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3.2 Purpose of the Bicycle Plan

This bicycle plan evaluates campus activity and suitability of bicycle routes within the
context of access and connectivity to and through the University of Georgia (UGA) main
campus. This plan adheres to the general framework for bicycle circulation proposed in
the 1998 UGA physical master plan (see Figure 1) by creating primary and secondary
bicycle routes. However, the mechanism to create these bicycle routes will differ from
the 1998 UGA physical master plan, which was not based on on-campus activity
surrounding classrooms, student centers and housing units. Unlike some bicycle plans,
this plan does not address pedestrian activity and potential impacts it could have on
bicycling. Also, unlike most other bicycle plans, this plan does not address various end-
of-trip facilities, such as parking, maintenance and repair shops, and shower and

changing facilities.

The purpose of this plan is to identify existing conditions, evaluate bicycling suitability,
and develop recommendations to improve bicycle circulation on the UGA campus.
Further evaluation and implementation of recommendations listed in Chapter 11.0 Focus
Area Projects is key to the success of this plan. Finally, it is anticipated that this plan
would serve as a blueprint in developing a future project list with cost estimates to

enhance the implementation part of the overall UGA master plan.
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4.0 Bicycle Planning Process

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), transportation planning is a
process for making decisions about the development of transportation facilities (Federal
Highway Administration, The Transportation Planning Process: Key Issues). This
includes providing accurate information about the effects that proposed transportation
projects will have on the community and projected users. Bicycle planning is no
exception. Therefore, it is very important to understand the users and facilities that
impact the overall bicycle planning process. While the planning process described by the
FHWA is studied as part of the work in developing this plan, it should be noted that the
process will not be incorporated in its entirety due to the limited resources available for

this effort.

4.1 The Bicycle User

The FHWA categorizes bicycle users into three types to assist highway designers in
determining the impact of different facility types and roadway conditions on bicyclists
(Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities). Group A, or experienced riders, generally use their bicycles as they
would use a motor vehicle. These bicyclists are able to operate on the roadway in most
traffic conditions. The planning process used to develop or improve roadways for
motorists is equally valid for this type of bicyclist. Group B/C, or less skilled adult
riders/children, prefer to avoid roads with fast and busy motor vehicle traffic. The
location of facilities for Group B/C bicyclists is best determined through a planning
process that seeks to determine where designated facilities are needed and the type of
bicycle facilities that should be provided to accommodate and encourage Group B/C

bicyclists.
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4.2  Types of Bicycle Facilities

The selection of a bicycle facility type is dependent on many factors, including the ability
of users, specific corridor conditions, and facility cost. Below is an overview of each
facility from the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) (Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, Guide for the

Development of Bicycle Facilities).

Shared Roadway: A shared roadway has no bikeway designation, and bicycles share the
road with automobile traffic. A road should be designated as a shared roadway where

there is a need for enhanced continuity with other bicycle routes.

Signed Shared Roadway: Signed roadways are designated by bike route signs and
provide continuity to other bicycle lanes and/or serve as an alternate route for a heavy
traffic corridor. While bicyclists find signage helpful, it also serves to advise vehicle

drivers that bicyclists are present on the road.

Bicycle Lane: Bicycle lanes are established with appropriate pavement markings and

signing along streets in corridors where there is significant bicycle demand. These lanes
are intended to delineate the right-of-way assigned to bicyclists and motorists. This may
be accomplished by reducing the width of vehicular lanes or prohibiting parking in order

to delineate bicycle lanes.

Shared Use Path: Shared use paths generally serve corridors not served by streets and
highways. They can provide recreational opportunity, or in some instances, can serve as
direct commute routes. The most common applications are along college campuses and

parks, among many others.
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4.3 Developing a Bicycle Plan

Based on the AASHTO guidelines, the FHWA established a process for bicycle planning
at a local level (Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center, Lesson 4: Bicycle and
Pedestrian Planning). Unlike neighborhoods in a typical municipality, college campuses
can generate a disproportionately large share of bicycle trips due to limited access by
automobiles, along with vehicular parking. In Chapter 1.0, it was mentioned that
published literature relative to nonmotorized transportation on college campuses, in
particular bicycling, is very meager. Therefore, the planning process discussed here to
meet the needs of Group B/C users will be used as a framework while developing this
plan. It should be further noted that few aspects of the process such as, accessibility,
directness, route attractiveness and cost of the bicycle facilities, along with input from the
bicyclists, will not be incorporated in developing this plan due to the limited resources

currently available.

