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1.1 BACKGROUND

1.1.1 LOCAL FRAMEWORK
The City of Urbana contracted with the Champaign County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) in Summer 2013 to update the 
city’s award-winning 2008 Urbana Bicycle Master Plan (UBMP).  This plan update will help meet several Urbana City Council and 
Mayor Goals (see Table 1 below).1

Urbana City Council and Mayor Goals 2014-2017
Goal #5:  Transportation and Connectivity

Objective Actions

1. Support modern 
transportation systems and 
alternate transportation 
modes.

1B. Continue to work on bicycle master plan update.

1C. Continue to implement the city’s complete streets 
ordinance.

1E. Apply for enhanced level of Bicycle Friendly Community 
certification.

1F. Adopt Vision Zero, setting as a community goal reaching 
zero fatalities for pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers.

2. Connect neighborhoods 
with businesses and 
recreational opportunities.

2A. Work with neighborhood organizations, like the Urbana 
Park District, the Urbana School District, and other local 
agencies, to identify needs for connectivity among parks, 
schools, neighborhoods, and business districts.

2C. Work to develop routes of connectivity between Aspen 
Court and shopping destinations along South Philo Road.

2D. Work with IDOT to plan and build sidewalks/multiuse 
path connecting North Cunningham Avenue with shopping 
destinations north of I-74.

Recommendations and implementation strategies of this plan will also help meet Urbana City Council and Mayor Goals for Public 
Safety, Vibrant Business Districts, and Environmental Sustainability.  The 2016 UBMP also builds on goals, objectives, and ideas 
from the following local plans:  2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan, 2014 Champaign County Greenways & Trails (GT) Plan, and 
Sustainable Choices 2040 (the long range transportation plan for Champaign-Urbana).  See Appendix 1 for more information.

UBMP planning and implementation represents the City’s continuing commitment to promote a safe, multi-modal transportation 
system within Urbana and to surrounding jurisdictions.  Bicycling is intended to be safe, efficient, and a practical travel option for 
all residents and visitors in the city.  The UBMP also recommends connections with surrounding jurisdictions in line with the GT 
Plan.

The study area is the City of Urbana’s municipal limits, and it includes streets but not off-street paths in the University District (see 
Figure 3).

1.  http://urbanaillinois.us/council-goals

Table 1  Selected Urbana City Council and Mayor Goals
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16 HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE MASTER PLANNING

1970
The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) raises awareness 
of environmental impacts of daily 
activities.

The Clean Air Act of 1970
establishes National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.

1973
The OPEC Crisis illustrates the 
vulnerability of a transportation 
system that relies on foreign oil.

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1973 allows a share of Federal 
Highway money to be spent on 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

2010
A new Federal Policy Statement 
encourages every transportation 
agency to “improve conditions and 
opportunities for walking and 
bicycling and to integrate walking 
and bicycling into their transportation 
systems.”

1990
The 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments signal a new
commitment to reducing
emissions from mobile sources. 

The Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) mandates accessible 
design of all sidewalks, shared-use 
paths, and public transportation 
vehicles receiving federal funding.

1991
The Intermodal Surface 
Transportation E�ciency Act 
(ISTEA) opens up billions of 
dollars for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities and programs.

1998
The Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21st Century (TEA-21) 
modestly increases funding for 
bicycle and pedestrian projects 
and programs. 

2005
The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
E�cient, Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
authorized more than $200 billon for 
bicycle and pedestrian investments.

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

1994
The US Department of Transportation 
sets two national goals : 1) Double the 
share of trips made by bicycling and 
walking, and 2) Reduce the number of 
bicyclists and pedestrians injuried or 
killed in tra�c crashes by 10%.

THE EVOLUTION OF FEDERAL POLICY RELATED TO WALKING AND BICYCLING

2012
Despite increasing demand for walkable 
and bikeable communities, Moving 
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
(MAP-21) reduced funding for walking 
and bicycling in the wake of an economic 
recession. 

17HISTORY AND EVOLUTION OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE MASTER PLANNING    

in 2010 further strengthened federal support for 
walking and bicycling.  

In 2012, Moving Ahead for Progress (MAP-21) 
modestly decreased dedicated funding programs 
for bicycle and pedestrian activities.  This change 
was not a result of decreased interest in active 
transportation, but rather a consequence of fiscal 
pressures at the federal level.   

