of Collisions*

*Please note that totals are in excess of the total number of bicycle crashes reported. This is due to
cases where both motorists and bicyclists were determined to have contributed to the crash.
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Table 4-16: Aiken County Pedestrian Collisions by Contributing Factor

® pMotorist Contributed

Obstruction in Roadway

Visibility Issue (Dark Clothing, Vision
Failed to Yield ROW

Improper Movement

llegally in Roadway

Wrong Side of Road

Under the Influence
Distracted/Inattention

Darting or Too Fast for Conditions
Aggressive Driving
Unknown/Other Improper Action

Pedestrian Collisions by Contributing
Factor

® Pedestrian Confributed

10 15 20 25

Number of Collisions*

*Please note that totals are in excess of the total number of crashes reported. This is due to cases
where multiple motorists and/or pedestrians were involved in a single crash.

Crash Analysis Findings

The following streets are locations where at
least 5 crashes have been reported during the
three-year period in the region:

[ East Pine Log Road, Aiken County
( 9 Crashes)

2. Atomic Road, Aiken County
( 5 Crashes)

These locations, in particular, will deserve
aftention to improve safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists in the county.

There is an overrepresentation of crashes

in dark conditions in Aiken County, with 50
percent of all pedestrian crashes occurring
during non-daylight hours yet there is typically
less walking occurring then. With 100 percent
of the pedestrian fatalities also occurring in
dark conditions, there is a compelling case for
addressing this problem in more detail.

Bicyclist and Pedestrian Safety | 69




PU

(% n && 204 The Alles

Ay

L.
oo
AMRRRELRN Ja

H".H"!“"H"‘ S
RALRERARG
Ly

Y

Vbl | |

%

"Aikeenn County conducted a pro-active stakeholder and public involvement
program for the development of the Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan focused on soliciting loca 7ggvemmem and community interaction
throughout the study process. The process was designed to be responsive
to citizen participants and was committed to utilizing the knowledge and
understanding of citizens to address important issues.”




Summary of Strategjc Public
Involvement Plan

Aiken County recognizes that the success

of any community improvement plan is
dependent upon a meaningful community
involvement effort. Aiken County conducted a
pro-active stakeholder and public involvement
program for the development of the Aiken
County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan focused
on soliciting local government and community
interaction throughout the study process. The
process was designed to be responsive to
citizen participants and was committed to
utilizing the knowledge and understanding of
citizens to address important issues. The ARTS/
Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan:

A Guide for Community Involvement and
Consensus (GCIC) was developed at the onset
of the study to define how stakeholders, the
public, and study team staff involvement roles
and opportunities throughout the planning
effort. Outreach activities were developed to
offer multiple opportunities for engagement

at varying levels of involvement. The full GCIC
document is included in Appendix G.

The public participation framework included
four primary groups to guide the development
of the Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan. The four groups were: (1) Project Steering
Committee; (2) Stakeholder Interview Group
(3) Targeted Focus Group; and (4) Community
Organizations and General Public. The roles
and membership for each of these groups are
defined in detail in the GCIC.

The GCIC included an outline for activities
including two public workshops; education and
information booths at public events; a study
website; on on-line survey; a study fact sheet;
press releases; study database development
and maintenance; media education and
advertisement; and advisory and stakeholder
meetings. The following sections include results
of several of these outreach activities.

Summary of Survey Results

To engage local residents, a Citizen Survey

was widely available and promoted from
September 8 to November 15, 2011. The survey
included 20 questions related to biking and
walking conditions in the ARTS/Aiken County
Areda. See Appendix D to view the complete
survey. To guide the study team, the survey
questions were designed to gather citizen input
regarding:

Frequency of walking and biking to particular
types of destinations

Reasons for not walking or biking more
frequently

Types of facilities that would likely influence
more frequent biking

Specific destinations desirable for walking or
biking connection

Roadway corridors desirable for improved
accommodation of walking and biking

Facility types that may influence increased
biking in the region

Program concepts to consider to promote
safe walking and biking

The following activities were utilized to promote
participation in the study survey:

Survey available on City of Aiken and Aiken
County websites with user-friendly links to
the sites: www.BikeWalkARTS.com and www.
WalkBike ARTS.com

Aiken County Steering Committee Member
outreach

Press Releases to Local Media
Targeted Aiken County Focus Group Meeting

Targeted outreach to University of South
Carolina, Aiken
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Targeted outreach to Eat Smart Move More of
Aiken County

Targeted outreach to City of Aiken Recreation
Committee

Targeted outreach to Silver Sneakers

Targeted outreach to Ashley Cooper Bridge
Race Aiken County Parficipants

Targeted outreach to Aiken City Bike Patrol

Targeted outreach to City of Aiken Seniors
Commission

Targeted outreach to City of Aiken Parks,
Recreation and Tourism Staff

Targeted outreach to Aiken Bicycle Club

Targeted outreach through City of Aiken Utility
Newsletter

September 9 &10 — Booth at Aiken’s Makin in
Aiken

September 17 — Booth at ARTS in the Heart in
Augusta

September 24 — Booth at Aiken Bluegrass
Festival in Aiken

September 30 — Booth at 5th Friday by Aiken
Chamber of Commerce

October 3 - Public Workshop in Aiken, South
Carolina

October 29 - Booth at Jack O’ Lantern
Jubilee in North Augusta

A total of 361 responses from the South
Carolina study area were recorded during the
two month survey period. Of the respondents,
47% of the responses were from City of Aiken
residents, 34% from Aiken County residents,
14% from North Augusta residents, and 5% from
Edgefield County residents. Females comprised
57 percent of the respondents and 43 percent
were male. The ages of the respondents
ranged from age 10 to over 70 years of age.
The respondents reported their daily work
commute destinations as approximately:

50 percent commute to the City of Aiken;

10 percent commute to Aiken County;

10 percent commute to Georgia;

8 percent commute to Savannah River Site;

2 percent to commute to North Augusta

2 percent commute to Edgefield County
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Approximately 19 percent of the respondents
reported that they do not commute or
commute outside of the study area to work on
a daily basis.

The survey was designed to gather information
regarding the frequency of biking and walking
in the Aiken County area and further engaged
the respondents to identify the reasons they
do not currently walk or bike more frequently.
Sixty-eight percent of the respondents
reported that they do own a bicycle. When
asked specifically about biking activities, the
most frequent destinations or trip purposes
respondents reported for biking on a seldom to
daily basis are: for fitness and leisure (60%); to
parks and trails (40%); for shopping or errands
(20%); and to a gym, YMCA or Recreation
center (20%). Thirty percent of the respondents
reported never riding a bike at all.

The most common reasons for not biking or
biking infrequently were reported as follows:
roads do noft feel safe; distance from home

tfo work, school or shopping; lack of bicycle
parking at destinations; and lack of knowledge
of best bicycling routes. Twenty percent of
the respondents reported that they do ride
frequently while 17 percent of the respondents
reported that they do not have an interest

in bicycling. Of the survey respondents that

do bike to specific destinations in the region,
Figure 5-1 llustrates the frequency with which
they do so. Figure 5-2 defines the obstacles
respondents cited that prevent more frequent
biking.

When asked specifically about walking
activities that occur on a seldom to daily basis,
the most frequent destinations or trip purposes
that respondents reported are: for fitness

and leisure (82%); to parks and trails (52%); to
a gym, YMCA or Recreation center (29%); to
shopping or errands (27%); to civic events or
civic buildings (26%); and to school (19%). Ten
percent of the respondents reported a lack of
interest in walking in the Aiken County Region.

The most common reasons for not walking or
walking infrequently were reported as follows:
roads do noft feel safe and distance from

home to work, shopping, or school. Thirty-five
percent of the respondents reported that they
do walk frequently while 10 percent of the
respondents reported that they do not have an
interest in walking. Of the survey respondents
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Figure 5-1 Frequency of Biking by Destination in the Aiken County Area
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that do walk to specific destinations, Figure 5-3
illustrates the frequency with which they do so.
Figure 5-4 defines the obstacles respondents
cited that prevent more frequent walking.