4.3.1  Establish Performance Criteria for the Bicycle Network:

Performance criteria define the important qualitative and quantitative variables to be
considered in determining the desirability and effectiveness of a bicycle facility network.

These can include:

Accessibility: This is measured by the distance a bicycle facility is from a specified trip

origin or destination and the ease by which this distance can be traveled by bicycle.

Directness: Studies have shown that most bicyclists will not use even the best bicycle
facility if it greatly increases the travel distance or trip time over that provided by less

desirable alternatives.
Continuity: The proposed network should have as few missing links as possible. If gaps

exist, they should not include traffic environments that are unpleasant or threatening to

Group B/C riders.
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Route Attractiveness: This can encompass such factors as separation from motor traffic,

visual aesthetics, and the real or perceived threat to personal safety along the facility.

Low Conflict: The route should present few conflicts between bicyclists and motor

vehicle operators.

Cost: This would include the cost to both establish and maintain the system.
Ease of Implementation: The ease or difficulty in implementing proposed changes

depends on available space and existing traffic conditions.

4.3.2 Inventory Existing System:

Both the existing roadway system and existing bicycle facilities should be inventoried
and evaluated. The condition, location, and level of use of existing bicycle facilities
should be recorded to determine if they warrant incorporation into the proposed new

network or if they should be removed.

4.3.3 ldentify Bicycle Travel Corridors:

Predicting bicycle travel corridors is not the same as identifying the routes that bicyclists
currently use. Instead, travel corridors can be thought of as “desirable lines” connecting

neighborhoods or activity centers that generate bicycling trips.

4.3.4 Evaluate and Select Specific Route Alternatives:

The corridor identification procedure identifies desired routes for bicycle travel between
various locations. The next step is to select specific routes within these corridors that can
be designed or adapted to accommodate Group B/C bicyclists and provide access to and

from these locations. For example, a less direct route may become the best option if
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comparatively few inexpensive and easily implemented design improvements are

required or if other challenges like topography or sight distance could be mitigated.

4.3.5 Select Appropriate Design Treatments:

The principal variables affecting the applicability of a design treatment are listed below.

(a) The design bicyclist: Is the proposed route projected to be used primarily by Group A
bicyclists, or is it intended to also serve as part of a network of routes for Group B/C

bicyclists?

(b) The type of roadway project involved on the selected route: Is the roadway scheduled
for construction or reconstruction, or will the incorporation of design improvements be

retrofitted into existing right-of-way?

(c) Traffic operations factors: The most significant traffic operations factors for
determining the appropriateness of various design treatments are traffic volume, average
motor vehicle operating speeds, on-street parking, sight distance, number of intersections

and entrances.

4.3.6  Evaluate the Finished Network Plan Using the Established

Performance Criteria:

Will the proposed network meet the criteria established at the start of the planning
process? If it does not meet most of these criteria, or inadequately meets a few critical
goals, either the proposal will require further work, or the performance criteria must be
modified. In the latter case, the planning process as a whole should be reviewed to
determine if previously discarded routes should be reconsidered. There may now be more

preferred options in light of the newly modified criteria.
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5.0 Findings from Case Studies

The research component of this project included conducting case studies of planning for
bicycle usage on three comparator college campuses. The criteria used in selecting the
comparator campuses were three fold: (1) accessibility and continuity of a bicycle
network are considered important components of a larger circulation vision, (2) bicycle
usage levels are known, and (3) accurate and up-to-date information is available and
accessible. Based on these criteria, the following campuses were selected: the University
of Texas at Austin (UT Austin) located in Austin, Texas; the University of California,
Davis (UC Davis) located in Davis, California; and the University of Wisconsin-Madison
(UW Madison) located in Madison, Wisconsin. The findings discussed in this chapter
were obtained primarily through extensive Internet searches of campus Web sites, and
included identifying and analyzing pertinent bicycle plans, as well as communicating

with the campus staff for any additional information.

5.1 Bicycle Usage at the Three Case Study Campuses and the

University of Georgia

Table 2 provides information about the three case study campuses in comparison with the
University of Georgia (UGA). The selected campuses are located in three different
states, and all of them are located in urban settings, with campus populations ranging

from 50,000 for UC Davis to about 72,000 for UT Austin.