State Policy Evolution
While a detailed, state-by-state history of the 
evolution of bicycle and pedestrian policy is beyond 
the scope of this guidebook, this section provides a 
description of trends and selected state requirements 
related to bicycle and pedestrian master planning.

Some states specify required elements for bicycle 
master plans. For example, the California Bicycle 
Transportation Act (1994), as referenced in the 
California Streets and Highways Code Chapters 890 
to 894.2, requires that all cities and counties choosing 
to adopt a bicycle master plan must include certain 
content such as maps, the projected increase in the 
number of bicycle commuters, and a description of 
the public involvement process.  Some states also 
have dedicated funding sources for non-motorized 
transportation projects that require a current master 
plan. California’s Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) 
requires cities to update bicycle master plans every 
five years in order to receive funds.

Some states also require bicycle and pedestrian 
planning to be a component of each city’s 
comprehensive plan.  For example, Oregon’s 
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) requires 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), 
counties, and cities to adopt Transportation 

2010 POLICY STATEMENT ON 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
ACCOMMODATION 
“Every transportation agency, including 
[Federal] DOT, has the responsibility to 
improve conditions and opportunities 
for walking and bicycling and to 
integrate walking and bicycling into their 
transportation systems.  Because of the 
numerous individual and community 
benefits that walking and bicycling provide 
– including health, safety, environmental, 
transportation, and quality of life – 
transportation agencies are encouraged to 
go beyond minimum standards to provide 
safe and convenient facilities for these 
modes.”

COMPLETE STREETS POLICIES ACROSS THE COUNTRY

System Plans with specific bicycle and pedestrian 
components. 

An increasing number of states, including New Jersey, 
Louisiana, Connecticut, and Minnesota, have adopted 
Complete Streets policies that require planning 
and design standards to accommodate bicyclists 
and pedestrians.  Finally, more than 30 states have 
adopted climate change action plans that contain 
goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 
transportation.  Among them are states as diverse 
as Florida, Arizona, Tennessee, Colorado, Kentucky, 
Illinois, New York, and Hawaii.  

Bicycle and pedestrian coordinators within state 
departments of transportation are a resource for 
providing information about relevant statewide 

As of mid-2012, 
352 regional and 
local jurisdictions, 
26 states, the 
Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, 
and the District 
of Columbia have 
adopted policies or 
have made written 
commitment to do 
so. 

Source: National 
Complete Streets 
Coalition.

Figure 4  US DOT 2010 Policy Statement on 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation (Credit: 
Creating Walkable + Bikeable Communities)

1.1.2 NATIONAL FRAMEWORK
Bicycling has seen a resurgence in the United States in the 
last decade.  In 2010, the United States Department of 
Transportation (US DOT) released a policy statement on 
bicycle and pedestrian accomodation (see Figure 4).

In 2012, the Initiative for Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation at 
Portland State University in Oregon and Alta Planning+Design 
released Creating Walkable + Bikeable Communities: A user 
guide to developing pedestrian and bicycle master plans.  This 
document outlines the evolution of federal policy related to 
bicycling and walking since the 1970s (see Figure 5).  While 
nationwide support for bicycling has increased, federal funding 
for this mode was reduced in the 2012 federal transportation 
bill “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)” 
in the wake of economic recession.

Federal and state governments try to keep up with the growing 
demand for bicycle project funding and innovation.  Where 
they cannot meet demand, local agencies and coalitions 
like the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO), universities, private planning firms, and advocacy 
organizations have stepped up to keep the momentum moving 
forward.  A lot of forces are at work to improve bicycling 
across the United States.

Figure 5  The Evolution of Federal Policy Related to Walking and Bicycling (Credit: Creating Walkable + Bikeable Communities)

“Every transportation agency, including 
[Federal] DOT, has the responsibility to 
improve conditions and opportunities for 
walking and bicycling and to integrate 
walking and bicycling into their transportation 
systems.  Because of the numerous individual 
and community benefits that walking and 
bicycling provide - including health, safety, 
environmental, transportation, and quality of 
life - transportation agencies are encouraged 
to go beyond minimum standards to provide 
safe and convenient facilities for these 
modes.”
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1.2 BENEFITS
The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 552:  Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in Bicycle 
Facilities, lists some of the benefits that users and the community get out of bicycling (see Figure 6).

1.2.1 USER BENEFITS 
Bicycling attracts a variety of users, who have different reasons 
for utilizing this mode of transport:

•	 Recreation: Bicycling is a popular activity as a 
moderate-level form of exercise that is within many 
people’s physical capabilities.