The survey further explored types of bicycle
facilities that could have a positive impact on
the biking environment in the Aiken County
area. Participants were asked to consider
several types of bicycle facilities ranging

from off-road paths, on-road infrastructure,
pavement markings, and signage. The
participants ranked each type of facility as
“very likely” to “very unlikely” to influence them
personally to bike more frequently. The facilities
reported as most likely fo have a positive
impact on biking in the region in order of
preference were: off street greenways, striped
bicycle lanes, bicycle boulevards, sighed
bicycle routes, and wide outside travel lanes.

It should also be noted that all of the facilities
listed in the survey received more positive
feedback than negative feedback with the
exception of using “sharrow” pavement
markings. The maijority of respondents reported
that “sharrows” would not likely have a positive
influence on the frequency of biking. Figure
5-5 illustrates the responses regarding feelings
about particular types of biking facilities. The
orange and blue portions of the bars indicate
the levels a respondent feels that a facility
would have a positive influence on them to
bike more often.

Respondents were also asked to select the
potential program concepts they believed
would be effective in promoting safer walking
and biking in the Aiken County area. The
programs selected as most likely to be effective
in order of frequency were:

Media campaign to educate motorists,
bicyclists, and pedestrians

Media campaign encouraging residents to
bike, walk, and live an active lifestyle

Safe Routes to School Program to engage
schools, parents, and local officials

Local Police Enforcement Programs

Workshops for children/youth that teach safe
bicycling skills

Safe Routes to Transit program to improve
walking and biking access to bus stops

74| Qualitative User Needs Analysis

Figure 5-6 illustrates the support of the various
program concepts presented in the survey.

The survey also sought to gather information
regarding specific destinations, corridors, and
intersections respondents feel are important
for improved access, connectivity, and facility
improvements. The questions used in this
portion of the survey allowed the respondent
to provide input in their own language and
the study team sorted, grouped, and applied
uniform language to like responses to the
level of accuracy allowable given different
levels of detail and specificity. The results
generated by these questions served as a
guide to ensure that frequently cited responses
were considered as priority investment areas
during the technical planning evaluation

and ultimately in ranking recommended
fransportation system improvements.

The most commonly cited destinations
respondents would like to be able to walk or
bike safely to were downtown areas, schools,
recreation areas, shopping areas, medical
districts, and existing walking or biking facilities.
The most frequently cited specific destinations
in Aiken County are listed in Table 5-1.
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Figure 5-3 Frequency of Walking by Destination in the Aiken County Area
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Figure 5-5 Influence of Bicycle Facilities o Bike More Often
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Table 5-1: Destinations Aiken County Area
Respondents Would Like to Walk or Cycle
Safely To (South Carolina)

Number of

Responses Destinations

Aiken Downtown

Aiken Mall

Aiken Regional Hospital
Richland Ave Wal-Mart
Hitchcock Woods

O'Dell Weeks Activity Center

University of South Carolina-
Aiken

15 or more

Citizens Park
11-14 North Augusta Greeneway

Whiskey Road

Aiken High School

General shopping/grocery/gyms
7-10 North Augusta Downtown

South Aiken High School
Southside of the City of Aiken

Aiken Bypass

Aiken Elementary School
Hopeland Gardens

w Pine Log Road

Richland Avenue
Riverview Park

Savannah Rover Site

University Parkway

In comparing the most commonly cited
South Carolina corridors desirable for
accommodation of biking with those desired
for a better walking environment, there was
notable overlap in the two priority lists. In
South Caroling, 11 of the 13 most cited biking
corridors were also noted as desirable for
walking: Aiken downtown, Banks Mill Road,
Georgia Avenue, Hitchcock Parkway, Pine
Log Road, Richland Avenue, Silver Bluff Road,
University Parkway, Whiskey Road, Martintown
Road, and Powderhouse Road. Each of these
corridors provides connectivity to the top

ten previously noted destinations desirable

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

for bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
including: Aiken downtown, Aiken Mall, Aiken
Regional Hospital, the Richland Ave. Wal-Mart,
Hitchcock Woods, O'Dell Weeks Activity Center,
University of South Carolina — Aiken, Citizens
Park, North Augusta Greeneway, and Whiskey
Road. Table 5-2 lists South Carolina roadway
corridors that respondents would like to see
improved to accommodate bicycling. South
Carolina corridors indicated as desirable for
improvement to accommodate walking are
listed in Table 5-3.
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Table 5-2: Roadway Corridors Respondent
Would Like to See Improved to Accommodate
Bicycling (South Carolina)

Number of

Responses Biking Corridors

Aiken Bypass

Aiken Downtown
Banks Mill Road
Georgia Avenue
T Hitchcock Parkway
Pine Log Road
Richland Avenue
Silver Bluff Road
University Parkway

Whiskey Road

Highway 1
11-14 Martinfown Road

Powderhouse Road

Five Notch Road

Highway 118

7-10 Laurens Street

North Augusta Greeneway

South Boundary Avenue

Dibble Road
Hayne Avenue
Highway 19
Highway 25
4-6 Highway 302
Highway 421
Park Avenue

Trolley Line Road

Vacluse Road
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Table 5-3: Roadway Corridors Respondents
Would Like to See Improved to Accommodate
Walking (South Carolina)

Number of

Responses Walking Corridors

Pine Log Road
Richland Avenue
Silver Bluff Road
Whiskey Road

15 or more

Banks Mill Road

University Parkway

11-14

Aiken Downtown
-~ Hitchcock Parkway
Highway 118 Bypass

Powderhouse Road

Dibble Road
Georgia Avenue
4-6 Martinfown Road
Trolley Line Road
York Street

Finally, intersections respondents would

like to see improved to accommodate

safe pedestrian crossing are listed in Table

5-4. The majority of the infersections in

each table overlap with previously identified
corridors desirable for walking. The following
intersections may indicate key locations
desirable for crossing each corridor and will be
considered in the improvement prioritization.



Table 5-4 Roadway Intersections Respondents
Would Like to See Improved to Accommodate
Safe Pedestrian Crossing (South Carolina)

Number of

Pedestrian Intersections
Responses

Pine Log Road and Silver Bluff
Road

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Conduct activities to promote courtesy
between motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians

Focus on involving private sector investment

Capitalize on areas that are already suitable
for cycling and walking to promote image of
user-friendliness and economic benefits

All planning for new facilities should address
walking and biking

University Parkway and Richland
Avenue

11-14 Whiskey Road and Pine Log Road
. Inter-governmental planning and funding of
\é\éhd%kdeé/rsood CLe SeUii improvements is key
Whiskey Road and Dougherty Provide a safe connection between Aiken,
10 Road North Augusta, and Edgefield
i Whiskey Road and Silver Bluff Connect the North Augusta Greeneway to
Road the Augusta Canal
Laurens Street and Richland Plan for those who walk and bike out of
Avenue necessity as opposed to simply for recreation
4-6 EiggdLOQ Road and Banks Mill Address sidewalk gaps and opportunities to

Aiken Mall and Target/Lowes
Georgia Avenue and Martintown
Road

Knox Avenue and Martinfown
Road

Whiskey Road and East Gate
Drive

Whiskey Road and O'Dell Weeks
Activity Center

Whiskey Road and Price Avenue

connect to key destinations

Examine bus routes, sidewalk connectivity to
stops, and shelters

Summary of Focus Grouy Comments

During the Needs Assessment Phase of the
Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan,

a focus group panel met for a facilitated
discussion of bicycle and pedestrian needs
throughout the Aiken County area. The focus
group was designed to bring together citizens
with diverse interests throughout Aiken County.
The complete notes from the focus group
meeting are in Appendix D. The key findings
emerging from the meeting are:

Install bicycle racks at public buildings

Summary of Public Workshopy Activities

The first public workshop was held during the
Needs Assessment phase of the study on
October 3, 2011 at the City of Aiken Municipal
Building.