Data on commuter shares, including bicycle trips, for the three campuses were obtained
from transportation studies that had been conducted by others previously. In terms of the
current bicycle usage and the number of bicycle parking spaces per 1,000 persons, UC
Davis is clearly the front runner with 38% trips and 439 spaces followed by UW Madison
with 16% trips and 182 spaces and UT Austin with 5% trips and 44 spaces. Since data on
commuter shares, particular to bicycle trips, is not readily available for UGA, comparison

with the other three campuses is restricted. However, data on the number of car parking

Page 17



spaces per 1,000 persons shows that UGA, with 460 spaces, is far above the three

comparator campuses. Based on this finding, it could be assumed that a majority of the

Table 2 — Information about Case Study Campuses and UGA

UC Davis UT Austin UW Madison UGA

Setting Urban Urban Urban Urban
Located near downtown No No Yes Yes
Total student population 31,426 49,696 42,030 34,000
Total faculty and staff population 18,621 22,450 18,401 10,000
Total campus population 50,047 72,146 60,431 44,000
Commuter share for trips to/from campus

% Bicycle trips 38 5 16 | Not Available

% Walking trips 4 | Not Available 27 | Not Available

% Transit trips 19 26 14 | Not Available

% Car trips 32 | Not Available 30 | Not Available

% Other trips 7 | Not Available 13 | Not Available
Total number of bicycle parking spaces 22,000 3,200 11,000 2,730
Bicycle parking spaces per 1,000 persons 439.6 44.4 182.0 62.0
Total number of car parking spaces 16,332 14,761 12,962 20,255
Car parking spaces per 1,000 persons 326.3 204.6 214.5 460.3
Full-time staff member to oversee the
campus bicycle program Yes Yes Yes No

trips to/from the UGA campus are generated by cars. Additionally, data on the number

of bicycle parking spaces per 1,000 persons reveals that UGA, with 62 spaces, is behind
UC Davis and UW Madison, with 440 and 182 spaces respectively. UT Austin ranks last
in this category, with only 44 spaces. Lastly, a full-time staff member overseeing the
bicycling aspect is employed by the three comparator campuses, whereas UGA currently

does not have a similar staff position.

5.2  Planning Documents Pertaining to Case Study Campuses

The 2005 long range transportation plan for the UW Madison was developed in-house by
the University’s Transportation Services staff in June 2007. This plan does not include a
separate section for bicycling; instead, bicycling is discussed in conjunction with

pedestrian, transit and motor vehicle travel. Existing bicycle routes and impediments to
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bicycling on these routes are documented. Bicycling both on-campus and to-and-from

campus were considered, and future improvements are suggested.

The UT Austin bicycle plan was developed by Bowman-Melton Associates, Inc., with
assistance from the University’s Parking and Transportation Services staff in August
2007. The main purpose of this plan is to integrate bicycling into an increasingly
pedestrian campus. Existing conditions are documented and a campus-wide bike survey
was conducted to determine the needs of the bicyclists. Recommendations for future

bicycle and pedestrian improvements include both near-term and long-term projects.

Lastly, the bikeway and transit network study for UC Davis was developed by Fehr &
Peers, Transportation Consultants, with assistance form the University’s Resource
Management and Planning Staff in February 2009. The majority of this plan addresses
bicycle needs, while one chapter focuses upon existing and proposed transit
improvements. Bicycle and pedestrian count volumes were calculated at key locations
throughout the campus while developing this plan. In addition, existing areas of concern,
including design features, were documented. Based on the 2003 long range development
plan, a future bicycle network was developed. Bicycle improvements were

recommended by combining both the existing and future needs.

5.3 Findings

The above mentioned planning documents were studied for findings in the following
three areas: (1) Bicycle network issues/recommendations, with a primary focus on
accessibility and connectivity; (2) End-of-trip facilities issues/recommendations, which
include bicycle parking and other related amenities; and (3) Education and enforcement
issues/recommendations, if any, aimed primarily to improve bicycling. The overall

findings are listed in Tables 3, 4, and 5.
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Table 3 — Bicycle Network Issues/Recommendations

Planning Documents

UC Davis Bikeway and Transit
Network Study

UT Austin Bicycle Plan

UW Madison 2005 Long Range
Transportation Plan

= Most significant recommendation is a
new concept of converting heavily used
“shared” paths on campus to
“separated” paths, where cyclists and
pedestrians will have separate but
parallel facilities.

= Other recommendations include
providing continuous on-street bicycle
lanes, striping, new roundabouts and
all-way stop signs.

= Improvements to three east-west
corridors in the City of Davis that serve
as gateways to the campus are also
recommended.