•	 Active Transportation: For short and local trips 
throughout town, bicycling is a suitable active mode 
of transportation. 

•	 Transportation Necessity: Besides those who 
bicycle by choice, there are residents who depend 
on bicycling as a transportation necessity, including 
children, many teenagers, and some workers.

The Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI) released the 
updated report Evaluating Active Transport Benefits and Costs 
in 2014.  Table 2 further discusses the many factors that affect 
walking and cycling travel demand.

Expanding on the user benefits listed in Figure 6 from NCHRP 
Report 552:

•	 Mobility: With a total area of 11.9 square miles, 
Urbana is a small city, which makes short trips of 1-2 
miles feasible and attractive.

•	 Health: The U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services recommends that adults (age 18-64) get 
at least 30 minutes of moderate-intensity aerobic 
physical activity 5 days a week, and children get at 
least 60 minutes of physical activity daily.2  Bicycling 
can help people meet those recommendations. 

2.  U.S. Department of Agriculture and U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  
Dietary Guidelines for Americans, 2010. 7th Edition, Washington, DC: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, December 2010.

6

Itemized COSTS

ITEM DESCRIPTION Units
Length 
(Feet)

Width (Feet)
Depth 

(Inches)
 BASE YR 

(2002) 
UNIT

City Boston
State Code MAB
Build Year 2002

1.00 Roadway Construction
1.10 Earthwork
1.11 Clearing and Grubbing 1,703$         acre -$                        
1.12 Excavation 6 15$              cu yd -$                        
1.13 Grading 2,108$         acre -$                        
1.14 Pavement Removal 14$              cu yd -$                        
1.15 Curb/Gutter Removal 4$                l ft -$                        

- Earthwork Contingency 10% -$                        
1.20 Pavement
1.21 Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 5 142$            cu yd -$                        
1.22 Bituminous Concrete Pavement 3 135$            cu yd -$                        
1.23 Crushed Stone Surface 3 37$              cu yd -$                        
1.24 Aggregate Base 4 28$              cu yd -$                        
1.25 Curbing 22$              l ft -$                        
1.26 Curb Ramps 1,068$         each -$                        
1.30 Drainage
1.31 Storm Drains 113$            l ft -$                        
1.40 Pavement Markings
1.41 Bicycle Arrow 53$              each -$                        
1.42 Bicycle Symbol 71$              each -$                        
1.43 Bicycle Box (colored pavement) 9$                sqft -$                        
1.44 Lane Striping 3,266$         mile -$                        
1.45 Shared Lane Marking (sharrow) 71$              each -$                        
1.50 Landscaping
1.51 Landscaping - Grass 1,363$         acre -$                        
1.52 Landscaping - Trail 27,188$       mile -$                        
1.53 Root Dams 11$              l ft -$                        
2.00 Structures
2.10 Bridge
2.12 Bridge Deck (concrete or steel) 16 91$              sqft -$                        
2.13 Abutments 17,273$       each -$                        

- Bridge Contingency 10% -$                        
2.20 Underpass
2.21 Underpass 3,840$         l ft -$                        

- Construction Estimate -$                        
- Location Index 125% -$                        
- Construction Contingency 10% -$                        

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST -$                        

English UnitsInput 

TABLE 1 Cost worksheet example

Beneficiary

To the User (direct) To the Community (indirect)

Mobility

-enhanced
conditions
-shorter travel 
distance

Health

-increased
physical activity 
-decreased 
health care costs

Safety

-decreased 
crashes 
-increased
comfort

Reduced
Auto Use

-decreased 
congestion
-reduced 
pollution

Livability

-proximity to 
recreational 
amenities 
-increased open 
space

Fiscal

-increased
economic
activity 
-decreased taxes

Figure 1. Schematic presentation of benefits by type.
Figure 6  Bicycling Benefits to Users & Communities (Credit: NCHRP 552)

•	 Safety: In 2014, Momentum Magazine published an 
infographic and article that shows that bicycling is not 
much more dangerous than driving or walking, bike 
infrastructure and low traffic streets make bicycling 
safer, and that bicycling injury rates are low compared 
to common sports (see Figure 7).  Bicyclists are 
vulnerable road users, and planning for increased 
infrastructure can improve safety.