A presentation was delivered covering the
following material:

e National Bike-friendly, Walk-friendly Trends

e Engineering, Education, Encouragement,
Enforcement, Evaluation, and Equity

e Existing Conditions
* Goals and Objectives
e Public Outreach Efforts and Opportunities

Following the presentation, workshop
participants engaged with study team staff

at four break-out stations focused on: walking
programs, walking infrastructure, bicycling
programs, and bicycling infrastructure. At

the break-out stations, participants marked
locations of opportunity and concern on large
maps, completed questionnaires related to
walking and biking programs, and engaged
in discussions of walking and biking needs. All
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discussions were documented on flip charts
to create a list of needs and opportunities to
be incorporated into the planning process. In
addition, general comment forms were also
distributed to all participants for submittal of
additional information relevant to the study
process. A summary of the key findings from
the public workshop are as follows:

Bicycling Infrastructure:

Bicycle parking is needed

Shoulders needed on rural roads

Recreational trails are preferred over on-road
facilities

Connect equestrian trails and expand access

Bicycling Programs:

Targeted law enforcement needed for
motorists and cyclists

Chamber of Commerce support to
encourage biking and walking and to secure
private sector sponsors

Safety education regarding laws, lights,
clothing

Incorporate bicycle safety training in schools
and through employers

Online tool for planning safe walking and
biking routes

Walking Infrastructure:

Ramps and handrails are needed throughout
Aiken for wheelchairs and mobility carts

Ensure roadside landscaping does not hinder
walking infrastructure or hinder driver visibility

Walking Programs:

Key Findings
Needs Assessment Phase

Key Survey Findings

The most common reasons for not walking

or walking infrequently were reported as
follows: roads do not feel safe and distance
from home to work, shopping, or school. The
most common reasons for not biking or biking
infrequently were reported as follows: roads
do not feel safe; distance from home to work,
school or shopping; lack of bicycle parking af
destinations; and lack of knowledge of best
bicycling routes.

The facilities reported as most likely to have a
positive impact on biking in Aiken County in
order of preference were:

e Off street greenways,

e Striped bicycle lanes,

* Bicycle boulevards,

¢ Signed bicycle routes, and
* Wide outside travel lanes.

The programs selected as most likely to be
effective in promoting walking and biking in
Aiken County in order of frequency were:

Media campaign to educate motorists,
bicyclists, and pedestrians

Media campaign encouraging residents to
bike, walk, and live an active lifestyle

Increased public transportation would
promote walking as a viable option

Safe Routes to School Program to engage
schools, parents, and local officials

Partner with Aiken Downtown Merchants
Association to emphasize economic benefits
of pedestrian accommodation

Lower or better enforce speed limits in
downtown Aiken

Improve pedestrian crossing condifions at key
intersections in town and outside of town

Partner with refiree population to encourage
senior citizens to walk for health

The complete Needs Assessment Public
Workshop Notes are included in Appendix D.

A second public workshop was held during the
Recommendations Phase of the study.
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Local Police Enforcement Programs

Workshops for children/youth that teach safe
bicycling skills

Safe Routes to Transit program to improve
walking and biking access to bus stops

The Top Destinations Aiken County area
Respondents Would Like to Walk or Cycle Safely
to are:



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Aiken Downtown Need for positive promotion of bicycling
Aiken Mall through activities and media

Plan for those who walk and bike out of
necessity as opposed to simply for recreation

Recreational trails are preferred over on-road

Aiken Regional Hospital
Richland Ave. Wal-Mart
Hitchcock Woods

facilities
O Dell Weeks Activity Center Partner with the private sector to match
University of South Carolina-Aiken funding for facilities, finance wayfinding
Citizens Park signage, designate a bicycle park and ride
area

North Augusta Greeneway
Whiskey Road

Key Survey Conclusions

In South Carolina, 11 of the 13 most cited

biking corridors were also noted as desirable
for walking: Aiken downtown, Banks Mill Road,
Georgia Avenue, Hitchcock Parkway, Pine

Log Road, Richland Avenue, Silver Bluff Road,
University Parkway, Whiskey Road, Martintown
Road, and Powderhouse Road. Each of these
corridors provides connectivity to the top ten
identified destinations desirable for bicycle

and pedestrian connectivity including: Aiken
downtown, Aiken Mall, Aiken Regional Hospital,
the Richland Ave. Wal-Mart, Hitchcock Woods,
O'Dell Weeks Activity Center, University of South
Carolina - Aiken, Citizens Park, North Augusta
Greeneway, and Whiskey Road.

Key Focus Group and Public Workshop Findings

The following themes were noted throughout
the Focus Group and Public Workshop
outreach activities:

Connect the North Augusta Greeneway to
the Augusta Canal

More bicycle parking is needed
Shoulders needed on rural roads

|dentify “easy opportunities” and implement:
fill in short gaps, erect signage, utilize
opportunities like alleys and creeksides, add
pavement markings

Capitalize on areas that are already suitable
for cycling and walking to promote image of
user-friendliness and economic benefits

Increased education for cyclists and motorists
is needed

Law enforcement awareness and support of
cycling community is needed
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Overview

Marketing, education, and evaluation
programs are an essential complement to
bicycle and pedestrian facilities planning.
These activities help to raise the profile and
public understanding of facilities investments,
increase walking and bicycling mode share
and public support, and help to create a local
culture that values walking and bicycling.

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide
a set of programmatic recommendations for
the four non-infrastructure “E's” of bicycle
and pedestrian planning: Encouragement,
Education, Enforcement, and Evaluation.
These inifiatives can be undertaken by local
agencies and community organizations.

Program concepts were developed by the
technical team and were based on:

* knowledge about existing programs in the
region and states;

* the Vision, Goals and Objectives developed
for this planning effort;

e stated community needs and concerns
(as communicated through stakeholder
interviews, the Aiken County focus group,
the Aiken County public meetings, surveys,
and discussions with the client team and
Aiken County Subcommittee of the Project
Steering Committee);

* and the consultant team’s knowledge
about national model programs and best
practices.

Additionally, this memorandum is infended

to assist municipalities within the County in
their efforts to reach the status of a nationally
designated Walk-Friendly and Bicycle-Friendly
Community. For each program, we have
provided information about the program

purpose, a description of the basic approach
and, wherever possible, links fo model
programs and useful resources.

Role of the Augusta Regjonal

Transportation Study

The Aiken County Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan was developed in fandem with the ARTS
regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and serves
as a complementary planning document.
Recognizing that, ARTS is committed fo the
goals of this Plan and is willing to assume the
role as a partner in and leader for bicycle
and pedestrian efforts within its boundaries.
As a regional agency already engaged in
fransportation demand management, infer-
jurisdictional coordination, and regional
cooperation, ARTS should play the following
roles:

e Convener: Bring the right people and
organizations fogether.

e Coordinator: Assist inferested parties in
working in concert.

e Adviser: Develop expertise around
education, promotion and marketing,
and become the repository of institutional
memory.

¢ Unifier: Create a regional identity and
brand that serves as a rallying point for
public involvement in walking and bicycling
issues.

* Monitor: Develop an evaluation strategy,
ensure that evaluation metrics are collected
and report back to funders, stakeholders,
decision-makers and the general public
about the results of education, promotion
and marketing efforts.

e Funder: Fund education, promotion and
marketing efforts directly, when possible,
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and indirectly, by leading and participating
in efforts to secure additional funding.

* Implementer: Where there is no clear
existing implementing agency or where
ARTS is the uniquely qualified agency to
act (such as in the area of train-the-trainer
programs), consider directly creating and
implementing programs to fill the void.

Aiken County and municipalities within its
borders should also play these roles in the
geographies over which they have jurisdiction.
The Lower Savannah Council of Governments
(LSCOG) may also fulfill some of these roles in
the South Carolina portion of the ARTS region,
especially in unincorporated Aiken County.

Existing Statewide Programs
South Carolina Department of Transportation

The South Carolina Department of
Transportation (SCDOT) Bicycle and Pedestrian
Program provides a guide of safety tips for
bicyclists and pedestrians as well as state route
maps on their website. Links to a number of
programs within the state related to bicycle
and pedestrian awareness are also provided,
including statewide public safety crash data
and health related education awareness
programs. SCDOT additionally houses the
state’s Safe Routes to School program.
Regional Safe Routes to School offices serve the
role of “resource center” and collaborator for
communities advancing Safe Routes to School
initiatives.

The Bikes Belong Coadlition and the League of
American Bicyclists advocacy organizations
have also awarded a “"Complete Streets”
grant to SCDOT to implement bicycle and
pedestrian policies and to improve conditions
for bicycling and walking. The grant supports
research, fraining and evaluation programs
for the state. SCDOT, the League of American
Bicyclists, the Palmetto Cycling Coalition, and
other local advocacy groups work to support
implementation of this grant program.