=  The primary transit and bicycling
related recommendation is to renovate
one of the existing transit terminals.
The objective of this renovation is to
provide additional bus bays and to
separate bicycle traffic from buses in
the terminal area.

Corridors with high pedestrian volumes pose
the largest obstacle for bicyclists on campus.
Existing north-south bicycle movement
through campus is adequate; however, there
are no suitable east-west routes through
campus.

Improved bicycle paths and better bicycle and
pedestrian separation are listed as the desired
campus improvements in a campus bicycle
survey.

Specific recommendations, along with design
standards, are provided for two north-south
corridors and one east-west corridor on
campus.

A pedestrian priority zone is recommended,
where all bicyclists are to travel very slowly
and yield to pedestrians.

Bicycle access options are included for a
proposed pedestrian mall.

Near-term recommendations include
relocating vehicular street parking to campus
garages.

Long-term recommendations include
connectivity to two areas (central and south)
of the campus, enhancements to existing
routes, and integration with the City of Austin
bicycle facilities.

Infrastructure recommendations include new
bicycle lanes, signage, and striping.

= Inacampus survey, respondents
most frequently suggested safer
bicycle routes with less vehicle
traffic.

= Lack of direct routes to campus
from the west and southwest is
also documented as an
impediment.

= Bicyclists heading west on the
primary east-west corridor feel
unsafe between the bus lane and
the traffic lane.

= Infrastructure recommendations
to-and-from campus include
additional bicycle lanes on the
City of Madison roadways and
extension of existing multi-use
paths.

= On-campus infrastructure
recommendations include new
bicycle lanes, pavement
markings, repainting faded
bicycle lanes and conducting
further research to create better
transition zones between bicycle
lanes and shared lanes where a
bicycle lane suddenly ends.

Page 20



Table 4 — End-of-Trip Facilities Issues/Recommendations

Planning Documents

UC Davis Bikeway and Transit
Network Study

UT Austin Bicycle Plan

UW Madison 2005 Long Range
Transportation Plan

= Replacement of older bicycle
racks along with additional racks
and new valet parking for special
events is recommended.

= Citing visual, spatial, and
maintenance concerns, bicycle
lockers are not recommended on
campus.

= Due to limited capacity, bicycles
are not allowed on buses by the
local transit provider. Many
students who travel to campus
by bus leave a bicycle parked
overnight at one of the two
transit terminals and use that
bicycle to travel around campus.

= Additional bicycle parking is
also recommended as part of the
transit terminal renovations.

=  Commuter showers and lockers
are recommended to be made
available to the intercity bicycle
commuters.

Potential high capacity parking
locations within a three and six minute
walking distance are identified
throughout the campus.

Funding for a bicycle hub has been
secured. Bicycle hubs typically offer
secure parking, air pumps, designated
attendants and in some cases even
offer valet parking.

Additional bicycle parking, including
covered parking, is recommended.
No new shower/changing facility is
recommended. Instead, it is
recommended that the current two
locations at the gymnasium and the
sports center be open to the bicycle
commuters travelling through the
campus.

= The existing bicycle
parking is adequate.
However, to attract more
bicyclists, new bicycle
stations at three locations
with access to showers,
lockers, secured parking
and repair service are
recommended.
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Table 5 — Education and Enforcement Issues/Recommendations

Planning Documents

UC Davis Bikeway and Transit
Network Study

UT Austin Bicycle Plan

UW Madison 2005 Long Range
Transportation Plan

= None

It is recommended that the University
should work with the City of Austin to
form an on-going non-motorized
advisory committee.

It is also recommended that a multi-
modal access guide providing
emphasis on bicycling, walking and
transit should be developed and
distributed throughout campus.
Incentives programs for bicyclists are
also recommended. Suggested
incentives include: waiving of the
gymnasium fee, offering free bicycle
maintenance, and/or selling bicycle
gear at a reduced cost.

Bicycle safety orientation workshops
and/or training classes from the
League of American Bicyclists are
also recommended.

= Unlike most transportation
plans, no new roadway
capacity or additional
parking is recommended in
this plan. Furthermore, it
is recommended that car
parking should be capped
at its current level.
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5.3 Conclusion

Based on findings from the three comparator college campuses presented in the previous
section, this section provides a summary of the three focus areas studied for each of the

campuscs.