1.2.2 COMMUNITY BENEFITS
Besides the Urbana City Council and Mayor Goals discussed 
in Section 1.1.1, bicycling can provide communitywide 
benefits of reducing automobile use, improving livability, 
and providing fiscal benefits listed in Figure 6.  Further, VTPI 
lists the benefits and costs of active transportation, especially 
as they relate to reduced automobile use and livability 
(see Table 3).  While projects have to be evaluated on an 
individual basis, Table 3 lists more potential benefits of active 
transportation than potential costs.

A bike friendly city is associated with a high quality of life 
and a sense of community.  Urbana achieved a Bronze Level 
Bicycle Friendly Community (BFC) designation in 2010, and 
a Gold Level BFC designation in 2014.  These designations 
are awarded by the League of American Bicyclists (LAB), 
who created an infographic showing the building blocks of a 
bicycle friendly community (see Figure 8).  This analysis of the 
“5 E’s” of bicycling shows the standards most likely needed 
to achieve and maintain a particular BFC status.  For more 
information on LAB’s recommendations to improving Urbana’s 
BFC status, see Section 7.6.
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Evaluating Active Transport Benefits and Costs 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 5 

Active Transport Demand and Modeling 
Transport demand refers to the amount and type of travel people would choose in specific 
conditions. Various demographics, economic, and land use factors can affect active travel 
demands (Table 1).  
 
Table 1 Factors Affecting Walking and Cycling Travel Demand (Based on Dill 
and Gliebe 2008; Pratt, et al. 2012) 

Factors Impacts on Active Travel 

Age Young people tend to have high rates of walking and cycling. Some older people have 
high rates of walking for transportation and exercise. 

Physical Ability Some people with impairments rely on walking and cycling, and may require facilities 
with suitable design features, such as ramps for walkers and wheelchairs. 

Income and 
Education 

Many lower-income people tend to rely on active modes for transportation. Bicycle 
commuting is popular among higher income professionals. 

Dogs Daily walking trips tend to be higher in households that own dogs. 

Vehicles and 
Drivers Licenses  

People who do not have a car or driver’s license tend to rely on walking and cycling for 
transportation. 

Travel Costs Walking and cycling tend to increase with the cost of driving (parking fees, fuel taxes, 
road tolls, etc.) 

Facilities Walking and cycling activity tend to increase where there are good facilities (sidewalks, 
crosswalks, paths, bikeracks, etc.) 

Roadway 
Conditions 

Walking and cycling tend to increase in areas with narrower roads and lower vehicle 
traffic speeds. 

Trip Length Walking and cycling are most common for shorter (less than 2-mile) trips.  

Land Use  Walking and cycling tend to increase in areas with compact and mixed development 
where more common destinations are within walking distances. 

Promotion Walking and cycling activity may be increased with campaigns that promote these 
activities for health and environmental improvement sake. 

Public Support Cycling rates tend to increase where communities consider it socially acceptable. 
Many factors can affect active travel demand. 
 
 
Various methods are used to measure walking and cycling activity, including travel surveys, 
and instruments that count pedestrians and cyclists (Charlier Associates, Krizek and Forsyth 
2012; FHWA 2012b; Ryan and Lindsey 2013). Conventional statistics tend to underreport 
active travel activity because most travel surveys undercount shorter trips (those within a 
traffic analysis zone), off-peak trips, non-work trips, travel by children, and recreational 
travel (ABW 2010; Stopher and Greaves 2007). Many surveys ignore active links of motor 
vehicle trips; for example, a bike-transit-walk trip is often classified simply as a transit trip, 
and a motorist who walks several blocks from a parked car to a destination is classified as 
an auto user. More comprehensive surveys indicate that active travel is three to six times 
more common than conventional surveys indicate (Rietveld 2000; Forsyth, Krizek and 
Agrawal 2010; Pike 2011), so if statistics indicate that only 5% of trips are active, the actual 
amount is probably 10-30% (Litman 2010). 
 