Palmetto Cycling Coadalition (PCC)

The Palmetto Cycling Coalition (PCC) is a non-
profit organization dedicated to making South
Carolina more bicycle friendly for everyone.
PCC offers a number of education and training
workshops, including adult bicycle driving
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classes, league certified bicycle instructor
courses and law officer training education.
Previously, PCC also initiated a bike lights
program, whereby they are able to partner
with organizations and local governments to
provide bicycle lights and safety informational
brochures to cyclists in need.

A Safe Streets Save Lives Campaign has also
recently been initiated by PCC as a public
private partnership program to promote
bicycle safety and reduce the number of
bicycle crashes across the state. Recently,
a DVD was developed for the campaign,
which has been shown within the state at
local community facilities to enhance safety
awareness. In May 2011, this DVD was shown
in Aiken at the River of Life Church and was
advertised through local bicycle advocacy
groups.

AP

ALMETTO CYCLING

CONLITION



Existing Regfonal and Local Programs
Safe Routes to School Programs

Safe Routes to School Programs (SRTS) provide
funding for school based programs which
encourage bicycling and walking to school.
This typically involves examining conditions
around public schools and providing
programs to improve bicycle/pedestrian
safety, accessibility and use. Schools in Aiken
County that have participated in the program
include Aiken Middle School and North Aiken
Elementary School. SCDOT offer Safe Routes
to School Resource Centers to specific regions
throughout the state. Aiken is within the South
Carolina Midlands Region.

Safe Kids Programs

Safe Kids Aiken serves the Aiken County
community. The program also promotes
legislation geared at child safety, and provides
varying information and classes on safety,
including the distribution of safety equipment
such as bike helmets at little or no cost.

Wk

Safe Kids

WORLDWIDE,

Eat Smart Move More Aiken

Eat Smart Move More South Carolina (ESMM
SC) is a statewide coalition that offers resources
about healthy lifestyles and advocacy for
active living to local groups. In particular,

the "Options for Action” toolkit offered by

the organization is a best practices guide for
community campaigns that promote bicycling,
walking, and access to healthy foods. Aiken
County is currently developing a local chapter
ESMM SC.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Other Existing and Potential Partners

Local non-profit organizations, coalitions, and
maijor institutions should play a leading role

in developing, implementing and sponsoring
bicycling and walking programs. Aiken County
already has a network of entities that could
partner with local governments to generate
community awareness and broad participation
in bicycling and walking programs.

e Aiken Bicycle Club

* Aiken Regional Medical Center

e Aiken Running Club

e Aiken Sidewalk Appreciation Society

e Eat Smart Move More SC - Aiken

e Cyclesport Bicycles and Fitness

* Local active-wear and ouftfitter retailers

*  SORBA CSRA (Local Chapter of the
Southern Off-Road Bicycle Association)

e Universities and colleges

* YMCA

Program Recommendations
Encouragement
Safe Routes to School

As referenced earlier, a number of schools
within the region have already participated in
a Safe Routes to School Program. A major next
step in developing a regional approach to this
program is to develop a regional Safe Routes
to School Plan and set a benchmark that all
elementary schools within the region take

part in the program over a specified period

of time. Communities should contact their
regional Safe Routes to School Coordinators
to leverage resources as they develop plans
for implementation of this program. This
coordination would assist the Regional Bicycle
and Pedestrian Committee in forming a list

of all elementary schools in the region and in
determining priorities and funding partnerships
for the regional program.
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Action Step: Integrate Safe Routes to School
efforts with the goals of existing partner
organizations (i.e. invite the Sidewalk
Appreciation Society to identify safe
walking routes) and with the efforts of other
related programs (such as Bike Month).

Program Resources:

National Safe Routes to School Partnership:
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/

National Center for Safe Routes to School:
http://www.saferoutesinfo.org/

SC Safe Routes to School Resource Center:
http://scsaferoutes.org/

Sample Safe Routes to School
Encouragement Program (SC): http://
active-living.org/Walking--Wheeling-
Wednesday.html

Sample Safe Routes to School Travel
Plans (GA): http://www.saferoutesga.org/
content/completed-travel-plans

Car-free street events are periodic street "openings”
that create a temporary park. open to the public.
Above is an image from an Atlanta Streets Alive event

Car-free Street Events

Car-free street events have many names:
Sunday Parkways, Ciclovias, Summer Streets,
and Sunday Streets. The events are periodic
street “openings” (i.e., "open” to users besides
just cars; usually on Sundays) that create a
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temporary park that is open to the public for
walking, bicycling, dancing, hula hooping,
roller-skating, etc. They have been very
successful internationally and are rapidly
becoming popularin the United States. Car-
free street events promote health by creating
a safe and attractive space for physical
activity and social contact, and are cost-
effective compared to the cost of building new
parks for the same purpose. Events can be
weekly events or one-time occasions, and are
generally very popular and well attended.

This Plan recommends that Aiken County and
the municipalities within the County consider
hosting car-free street events annually. Smaller
communities may choose a two-block section
of street, while larger population centers may
choose a longer corridor.

Action Step: Host the first car-free street
event in the City of Aiken. Newberry Street
in the City of Aiken has a history of being
claimed as a “festival street.”! Hosting car-
free street events on Newberry Street could
provide a powerful tool for promoting biking
and walking, while also building on the
existing character and design of downtown.

Program Resources:

Aflanta Streets Alive: http://www.

atlantabike.org/atlantastreetsalive

Vancouver LiveStreets: hitp://www.
livestreets.ca/

San Francisco Sunday Streets: http://
sundaystreetssf.com/

Oakland's Ocaklavia http://oaklavia.org/
media

Portland Sunday Parkways: http://
portlandsundayparkways.org/

Weekend Walkabouts

Weekend Walkabouts are regularly occurring
events that promote walking while also
bringing attention to pedestrian infrastructure.
Weekend Walkabouts can be held either
monthly from May to October or quarterly to
include one walk per season, depending on

1 Source: City of Aiken staff; http://chronicle.augusta.
com/stories/1997/08/15/met_212998.shtml



staff availability and marketing opportunities.
The events’ walking routes should highlight safe
and inviting places to walk in the public realm
(rather than private or enclosed facilities such
as cemeteries or walking tracks) and should be
3 miles or less in length. These events are ideal
for families and seniors.

Weekend Walkabouts may be organized
based on themes for each walk, such as an
architectural tour, a “Steeple Chase” tour
(visiting historic churches), a tour of parks,
neighborhood strolls, etc. To generate added
marketing potential, community leaders or
local celebrities could be chosen to lead each
walk. For each event, at least one volunteer or
staff member should be positioned at both the
front and the rear of the walking group. The
pace should remain at 2-2.5 miles per hour or
less. A refreshment break with water should be
offered at the halfway point for any walk of 2 or
more miles.

Action Step: Host the first Weekend
Walkabout in conjunction with the annuall
event known as “Jane’s Walk.” Inspired by
the “people’s planner” Jane Jacobs, Jane's
Walk occurs on May 1st and involves free
neighborhood walking tours, developed
and delivered by citizens, as a way to help
put people in touch with their environment
and with each other.

Program Resources:

Spartanburg, SC Weekend Walkabouts:
http://active-living.org/Walkabouts-and-
Rideabouts-3.ntml

Jane's Walk: www.janeswalk.net

Bike Month Activities

Cities and towns across the country participate
in National Bike Month annually, during May.
The League of American Bicyclists (LAB) hosts
a website for event organizers. The website
contains information on nationwide and

local events, an organizing handbook, and
promotional materials.

It is recommended that ARTS counties and
municipalities host National Bike Month events
and activities annually, with the support of locall
bicycling groups and shops.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Bike Month activities may include:

* Bike to Work Day events: morning-
commute energizer stations with food,
encouragement, information, and
sponsored goodies for participants; rally or
celebration with raffles, food, and vendors.

Inspired by urban planner Jane Jacobs, Jane's walk
occurs on May Ist and invilves free neighborhood walk-
ing tours, developed and delivered by citizens.

e Group rides to the business center with the
mayor and/or local celebrities.

e Discounts at local businesses for bicycle
commuters.

e Bike vs. Bus vs. Car challenge. Thisis a
fun competition fo determine which
fransportation mode arrives at the city
centerin the least amount of fime.