1. Bicycle Network:

(a) The three comparator college campuses have almost similar issues pertaining to their
bicycle networks, where bicycle access to and from the campus was analyzed to enhance
the existing bicycle networks. Similarly, this plan for the UGA will analyze bicycle
access both on-campus and off-campus to enhance and develop the overall bicycle

network.

(b) Estimated bicycle usage was estimated, or real bicycle counts were obtained, for the
three case study campuses to identify heavily used bicycle corridors. Due to limited
resources available for developing this plan for the UGA, bicycle counts are not included
in the analysis. However, bicycle level of service (BLOS) analyses are conducted for
selected streets within and adjacent to the UGA campus to determine bicycling suitability

for the Group B/C bicyclists.

(c) Specific corridors were selected in two of the three case study campuses (UC Davis
and UT Austin) for future recommendations to improve bicycling. Improvements to
enhance suitability on bicycle corridors will be recommended in this plan for the UGA

based on the BLOS analysis.

(d) Surveys and/or stakeholder meetings were conducted on the three comparator
campuses to determine the number of trips generated by bicycles, along with specific
needs of the bicyclists. Due to the timeframe involved in developing this plan,
specifically over the summer, when most of the students are not reachable, these

techniques have not been used.
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2. End-of-Trip Facilities:

(a) Both UC Davis and UT Austin have issues and recommendations pertaining to the
end-of-trip bicycle facilities, specifically additional parking. On the contrary, it was
documented that the existing bicycle parking is adequate for UW Madison.

(b) Additional shower and locker facilities were recommended for UW Madison, while
the existing facilities were recommended to be made available to the bicycle commuters

travelling through UC Davis and UT Austin.

3. Education and Enforcement:

Pertaining to bicycle education and enforcement, coordination with the local municipality
on bicycle transportation and developing incentive programs for bicycling on-campus,
along with conducting bicycle safety workshops were recommended for UT Austin,
while a cap on existing automobile parking was recommended for UW Madison. The
planning document for UC Davis did not address the bicycle education and enforcement

aspect.
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6.0 Findings from Relevant Plans and Documents

This chapter presents a synopsis of relevant plans and documents affecting bicycle

planning in and around the University of Georgia (UGA) main campus area. These

documents were reviewed with the intention to inform and enhance the planning process

rather than to duplicate any work that is already done. Table 6 provides details on the

documents along with the findings and recommendations.

Table 6 — Findings from Relevant Plans and Documents

Plan

Purpose / Abstract

Key Findings and Recommendations

The University of
Georgia Master
Plan

Prepared by
Ayers/ Saint/
Gross, Architects
& Campus
Planners

Prepared for
The University of

Georgia

July 22, 1999

e The 1998 Master

Plan is the most
recent version
developed in
association with
the UGA Office
of University
Architects.

This plan lists
existing physical
and natural
features of the
campus and
serves as a guide
for future growth.

Pertaining to mobility, the plan concentrates
on creating connected greenspaces to promote
a safe and pleasant pedestrian and bicycle
environment with minimized vehicular
conflicts.

Furthermore, the plan recommends creating
primary bicycle routes that will create a
continuous link from downtown Athens to
Lake Herrick.

It is the intention that these primary routes
will have designated bicycle lanes separated
from other modes of transportation, primarily
the automobile traffic.

In addition, secondary bicycle routes are also
recommended that will serve as east-west
connectors from the periphery of the campus
to the primary bicycle route.

These routes will carry lower volumes of
automobile traffic, but, where possible,
designated lanes will be provided.

The existing main north-south bicycle route is
mapped. No new routes of this magnitude,
however, are proposed.
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Plan

Purpose / Abstract

Key Findings and Recommendations

Athens-Clarke
County Bicycle
Master Plan

Prepared by
Gray-Calhoun &
Associates, Inc.

Prepared for
Athens-Clarke
County

December 4, 2001

e The plan

identifies existing

bicycle routes and

proposes new
routes within a 3-
mile radius of the
College Avenue
and Broad Street
intersection.

Bicycle facilities on the University of Georgia
(UGA) campus are not within the scope of
this plan. However, existing facilities are
examined for possible connectivity to the
campus.

Origin and destination surveys were
conducted to determine preferred and most
commonly used bicycle corridors.

An inventory of existing roadways with lane
width, bicycle lane width, posted speed, and
traffic counts was completed for bicycle
suitability analysis. However, data within the
UGA campus was not collected.

Priority was given to bicycle lanes that could
be added to streets by restriping or other
means within the existing pavement width,
without new construction.