Table 2  Factors Affecting Walking and Cycling Travel Demand (Credit: Victoria Transport Policy Institute)

Figure 7  5 Reasons Why Riding A Bike Is Safe (Credit: Momentum Magazine, http://momentummag.com/is-cycling-safe/)
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THE BUILDING BLOCKS OF A  
BICYCLE FRIENDLY COMMUNITY

GETTING STARTEDMAKING PROGRESSSETTING THE STANDARD

There’s no single route to becoming a Bicycle Friendly Community. In fact, the beauty of the BFC 
program is the recognition that no two communities are the same and each can capitalize on its own 
unique strengths to make biking better. But, over the past decade, we’ve pored through nearly 600 
applications and identified the key benchmarks that define the BFC award levels. Here’s a glimpse at 
the average performance of the BFCs in important categories, like ridership, safety and education. 
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Figure 8  The Building Blocks of a Bicycle Friendly Community (Credit: League of American Bicyclists (LAB))

Evaluating Active Transport Benefits and Costs 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

 2 

Executive Summary 
Active transport (also called non-motorized transport or NMT, and human powered 
transport) refers to walking, cycling, and variants such as wheelchair, scooter and 
handcart use. Active transport plays important and unique roles in an efficient and 
equitable transportation system. It provides basic mobility, affordable transport, access to 
motorized modes, physical fitness, and enjoyment. Improving active conditions can benefit 
users directly, plus various indirect benefits, so even people who do not use a particular 
sidewalk, crosswalk, path or bikerack often benefit from their existence. 
 
This report describes the impacts (benefits and costs) of policies and projects that 
improve active transport conditions and increase active mode use. It discusses factors 
that affect these impacts, describes methods for quantifying and monetizing (measuring in 
monetary units) them. Table ES-1 lists various categories of active transport benefits and 
costs. Conventional transport economic evaluation tends to overlook and undervalue 
active benefits and so tends to undervalue walking and cycling improvements.  
 
Table ES-1 Active Transportation Benefits and Costs 

 Improved Active 
Travel Conditions 

Increased Active 
Transport Activity 

Reduced Automobile 
Travel  

More Compact 
Communities 

 
 
Potential 
Benefits 

 Improved user 
convenience and 
comfort 

 Improved 
accessibility for non-
drivers, which 
supports equity 
objectives 

 Option value 

 Supports related 
industries (e.g., retail 
and tourism) 

 Increased security 

 User enjoyment 

 Improved public 
fitness and health 

 Increased community 
cohesion (positive 
interactions among 
neighbors due to 
more people walking 
on local streets) 
which tends to 
increase local 
security 

 Reduced traffic 
congestion 

 Road and parking 
facility cost savings 

 Consumer savings 

 Reduced chauffeuring 
burdens 

 Increased traffic safety 

 Energy conservation 

 Pollution reductions 

 Economic development 

 Improved accessibility, 
particularly for non-
drivers 

 Transport cost savings  

 Reduced sprawl costs 

 Openspace 
preservation 

 More livable 
communities 

 Higher property values 

 Improved security 

 
Potential 
Costs 

 Facility costs 

 Lower traffic speeds 

 Equipment costs 
(shoes, bikes, etc.) 

 Increased crash risk 

 Slower travel  Increases in some 
development costs 

Active transport can have various benefits and costs.  
 
 
Some of these impacts are relatively easy to measure. Economists often monetize facility 
costs, traffic congestion, vehicle operation, crash damage, and pollution costs. Methods 
also exist for evaluating health impacts, social equity, affordability and option value (the 
value of maintaining a currently-unused option) benefits, user enjoyment, and additional 
environmental benefits such as habitat preservation. This guide describes these methods 
and how they can be used for more comprehensive evaluation of active impacts. 
 
This report should be of interest to transportation policy analysts, planners, economists 
and engineers, plus active transport advocates. 

Table 3  Active Transportation Benefits and Costs (Credit: Victoria Transport Policy Institute)
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1.3 PLAN PROCESS
The 2008 UBMP recommended updating this plan every 
five years.  The plan update began in Summer 2013, with 
a unique opportunity to collaborate with the Urbana Park 
District.  Building on the UBMP and GT Plan, the Urbana 
Park District contracted with CCRPC to create a Trails Master 
Plan (UTMP) for its agency.  CCRPC combined efforts for 
the UBMP and UTMP to collect public input and create 
recommendations.

The UBMP steering committee was reconvened, adding 
representatives from the Urbana Police Department, 
Champaign County Bikes (CCB), and the Champaign-Urbana 
Public Health District (CUPHD) to the list of participating 
departments/agencies interested in and affected by bicycling 
in Urbana.  This committee guided CCRPC staff in plan 
development and decision-making. 

CCRPC also consulted with the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) District 5 bicycle coordinator regarding 
plan recommendations.

1.3.1 INPUTS
Many factors were collected and analyzed to update this plan’s 
recommendations.

Chapters 1 and 2 look at the history and trends of bicycling 
in the United States and Urbana to underscore the need to 
continue improving bicycling in Urbana.  Chapter 2 also 
identifies major destinations, in order to see what is being 
served by bikeways and what still needs to be accessible by 
bike.