¢ Short, themed community bicycle rides,
such as an art tfour or restaurant tour.

e Participation in the national Ride of Silence
bike ride to bring awareness to cyclist safety

*  Mountain biking skills clinic and tour of
mountain biking trails

e Bicycle parking valet, hosted by volunteers,
to offer free bicycle parking at special
events

e Bicycle Commuter Course taught by
nationally certified League Cycling
Instructors
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A contest for artists to create public art
pieces using bicycle materials

Action Step: In the first year that Aiken
County and its municipalities celebrate Bike
Month, ensure that elected bodies endorse
the month and host mulfiple events within
May. Geographically disperse the events
and involve as many partners as possible
to assist in developing and leading the
activities. Offer at least one activity that
does not involve biking (such as a movie
night that features a biking movie or an
exhibit of bike-themed art). Collaborate
with local and regional Safe Routes to
School efforts to incorporate Bike to School
Day into Bike Month.

Program Resources:

National Bike Month: http://www.
bikeleague.org/programs/bikemonth/

Greenville, SC Bike Month events: http://
www.greenvillesc.gov/ParksRec/trails/
bikemonth.aspx

Atlanta, GA Bike Month events: http://www.
atlantabike.org/May

Walking and Bicycling Maps

One of the most effective ways of encouraging
people to walk and cycle is through the use of
maps and guides that show enjoyable routes
and destinations for walking and bicycling. One
or more maps should be developed for the
urbanized area of Aiken County to show the

Action Step: Aiken County should partner
with the City of Aiken and City of North
Augusta to identify safe and enjoyable
walking and bicycling routes. Groups

such as Eat Smart Move More Aiken,

the Aiken Bicycle Club, and the Aiken
Sidewalk Appreciation Society may provide
volunteers to map the routes. The Chamber
of Commerce and visitors’ centers should
assist in promoting the walking and biking
routes.

Sample Guided Walks and Bicycling Route
Maps:

Charleston (SC) Route Book: http://
coastalcyclists.org/maps/routebooksample.
pdf (sample route)

Austin Historic Walking Tours (Austin, TX):
http://www.austintexas.org/visitors/plan_
your_trip/historic_walking_tours

Spartanburg (SC) Walking and Biking Route
Maps: hitp://www.active-living.org/Maps.
html

Education and Enforcement

As noted in the review of existing safety
programs, there are a number of opportunities
to enhance programs already enacted in the
region utilizing available statewide resources.
The following recommendations are proposed
for the region:

location of existing safe and enjoyable biking
and walking routes. Maps should be printed
as needed and actively distributed to residents
and visitors; they should also be updated on a ; K
regular basis as new facilities are implemented - WAL
(every five years or less). The map should
highlight destinations and amenities such as the : .-
downtown colleges, and parks. Y T —————— -

“lives.org

let’s get there together
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Safe Streets Save Lives Regional Program

The Safe Streets Save Lives Campaign of the
Palmetto Cycling Coalition in South Carolina
is infended to advance safe practices of
both bicyclists and motorists within the state.
Using this resource, Aiken County has already
conducted some community outreach at a
local community center. It is recommended
that a regional campaign be developed with
assistance from representatives at the Palmetto
Cycling Coadlition to advance this effort
throughout the South Carolina portion of the
region.

Action Step: Identify a County staff person
or community volunteer to lead this
program. Contact the Palmetto Cycling
Codlition to request campaign materials
and to keep the organization informed of
this effort. Pursue media outlets, such as
a local city access channel, local news
station, or programmed televisions (at

an airport or similar “lobby” location) to
show the campaign video. Promote the
campaign through Safe Routes to School,
Bike Month events, and other related
programs.

Program Resource:

Safe Streets Save Lives Program: http://
www.safestreetssavelives.org/

Issue Focused Safety Campaign: Nighttime
Crashes

The crash analysis conducted as part

of Chapter 3 of this Plan revealed that
approximately 50 percent of pedestrian
crashes in Aiken County are occurring in dark
conditions. These night-time crashes are also

a major factor in the reported pedestrian
fatalities. A focused safety campaign, with
active media outreach to providing bike

lights and educate citizens on clothing and
other safety issues during these times of

day is recommended to address this crash
analysis finding. A benchmark to reduce night-
time crash rates could be set to provide an
evaluation measure for how well this safety
program works in reducing these crashes.
Coordination with local advocacy groups and
retailers is recommended in the implementation
of this safety program and others that may
become relevant over time.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Action Step: Identify funds (within staff
budget, through a grant, or through a
retailer’s in-kind donation) to purchase
pedestrian lights and reflective wear.
Either establish new activities and events
or collaborate with existing events to
distribute the items to target populations.
Use Safe Routes to School contacts to

provide pedestrian-safety items to parents,
teachers, and children.

Program Resource:

Greenville, SC Lights for Life: http://
bikegreenville.blogspot.com/2011/10/lights-
for-life.ntml

Police Training Programs

Police training courses provide police officers
with safety education related to the rights and
responsibilities of bicyclists, pedestrians, and
motorists. These educational courses may be
provided in coordination with Palmetto Cycling
Coalition and other regional programs. The
training will explain such matters as: common
errors in reporting a bicycle or pedestrian
collision; laws related to pedestrian crossings in
and out of crosswalks; laws related to a motorist
passing a bicyclist; etc. A regional benchmark
could be set to provide bicycle and pedestrian
fraining programs for all police officers within
the County by 2013.

Action Step: Contact the Palmetto
Cycling Coalition and SCBikeLaw.com

to determine if any upcoming police
trainings are scheduled within the state.
Identify available trainers within the region
(SCBikeLaw.com staff, League Cycling
Instructors, or others) who could lead a
police training course. Coordinate with

ARTS to determine other efforts in the region
to offer police trainings. Engage local
police agencies in the task of determining
fraining agenda, schedule, and frainers.

Program Resource:

Bike Law: http://www.bikelaw.com/

Professional Driver Training

Driver training programs are currently offered
for employees of the City of Aiken. Aiken
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County should expand driver training courses
to County staff and staff of other municipalities
and ensure that the courses offer up-to-date
and practical information about sharing

the road with bicyclists. Additionally, Aiken
County should coordinate with ARTS to provide
incentives for the agencies to expand their
driver training programs to include other
commercial drivers in the region, such transit
drivers, school bus drivers, and taxi drivers.

Action Step: Identify current driver trainer
providers within the County and region.
Coordinate with ARTS staff o increase staff
attendance to driver fraining programs and
to expand agencies that participate.

Program Resource:

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Driver Education: http://www.sfbike.
org/edrivertraining

Evaluation
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee

An advisory committee has already been
successfully used to develop an updated
bicycle and pedestrian plan for the region

and it is recommended that a permanent
committee comprised of government staff

and local advocacy groups be instituted to
oversee bicycle safety programs at a regional
level. This will allow a forum for regional interests
to coordinate and share successes and

lessons learned. Information on actions of this
committee and educational materials should
be made available through a regional website
to make the program visible and transparent
to the public. This welsite may also provide

a cenfralized location for tracking safety
awareness and other bicycling and walking
events in the area and overall progress towards
plan implementation and achievement of
goals for bicycling and walking.
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Action Step: Identify a County staff person
to coordinate with and support ARTS' efforts
to establish a permanent Regional Bicycle
and Pedestrian Committee.

Program Resources:

Roanoke Valley Alleghany Regionall
Commission: http://www.rvarc.org/bike/

home.htm

Capitol Region Council of Governments:
http://www.crcog.org/Meetings_minutes/
mm_bicycle_committee.html

Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission:
http://www.spcregion.org/trans_pedbike.
shtml

Regional Plan for Bicycle and Pedestrian
Collision Reduction

Based on the findings of the safety analysis
provided in Chapter 3 of this Plan, ARTS should
develop aregional plan to reduce bicycle and
pedestrian crashes and fatalities. The Regional
Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee (see 2.3.1)
should facilitate the process of developing the
plan. The plan should complement the existing
Strategic Highway Safety Plans for GA and SC
and should be developed in partnership with
SCDOT, GDOQOT, the SC Department of Public
Safety Office of Highway Safety, the Georgia
Governor's Office of Highway Safety, and local
public safety or police departments. Every
other year, these partners should complete

an analysis of bicycle and pedestrian collision
data and reconvene to update the plan.

Action Step: Identify a County staff person
to coordinate with and support ARTS' efforts
to establish a permanent Regional Plan for
Bicycle and Pedestrian Collision Reduction.