Future projects, along with cost estimates,
were developed.

Several public meetings were conducted
throughout the planning process.

2030 Long Range
Transportation
Plan

Prepared by
Athens-Clarke
County Planning
Department

Prepared for
Madison Athens-
Clarke Oconee
Regional
Transportation
Study
(MACORTYS)

August 25, 2004

e The long range

transportation
plan is federally
mandated for
urbanized areas
greater than
50,000 in
population.

e This plan

identifies and
defines a set of
transportation
programs and
projects that
address the
region’s existing
and future
transportation
needs.

The plan refers the Athens-Clarke County
Bicycle Master Plan for existing conditions
and future recommendations.

Bicycling is addressed under transportation
enhancement projects along with pedestrian
and multimodal (rails-to-trails) facilities.
The plan identifies the University of Georgia
main campus located in downtown Athens as
the single largest destination in the
MACORTS region.

Facility needs are also identified to enhance
bicycling. For example, the plan
recommends additional bike storage and
parking facilities in the downtown area within
walking distance of the UGA campus.

Cost estimates for a number of bicycle and
pedestrian enhancement projects, along with
roadway widening, bridge replacement and
transit projects, are included.

A financial plan and public involvement
procedures were documented.
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Plan Purpose / Abstract Key Findings and Recommendations
2008-2013 e This documentis | e Detailed project worksheets with project
Transportation also federally description, schedule, funding breakdown and
Improvement mandated to location maps, are included in the document.
Program implement the Proposed bicycle improvement projects are

short range (4- listed with other projects.

Prepared by year) elements of
Athens-Clarke the long range
County Planning transportation
Department plan.

e Two outer years
Prepared for (2012 and 2013)
Madison Athens- are listed for
Clarke Oconee planning and
Regional informational
Transportation purposes only.
Study
(MACORTS)

August 8, 2007

Athens-Clarke
County
Comprehensive
Plan

Prepared by
Athens-Clarke
County Planning
Department

Prepared for
Athens-Clarke
County
Government

April 9, 2008

e This plan is
mandated by the
State of Georgia
to oversee a 20-
year planning
period.

e This plan dictates
public policy in
terms of land use,
transportation,
recreation and
housing for the
Athens-Clarke
County area.

One of the guiding strategies and policies
under the mobility aspect of the plan is to
include sidewalks and bicycle lanes in the
design of all new or reconstructed roadways.
Transportation, including bicycle paths, is
further listed in a separate chapter.

This chapter provides an overview of the
existing and planned transportation network
and refers the 2030 Long Range
Transportation Plan for detailed information.
The transportation chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan further refers the
Athens-Clarke County Bicycle Master Plan
for existing conditions and future
recommendations for bicycle facilities.
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Based on the above review of relevant plans and documents, the Athens-Clarke County
area is well served by several planning efforts. These efforts, however, are very limited
with regard to bicycle mode of transportation on the UGA main campus. More
specifically, on-campus bicycle circulation has not been updated since the 1998 UGA
Master Plan and the use of on-campus streets for bicycle movement was not considered
in the 2001 Athens-Clarke County Bicycle Master Plan. Some proposed bicycle
improvements are listed in the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan and the 2008-2013
Transportation Improvement Program; however, it should be noted that, similar to the
Athens-Clarke County Bicycle Master Plan, these two planning documents do not
address on-campus bicycle facility improvements. This issue is addressed in the

subsequent chapters of this plan.
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7.0  Study Area

The geographic focus of this bicycle plan is an area within a 2-mile radius of the
University of Georgia (UGA) main campus located in Athens, Georgia. The central
reference point for the UGA main campus happens to be the Ramsey Center, which
serves as the gymnasium and recreational sports facility. The location of the study area is

depicted in a series of figures in descending scale of geography.

Figure 4 shows the State of Georgia map along with the state’s 15 metropolitan areas,
including the Athens metropolitan area. Also included in this map is the state bike route
as identified by the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT). There are 14
different routes totaling 2,943 miles on the state bike route, and any bicycle and
pedestrian improvements on these routes are conducted and maintained by the GDOT
(Georgia Department of Transportation, State Bicycle Route Network). There is one
route, Route 60, which runs through the Athens area and partially through the study area.
The same figure shows all of the county boundaries within the entire state. It should be
noted that the State of Georgia has the second highest number of counties (159) of any
state in the United States, next behind the State of Texas (254) (Wikipedia, List of

Counties in Georgia).
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