Chapter 3 contains a review of literature, peer cities, and 
model cities.  This is intended to inform the City of Urbana 
of what bicycle improvements and initatives other cities are 
implementing. 

Chapter 4 expands on the guidelines used to select bikeway 
recommendations, keeping the target audience of this plan 
as the “Basic” casual adult cyclist, or the “Interested but 
Concerned” cyclist that makes up 60% of the population.3  
Guidelines for “Enthusiastic and Confident” cyclists are also 
included.

Chapter 5 updates information on facility types to reflect 
the latest national and regional standards, including the 
Champaign County Greenways & Trails (GT) Design 
Guidelines, 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD), 2012 American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Bike Guide, and NACTO 
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.

3.  Portland Bureau of Transportation.

Chapter 6 updates the inventory of current bicycle facilities.  
CCRPC and City of Urbana staff gathered existing bike 
parking information.  CCRPC staff also performed bicycle 
counts and analyzed the latest bicycle crashes.  These are 
major components in establishing a baseline review of 
Urbana’s current bicycle network.

Chapter 7 discusses the public input gathered on preferred 
routes, bicycling issues, and recommendations.  In Summer 
2013, CCRPC adapted the Mineta Transportation Institute’s 
“Pedestrian and Bicycle Survey (PABS),” and distributed it 
to Urbana residents.  This was done to identify residents’ 
transportation choices for work, school, recreation, and other 
purposes.  The Urbana PABS also asked residents about their 
preferences for park trails, such as trail type and length, to 
inform the UTMP.

In addition to a communitywide workshop, CCRPC staff 
hosted multiple neighborhood workshops.  At all public 
meetings, attendees were asked to indicate their trip origin 
and destinations and whether they travel by walking or biking.  
This was important in analyzing Urbana residents’ travel 
behaviors.  A second communitywide workshop was held for 
residents to prioritize the UBMP and UTMP recommendations.

Chapter 8 shows the opportunities and constraints analysis 
conducted by CCRPC.  Recent planning and implementation 
efforts that will effect this plan’s recommendations were 
incorporated into this analysis.

Chapter 9 updates the UBMP goals and objectives to meet 
the U.S. Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) model 
of creating “SMART” objectives, and creating performance 
measures to evaluate the progress of each objective.  
“SMART” stands for:

•	 Specific
•	 Measurable
•	 Agreed
•	 Realistic
•	 Time-bound

Chapter 10 updates the Urbana Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) 
database, to analyze how implemented facilities are functioning, 
and to analyze new recommendations.  BLOS continued to 
be used in this plan as the standard for quantifying the “bike-
friendliness” of a roadway, or the perceived comfort level of 
bicyclists on a roadway.
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10 INTRODUCTION

After the adoption of San Mateo, California’s 
2011 Bicycle Master Plan, the City acquired 
more than a million dollars for bicycle 
infrastructure projects in a single funding 
cycle. The plan’s detailed priority project list 
was instrumental in securing these funds.

OUTCOMES OF A TYPICAL 
PLANNING PROCESS 
No two active transportation master 
plans will be exactly alike, but most plans 
strive to achieve some combination of 
the following outcomes:

 • A bikeway network, bicycle parking, 
and/or pedestrian network

 • Policies that support walking and/or 
bicycling

 • Education of bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and motorists

 • Encouragement programs
 • Enforcement programs
 • Evaluation and monitoring programs
 • Design guidelines and/or engineering 

standards that recognize the needs of 
bicyclists and/or pedestrians

 • Increased public and financial 
support for walking and/or bicycling

 • Increased levels of walking and/
or bicycling for transportation and 
recreation

guidebook provides an introduction to three types 
of active transportation master plans: bicycle master 
plans, pedestrian master plans, and combined 
bicycle and pedestrian master plans.  The decision to 
develop separate or combined plans depends on a 
variety of factors that are discussed in Chapter Three.

The process of crafting a bicycle and/or pedestrian 
master plan 1) allows for a comprehensive exploration 
of actions to improve conditions for walking and 
bicycling, 2) builds support for walking and bicycling, 
and 3) lays the groundwork for the implementation, 
evaluation, and monitoring of the non-motorized 
transportation system.  