Program Resources:

GA Strategic Highway Safety Plan: http://
www.gahighwaysafety.org/shsp/

SC Strategic Highway Safety Plan: http://
www.scdot.org/inside/multimodal/pdfs/
road_map.pdf




Dedicated Funding Source

Nationally, bicycle and pedestrian travel
account for 13 percent of all traffic fatalities. In
Georgiaq, itis 10.1 percent and in South Carolina
itis 12 percent. Yet, these travel modes
account for only 0.6 percent of Federal Safety
funds nationally, and only 0.5 percent and

0.0 percent of Georgia and South Carolina’s
Federal Safety funds, respectively.

Public funding for biking and walking facilities
is a crucial component of local policy. ARTS
should consider a funding program to increase
the portion of funds available for bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure. As an example,
Nashville, Tennessee (population 605,473)
recently established a model program for
determining local funding allotments. By virtue
of a policy established by the MPO Executive
Board, 15 percent of Surface Transportation
Program (STP) funds are set aside annually for
active fransportation projects. For the current
funding cycle (2011 to 2015), that amounts to
roughly $2.5 million that will be used exclusively
for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and
education costs. That figure does noft reflect
addifional funds allotted for bicycle and
pedestrian facilities that are incorporated info
other, larger projects (such as a road widening
project that may include a sidewalk and bike
lane).

Action Step: Identify a County staff

person to coordinate with and support
ARTS’ efforts to establish a dedicated
funding source for bicycle and pedestrian
investments. Additionally, Aiken County
and its municipalities should develop a
dedicated funding source within their own
capital budgets. Refer to Appendix F for a
summary of local government sidewalk infill
programs and other funding mechanisms.

Program Resource:

Nashville Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization, 2035 Regional Transportation
Plan: Urban Surface Transportation

Program Investment Strategy: http://www.
nashvillempo.org/plans_programs/rtp/2035_
rtp.aspx
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Annual Count Program

Evaluation programs measure and evaluate
the impact of projects, policies and programs.
Typical evaluation programs range from

a simple year over year comparison of US
Census Journey to Work data to bicycle and
pedestrian counts and community surveys.
Counts and community surveys act as methods
to evaluate not only the impacts of specific
bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects
but can also function as way to measure
progress towards reaching local goals such as
increased bicycle and pedestrian travel for
frips one mile or less. Through development

of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Update, ARTS has already established baseline
data and a tested methodology for collecting
annual counts.

Counts act as methods fo evaluate not only the
impacts of specific bicycle and pedestrian improve-
ment projects but can also function as way to measure
progress towards reaching local goals.

This Plan recommends, at minimum:

e Before and after bicycle, pedestrian and
motor vehicle counts on all major roadway,
bikeway, or pedestrian infrastructure
projects.

¢ Annual bicycle and pedestrian counts
conducted at minimum at the 23 locations
counted as part of this regional planning
effort. (More count locations, especially in
Richmond County, would be worthwhile.)

Marketing, Education, and Evaluation | 91



Aiken County South Carolina

* Annual analysis of the collected bicycle
and pedestrian data.

Action Step: Identify a County staff person
to coordinate with and support ARTS’
efforts to establish an annual bicycle and
pedestrian count program, with a minimum
of 15 count locations in Aiken County each
year.

Program Resource:

National Bicycle and Pedestrian
Documentation Project: http://
bikepeddocumentation.org/

Facilities Inventory

The existing conditions report in Chapter 3 of
this Plan identified a lack of comprehensive
inventories of sidewalk facilities and bicycle
support facilities. A lack of comprehensive
sidewalk data impairs a community’s ability to
effectively assess pedestrian facility needs and
prioritize funding for sidewalk construction and
repair.

The process of completing the Bicycle Friendly
Community application for the City of Aiken
(see Chapter 3, Section 3) revealed a lack

of data related to existing bicycle parking.

An inventory of bicycle parking and other
bicycle support facilities is not only important
for achieving Bicycle Friendly Community
status, by also for providing information to the
public about the location of bicycling parking
amenities and for identifying locations in need
of parking amenities.

This Plan recommends that, at a minimum, in
coordination with ARTS and its municipalities:

e Aiken County develop sidewalk and bicycle
parking inventory programs

* Aiken County establish internal processes to
update the inventories on an ongoing basis

Policy Recommendations

Policy recommendations of the Aiken County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan are based on
areview and assessment of development
requirements related to bicycle and pedestrian
facilities for three jurisdictions of Aiken County.
The full policy review is provided in Appendix
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B. The list of jurisdictions evaluated includes
City of North Augusta (SC), City of Aiken

(SC), and Aiken County (SC). As shown

in Appendix B, the review is noft limited to

the land development ordinances of each
jurisdiction; some of these jurisdictions also
have design guidelines associated with streets
and the recently completed North Augusta
Greeneway, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Master
Plan was reviewed, as well.

In evaluating the existing policies, it is evident
that Aiken County and its municipalities

could significantly strengthen many areas

of policy regarding complete streets,

bicycle, and pedestrian facility requirements
and enhancements within the context of
development ordinances. Additional guidance
geared toward retrofit of existing facilities is
also recommended. The following provides
recommended “next steps” for improving the
bicycle- and walk-friendliness of local policies.

Complete Streets Policy

A Complete Street is a roadway that, in
addition to general purpose vehicular travel
lanes, includes items such as sidewalks, bike
lanes or shoulders, bus lanes, transit stops,
crosswalks, median refuges, curb bulbouts,
appropriate landscaping, and other features
that add to the usability and livability of

the street as determined by context. As of
October, 2011, legislation on the subject has
been passed in 25 states and almost 300 other
jurisdictions throughout the country, and the
Safe and Complete Streets Act of 2011 is
currently pending in Congress.



This Plan recommends that Aiken County, City
of Aiken, and Burnettown adopt a Complete
Streets Policy. Currently, the City of North
Augusta has policy language that successfully
establishes a Complete Streets approach to
development. Though not currently packaged
as a Complete Streets Policy, current regulations
represent the same intent.

It is anticipated that at a national level when
the surface fransportation bill is reauthorized,
projects receiving federal funding will need to
demonstrate some level of Complete Streets
compliance. SCDOT was one of the first states
to adopt a Complete Streets Policy in 2002,
but has been lacking in taking the next step

in revising state roadway design guidelines

to accommodate and implement Complete
Streets on a statewide level. For this reason,

it is imperative that each municipality not

only develop and adopt a Policy, but also
review and revise current design guidelines

to effectively implement Compete Streets in
each community. In addition to adopting
overarching Complete Streets Policies, each
Aiken community should also adopt street
design guidelines as provided in Appendix E of
this Plan. Aiken County should coordinate with
ARTS to facilitate the tailoring and adoption

of the design guidelines in such a way as

to maintain consistency across the region
consistent with the goals and tenets of the
broader bicycle and pedestrian planning effort.

To aid in policy development and provide
consistency across the region, ARTS should
provide sample language for a Complete
Streefts Policy to Aiken County. According to
the National Complete Streets Coalition (www.
completestreets.org), an ideal Policy should
include the following elements:

e Includes a vision for how and why the
community wants to complete its streets

e Specifies that ‘all users’ includes pedestrians,
bicyclists and transit passengers of all ages
and abilities, as well as trucks, buses and
automobiles.

* Applies to both new and retrofit projects,
including design, planning, maintenance,
and operations, for the entire right of way.

*  Makes any exceptions specific and sets a
clear procedure that requires high-level
approval of exceptions.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Encourages street connectivity and aims
to create a comprehensive, integrated,
connected network for all modes.

* |s adoptable by all agencies to cover all
roads.

Directs the use of the latest and best design
criteria and guidelines while recognizing the
need for flexibility in balancing user needs.

e Directs that complete streets solutions will
complement the context of the community.

ARTS can use the resources associated with

the National Complete Streets Coalition (they
have sample policies from around the country
to draw upon) to develop and tailor a Policy
consistent with the area’s context and goals.
The Policy itself need not be cumbersome in its
language; however, the real “teeth” associated
with the Policy is the subsequent development
of design guidelines such as typical cross
sections that can be applied in varied contexts
throughout each of the member jurisdictions, as
articulated in the next recommendation.

As a complement to a Complete Streets Policy,
Aiken County and its municipalities should
work with ARTS to expand their respective
palettes of street sections to incorporate a
more context-based approach similar to

other progressive communities. These cross-
sections should be represented graphically as
well as in table form, to clearly depict ideal
street sections while giving flexibility in retfrofit
situations. North Augusta implies inclusion of
Complete Streets principles in roadway design,
but falls short in actual availability of design
guidelines incorporating those principles.

The Aiken County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan
includes a number of street cross-sections

that accommodate multimodal users in rural
to urban contexts. It is recommended that
each municipality adopt the design guidelines
provided in Appendix E to encourage regional
consistency and predictability in application.

Development Ordinances

Aiken County and municipalities within its
urbanized area should consider revisions to
their development ordinances to include
more pedestrian-friendly automobile parking
ratios and layout guidance, bicycle parking,
and amenities geared toward increasing non-
motorized utilization for commuters. In order
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to promote a vibrant pedestrian-oriented
environment, it is important that strict policies
and guidelines are put info place to limit the
physical and visual impact of automobiles in

a place. Limiting automobile parking quantity
and requiring that parking lots and garages are
somewhat hidden and do not form part of the
“street wall” immediately adjacent to sidewalks
are items that should be explicitly addressed
within design regulations.

Block Size and Street Connectivity

Development ordinances should include
requirements for block size and street
connectivity (both motorized and non-
motorized) to facilitate multimodal travel
choice. Block size regulations should include

a provision stipulating that pedestrian facilities
including sidewalks, paths, and accessways are
spaced no more than 400 feet apart. Ideally,
streets and intersections supporting vehicular
movement would have the same resolution,
but a maximum block length of 600-800 feet
(with bisecting pedestrian facilities) would

still provide a high level of accessibility for all
fravel modes. Dead-end streets should be
discouraged to the greatest extent possible
(North Augusta has good code language
with regards fo this), with allowable lengths
specified as no more than 300 feet. Maximum
connectivity indexes for areas of any size can
be specified and calculated using a link-node
ratio such that given in the most recent LEED-
ND guidelines; indexes can be used in addition
to orin lieu of the block length specifications
proposed above to provide a desired level of
walkability. Member communities could use a
combination of incentives and disincentives to
encourage compliance.

Sidewalk Ordinance

The existing conditions report in Chapter 3 of
this Plan identified not only a need for closing
existing gaps within the sidewalk network,

but also for establishing policies that prevent
the creation of sidewalk gaps through the
development process. This Plan recommends
that Aiken County develop policy language
recommending that new developments be
conditioned to include sidewalks.

Policy Development
Development of a sidewalk ordinance will

ensure long-term, cost-effective improvements
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to local mobility options and to the overall
walkability of Aiken County. The County should
adopt a policy recommending code revision
to require sidewalks in specified contexts,
based on street type, land use, or densities.
Recognizing the unique characteristics of
Aiken County, this Plan recommends aligning
sidewalk requirements with a combination of
street type and land use, rather than densities.
Examples can be found in nearby Dekalb
County, GA, and the City of Mount Pleasant,
SC., as cited below:

Dekalb County Code of Ordinances sec. 14-383
(Streets)

(a) Sidewalks shall be required on all sides
of street frontage on all new and improved
local residential streets in all subdivisions and
along the street frontage of all new and
improved non-residential developments
and as set forth in section 14-190 of this
arficle, unless determined by the planning
commission to be infeasible only due o
severe cross-slopes, shallow rock, soil or
fopographic conditions. At a minimum,
however, continuous sidewalks shall be
required on at least one (1) side of all new
and improved local residential streets in all
new and improved. No other variances or
exceptions are allowed.

(b) The development director or planning
commission may require that sidewalks
required pursuant to 14-383(a) be
continued to the nearest major or minor
arterial or collector street.

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina Code of
Ordinances sec. 156-108 (Curb Cuts and
Pedestrian Access)

(1) New developments, subdivisions, and
remodeling. Appropriate pedestrian access
shall be provided for all new developments,
subdivisions, and renovation or remodeling
equaling 50% of the existing building's
value, either through the construction of
concrete sidewalks or pedestrian path/
bikeway systems, or a combination of both.

(2) Table of pedestrian access requirements.
Requirements for pedestrian access shall be
in accordance with the provisions as shown
in the following table:
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Table 6-1: Table of pedestrian access requirements in Mt. Pleasant, SC

Land Use/Road Classification Minimum Requirement

Commercial and industrial (new streets)

Sidewalk both sides

Commercial and industrial (new development
on existing street)

Sidewalk one side if specified on Road
Improvement/Transportation Plan

Maijor arterial

Sidewalk both sides

Residential collector (including boulevards,
parkways, and spine roads)

Sidewalk one side on streets having direct
access to lots

Pedestrian path/bikeway on one side may be
direct access to lots with Planning Commission
approval

Local residential streets

-Greater than 3.5 units per acre

Sidewalk both sides

-Between 3.5 and 1.1 units per acre

Sidewalk one side

-Less than or equal to 1.0 units per acre

Pedestrian path/bikeway

-Between neighborhoods, commercial
developments, schools, parks, community areas
and the like

Whenever possible, a pedestrian access
path, bike frail, or crosswalk shall be provided
between existing and proposed new
subdivisions and other pedestrian- oriented
destinations

Policy Enforcement

Even after a sidewalk ordinance is established,
assuring implementation can be a challenge.
Some counties experience discrepancies
between approved plat designs and the
construction that follows. Plats adopted with
sidewalks are, at times, not constructed per
the approved plan. In light of that, this Plan
recommends that Aiken County:

* Use land development tracking software to
flag parcels that are planned to include a
sidewalk, bike lane or other traffic calming
improvements;

* Consider rejecting or not approving
construction plan sets that omit said
improvements to assist in successful
inspection of these requirements.

Bicycle Parking Ordinance

At present, bicycle parking within Aiken County
is extremely limited and the community does
not have codified bicycle parking requirements
(though the City of North Augusta may require
bicycle parking at the discretion of the Planning
Director). To expand bike parking in the areaq,
the County and each city in the urbanized area
should adopt general bicycle requirements
that extend to all land uses. The expansion of

bicycle parking will enable more frips to be
made by bicycle.

Just as car trips vary in purpose and duration,
so too do bicycle trips. Because of the varied
nature of bicycle trips, different types of bicycle
parking should be provided to accommodate
these needs. These needs can be met by
providing both short-term and long-term
parking. The Association of Pedestrian and
Bicycle Professionals addresses the distinction
between Short/Long-Term parking in the Bicycle
Parking Guide, 2nd Edition, 2010) (Table 2).
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Table 6-2: Criteria for short-term and long-term bicycle parking?

Criteria Short-term Long-term
Parking Duration Less than two hours More than two hours
Fixture Type Simple bicycle racks Lockers, racks in secured area

Weather Protection | Unsheltered

Sheltered or enclosed
Secured, active surveillance

Security

Unsecured, passive surveillance

“Individual-secure” such as bicycle
lockers

“Shared-secure” such as bicycle room
or cage

Valet bicycle parking
Paid area of transit station

Typical land uses

areas, community centers

Commercial or retail, medical/
healthcare, parks and recreation

Residential, workplace, transit

2 Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP) Bicycle Parking Guide, 2010. Page 10.

Providing the options for short-term and
long-term bicycle parking is important to
bicyclists. Table 3 lists typical bicycle parking
recommendations based on land use
categories. The figures are derived from the
APBP Bicycle Parking Guide, 2nd Edition and
other best practices from around the country.

Refer to the Design Guidelines of this Plan, found
in Appendix E, for additional guidance related
to bicycle parking design, installation, and
location.

Unit of Measurement

Communities use different metrics for assigning
appropriate levels of bicycle parking, including:

e Unit count

* Percentage of building square footage
e Building occupancy

* Percentage car parking

The new APBP Guidelines recommend
decoupling bike parking supply from car
parking supply. The reason for this is that

a percentage of car parking supply is not
necessarily a good measure of the number of
cyclists who would be expected to fravel to

a particular destination, especially in densely
urbanized areas or where multiple travel
options exist. We recommend a land use-based
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approach with location-specific measures

of supply such as parking spaces per square
footage of retail or percentage of transit
boardings. The APBP Bicycle Parking Guide
provides two groups of recommendations, one
standard set and a higher level for “Urbanized
or High Mode Share Areas.” Because of the
characteristics of Aiken County, Table 4 does
not reflect the higher bicycle parking rates from
the Bicycle Parking Guide.