Communities that choose to develop active 
transportation master plans are also rewarded 
with an immediate strategic advantage: superior 
performance in competitive grant applications 
for bicycle and pedestrian projects.  Since a large 
proportion of funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects comes from state and federal grants, having 
a current plan rooted in a robust public involvement 
process becomes particularly important as a means 
of documenting the viability of a given project.    

The master plan should articulate your community’s 
vision and goals for walking and bicycling and reflect 
desired outcomes, such as the level of use, or mode 
share, for pedestrian and bicycle transportation.  

Every pedestrian and/or bicycle master plan should 
aspire to improve conditions for walking and/
or bicycling through policy, infrastructure, and 

programs.  The attention given to each element 
should reflect current conditions, level of interest and 
support, and funding potential to accomplish the 
projects and programs in the plan. If the plan fails 
to match the community’s understanding of where 
it is now and where it wants to be in the future, it is 
unlikely to be taken seriously or implemented.  

Many plans include design guidelines and/or 
engineering standards to increase the safety and 
attractiveness of the pedestrian and bicycling 
networks.  Finally, all plans should include a 
detailed work plan that outlines how the vision 
will be achieved over time and implementation 
strategies for the proposed policies, infrastructure 
improvements, and programs. 

Getting Started
As you begin the process of developing or updating 
your bicycle and/or pedestrian master plan, explore 
the following questions within your organization and 
community:

 • Is this the first plan of its type or an 
update to an existing plan?

 • Does your community have an 
existing bikeway network?

 • What level of pedestrian accommodations 
exist in your community?

 • Do your community’s current policies, 
regulations, and road design standards consider 
the needs of non-motorized road users?

 • Is there political support for walking 
and bicycling in your area? If so, to 
what extent and at what level?

 • Do local government agencies have 
staff expertise in planning and designing 
for pedestrians and bicyclists?

 • What data exist on walking and 
bicycling infrastructure and rates 
of walking and bicycling?

Overview of Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Master Plans
Until recently, dominant approaches to 
transportation planning have overlooked and 
undervalued walking and bicycling as modes of 
transport.  As a result, it takes intentional and active 
planning to improve the infrastructure and increase 
the attractiveness of walking and bicycling to a 
diverse group of users.  Since planning for walking 
and bicycling are distinct but related activities, this 
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1.3.2 OUTCOMES
Creating Walkable + Bikeable Communities outlines several 
outcomes that should come from a bicycle plan (see Figure 7).  

Bullets #1-6 are addressed in Chapter 11: Recommendations.

Bullet #7, “design guidelines and/or engineering standards 
that recognize the needs of bicyclists,” is addressed in  
Chapter 5: Facility Types.

The “increased public support for walking and/or bicycling” in 
Bullet #8 is addressed in Chapter 7: Public Input.

The “increased financial support for walking and/or bicycling” 
in Bullet #8 is addressed in Chapter 12: Implementation.

Bullet #9, “increased levels of walking and/or bicycling 
for transportation and recreation” is addressed in Chapter 
6: Existing Conditions Inventory, and Chapter 11: 
Recommendations.

Figure 9  Outcomes of a Typical Planning Process 
 (Credit: Creating Walkable + Bikeable Communities)

Information outlined in Section 1.3.1 and Figure 9 helped 
CCRPC staff update the UBMP recommendations and 
implementation strategies.

Chapter 11 lists infrastructure recommendations by concept, 
corridor, and point.  Updated and new photo renderings of 
existing streets and paths are included to provide a better 
understanding of particular recommendations.  Wayfinding 
signage for bike routes and trails are a major updated 
recommendation.  A small investment in sign installation by 
the City of Urbana could see a major increase in bicycling, as 
distance signage will inform people about how close they are to 
destinations and intersecting bikeways.

Recommendations for bike-activated stoplights, drainage grates, 
and bike parking are also included in Chapter 11.  Non-
infrastructure recommendations for education, encouragement, 
enforcement, and evaluation are updated and expanded.  
Finally, recommendations to update the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance based on best practices are given to improve bike 
parking installation by land use.

Chapter 12 updates relevant funding sources from the GT Plan 
in order to implement recommendations.  It also provides cost 
estimates and outlines agencies responsible for implementing 
this plan’s recommendations.

The City of Urbana has many tasks to do and partners to 
coordinate with to retain its Gold Bicycle Friendly Community 
status, and even to advance to a Platinum Bicycle Friendly 
Community, but this plan aims to assist with that as much as 
possible.