In-Lieu of Parking

As a complement to development of a bicycle
parking ordinance, Aiken County and cities
within its urbanized area may also choose to
offer an “In-lieu of Parking” program. These
programs allow property owners to pay fees to
a general City or County Fund established for
the development of bicycle support facilities,
instead of installing bike parking on their facility.
The money collected in this fund can then be
used for the development of bicycle facilities
elsewhere in the community.

Funding Assistance

Aiken County should coordinate with ARTS to
identify funding avenues on both the Federal
and State level to facilitate retrofits of existing
facilities to realize Complete Streets. Appendix
Fis a comprehensive listing of Federal funding
opportunities currently available for Complete
Streets implementation.



Use

Recreational/Civic

Table 6-3 : Typical Bike Parking Recommendations by Use

Short-Term Bicycle
Parking

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update

Long-Term Bicycle Parking

Non-assembly cultural (library,
government buildings, etc.)

1 sp./10K sg. ft. (2
min)

1 sp./10 employees (2 min)

Assembly cultural (church, theater,
park, etc.)

Spaces for 2%
maximum daily
aftendance

1 5p./20 employees (2 min)

Hospital

1 sp./20K sq. ft., ( 2
min.)

1 sp./20 employees or 1
sp./70K sq. ft., whichever is
greater ( 2 min.)

Schools

Kindergarten/Elementary Schools

1 sp./20 students (2
min)

1 sp./10 employees (2 min)

Jr. High/High School

1 5p./20 students (2
min)

1 sp./10 employees + 1 sp./20
students (2 min)

Colleges/Universities

1 sp./10 students (2
min)

1 sp./10 employees + 1 sp./10
students; or 1 sp./20K sq. ft.,
whichever is greater

Residential

Single Family

No spaces required

No spaces required

Multifamily Residential

With private garage for each unit

.05 sp./bedroom (2
min)

No spaces required

Without private garage for each
unit

.05 sp./bedroom (2
min.)

.5 sp./bedroom (2 min)

Senior Housing

.05 sp./bedroom (2
min.)

.5 sp./bedroom (2 min)

Commercial/Other

1 sp./5K sq. ft.

1 sp./12K sq. ft.

Offices

1 sp./20K sqg. ft. (2
min)

1 sp./10K sg. ft. (2 min)

Retail (furniture, appliances,
hardware, etc.)

1sp./5K sq. ft. (2
min)

1 sp./12K sqg. ft. (2 min)

Retail (grocery, convenience,
personal)

1 sp./2K sq. ft. (2
min)

1 sp./12K sg. ft. (2 min.)

Industrial/Manufacturing

Determined at
discretion of
Planning Director
(Suggested 2 min)

1 5p./15K sq. ft. (2 min)

Bus terminals/stations

Spaces for 1.5% of
a.m. peak period
ridership

Spaces for 5% projected a.m.
peak period daily ridership
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Introduction

Aiken County has the potential to fransform
itself info a community where walking and
bicycling for tfransportation and recreation
are popular and safe activities. This chapter
lays out the recommended pedestrian and
bicycle network with a countywide system

of walkways, greenways and bikeways
connecting key destinations and surrounding
areas. The network recommendations build
upon current and past planning efforts. The
recommendations included in this chapter are
based on the types of bikeways, walkways,
and off-street shared facilities described in the
Design Guidelines, found in Appendix E.

This chapter presents proposed bikeways,
walkways, and greenways facilities identified
through input from the community, the Project
Steering Committee, and the needs analysis.
The proposed improvements are intended

to make bicycling more comfortable and
accessible for bicyclist of all skill levels and trip
purposes and to create walkable communities
through the County. This chapter presents the
recommendations to expand the bikeway and
walkway network so that the community has

a seamless and comprehensive network for
active transportation and recreation.

Recommended Walleway Network

Walkway Network Development -
Refining the Pedestrian Suitability Analysis

Overview

Pedestrian suitability analysis (PSA), as
described in Chapter 4, is an important tool

for identifying priority pedestrian corridors. The
results of the analysis created a picture of
where people live, work, play and key roadway
connections between these locations as a way
to depict both ‘demand’ for and ‘supply’ of

pedestrian infrastructure in the region. Beyond
identifying regional priority corridors, PSA results
can be enhanced based on local priorities
and characteristics to reveal crucial areas for
investment in sidewalk infrastructure and other
pedestrian facilities. The resulting process ranks
pedestrian corridors as high-, medium-, or low-
priority corridors within Aiken County.

Composite Priority Scores

To refine the analysis of priority pedestrian
corridors, PSA weighted criteria were

adjusted and combined with new feasibility
considerations to reflect the weights identified
by Aiken County in the project evaluation
criteria, shown in Table 7-1. Thus, the criteria
for ‘Proximity to Attractors/Destinations’ were
weighted based on the 16 point scale identified
by Aiken County to establish an adjusted
score for pedestrian ‘demand’. The ‘roadway
quality’ criteria of the PSA, which includes both
‘Connectivity’ and 'Safety’!, were weighted
based on the 28 point scale identified by Aiken
County to create a ‘supply’ score.

The ‘Connectivity’ category includes an
analysis of sidewalk gaps. However, without an
existing sidewalk inventory of the region, it was
not possible to exhaustively identify sidewalk
gaps/presence for the region or for every
municipality. This analysis assumes that there
are no sidewalks except for those corridors that
were verified via field work or existing data.
The corridors where a sidewalk is known to

exist on one side or both sides of the roadway
are identified in Figures 7-1 and 7-2. Corridors
with two known sidewalks were excluded from
prioritization, though roadways with only one
known sidewalk were nof.

1 Improved health and quality of life are important
benefits associated with all pedestrian infrastructure
projects.
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Table 7-1: Project Evaluation Criterea and Scores

Criteria Scoring Weights  Available Points
Proximity to Attractors/Destinations

Access to public or private school (K-12) Yes=2;No=0

Direct access to existing/planned transit route or stop | Yes =2; No =0

Direct access to major employment centers Yes=2;No=0

Direct access to mixed-use areas or shopping centers | Yes =2; No =0

Direct access to University/College Yes=2;No=0 16 pts.
Direct access to Central Business District Yes=2;No=0

Access to public places (parks, libraries, civic uses) Yes=2;No=0

Transit Stop within 1/2 mile radius Yes=1;No=0

Direct access to higher density residential areas Yes=1;No=0
Completes gap in existing bicycle or pedestrian Yes=4;No=0

facility

Removes barrier in route Yes=3;No=0

Regional connection and/or major roadway/river Yes =3; No=0

Xing 14 pts.
Connects 2 or more communities Yes=2;No=0

Connects residential area to business/commercial Yes=1;No=0

area

Project supports economic development/tourism Yes=1;No=0

Improves locations where bicycle or pedestrian Yes=4;No=0
crashes/fatalities have occurred

Is the improvement on a high volume road Yes=2;No=0

Is the improvement separated from vehicular traffic Yes=2;No=0 14 pfs.
Provides speed reduction or traffic calming benefits | Yes=2; No =0

Improves physical activity Yes=2;No=0

Improves air quality/offers environmental benefits Yes=2;No=0

Feasibility
Improvement is on or adjacent to roadway project Yes=5;No=0
contained in the ARTS 2035 LRTP.

Improvement has full or partial funding, oris likely to | Yes=3; No =0
be funded 10 pts.

Improvement was recommended during the public [ Yes=2; No =0
outreach process/or is contained and supported in a
local plan
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The adjusted PSA results were then combined with local feasibility data, which provided weighted
scoring for projects included within the ARTS Long Range Transportation Plan, recommended by
the public process, and allotted partial or full funding. ‘Feasibility’ criteria allow a maximum score
of 10. This process results in a composite ‘Priority Score’ based on the ‘Demand Score,’ ‘Supply
Score,’” and ‘Feasibility Score’. The composite score has a maximum potential value of 54. In all
cases, a higher number means that the corridor should be prioritized for pedestrian infrastructure.

The composite score reveals where Aiken County should consider short, medium and long-term
pedestrian improvement projects. Since these score ranges are based on the distribution of scores
across the entire County, where population density and the density of attractors and destinations
vary greatly, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>