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PLANNING PROCESS

Task 1: Project Kickoff, Existing Facilities, and Visioning
Public Meeting 1

Task 2: Preliminary Network, Assessment, Recommendations
Public Meeting 2

Task 3: Prioritization & Implementation
Public Meeting 3

Task 4: Master Plan Documentation
Plan Adoption
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HEALTH RANKINGS

- Building a Culture of

A Rebert Wood Johfison Foundation program

Arkansas

2020 County Health Rankings Report

A collaboration between the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
and the University of Wisconsin Population Health Institute.

o

University of Wisconsin

Population Health Institute
SCHOOL OF MEDICINE AND PUBLIC HEALTH

Support
provided by

Robert Wood jchﬂszn
Foundation

What are the County Health Rankings?

Published online at www.countyhealthrankings.org, the
Rankings help us understand what influences our health
and how long and well we live. The Rankings are unique in

their ability to provide measures of the current overall
health of each county in all 50 states. They also look at a
variety of measures that affect the future health of
communities, such as high school graduation rates, access
to healthy foods, rates of smoking, children in poverty,
and teen births.

For the past 10 years, communities have used the
Rankings to garner support for local health improvement
initiatives by engaging government agencies, health care
providers, community organizations, business leaders,
policymakers, and the public.
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Health Outcomes { }

Quality of Life (50%)

Tobacco Use
Health Behaviors Diet & Exercise
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Sexual Activity
Access to Care
Clinical Care
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Health Factors al — Education
-——_ — = Employment
Social &
~ Economic Factors { Income
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— Family & Social Support
Community Safety
Physical - Air & Water Quality
Policies & Programs (10%) Housing & Transit

County Health Rankings mode! © 2014 UWPHI



HEALTH RANKINGS

County Health Rankings

Two Categories:

1. Health Outcomes

Length of Life

2. Health Factors

Health Behaviors Clinical Care

Tobacco use
Access to care
Diet & exercise

Quality of Life

Social and Economic
Factors

Education

Employment & income

Alcohol & drug use

Quality of care

Sexual activity

Family & social support

Community safety

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org

Physical Environment

Air & water quality

Housing & transit
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HEALTH RANKINGS

2020 Health Outcomes
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Pulaski County:

12th of 75 counties
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Quality of Life: 6%
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Health Outcome Ranks 1t0 19

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org
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HEALTH RANKINGS

2020 Health Factors

Health Factor Ranks 1t0 19

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org

Pulaski County:

Oth of 75 counties
Health Behaviors: 17th
Clinical Care: 75t
Social & Economic: 30t

Physical Environment: 59t

2010 38 . 39 to 56 . 57 t0 75
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HEALTH RANKINGS

Heath Factors

2020 2019 2018 2017 2016

Overall Rank 9 7 11 13 10
Health Behaviors 17 12 15 14 13
Clinical Care 1 1 2 1 1

Social & Economic Factors * 30 19 28 30 20
Physical Environment * 59 o7 73 75 69

* Low Physical Environment rankings due to % of people driving alone to work, long commutes, and
“severe housing problems”
* Physical Environment rank in 2017 and 2016 includes drinking water violations

* Low Social & Economic Factors rank due to high violent crime

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org
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HEALTH RANKINGS

Heath Factors: Health Behaviors
County trend tends to be worse than the US; better than the state

Adult obesity in Pulaski County, AR
County, State and National Trends

——— Pulaski County --+=- Arkansas - "C' - United States
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0% — Pulaski County is getting worse for this measure.

3-year Average 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

United States 24% 24% 26% 26% 27% 28% 28% 28% 28% 28% 28% 29% 29%
Arkansas 26% 27% 28% 29% 31% 33% 33% 33% 34% 34% 35% 35% 34%
Pulaski County 24% 25% 26% 27% 28% 32% 33% 33% 32% 32% 32% 33% 33%

Please see Measuring Progress/Rankings Measures for more information on trends. Trends were measured using all years of data.
Mote: Starting with the 2011 data, a new BRFSS methodology was introduced that included cell phone users. Data from prior years should only be compared with caution.

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org
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HEALTH RANKINGS

Heath Factors: Health Behaviors
County trend tends to be worse than the US; better than the state

Physical inactivity in Pulaski County, AR
County, State and National Trends
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0% — Pulaski County is getting worse for this measure.
T T T T T T T T T T T T T
3-year Average 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
United States 24% 24% 24% 24% 25% 25% 25% 24% 24% 22% 23% 22% 23%
Arkansas 30% 29% 30% 30% 30% 31% 31% 31% 32% 31% 32% 31% 32%
Pulaski County 25% 27% 27% 27% 28% 29% 30% 27% 28% 26% 28% 28% 30%

Please see Measuring Progress/Rankings Measures for more information on trends. Trends were measured using all years of data.
Mote: Starting with the 2011 data, a new BRFSS methodology was introduced that included cell phone users. Data from prior years should only be compared with caution.

Source: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation www.countyhealthrankings.org
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Population Profile

Population by Age

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

B Sherwood M Arkansas

Population by Driving Age

6% ' 20%
‘ 7%

67%

m Under 14 = 15-19 = 20-74 =75+

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: 2018 American Community Survey

80%

Transportation Indicators

Commuting to Work

Work at Home

Other Means
Walked

Public Transportation

Carpool

Drove Alone
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B Sherwood M Arkansas

Vehicles Available

3 or more Vehicles Available

2 Vehicles Available

1 Vehicle Available
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No Vehicles Available
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STATE CONTEXT

EXISTING CONDITIONS
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REGIONAL CONTEXT

EXISTING CONDITIONS
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policies

Quality of Life / Recreation

Policy 1.1.1- Connect all parks, schools, and large commercial areas through bike and pedestrian
infrastructure to improve accessibility of amenities.

Policy 1.1.4 - Ensure future street improvements adequately provide for pedestrians, cyclists, and
drivers by including sidewalks and trails where appropriate.

Community Identity & Image

Policy 2.2.1- Promote and encourage the construction of a Town Center style development near
the intersection of Brockington Road and Highway 107.

Policy 2.2.2 — Explore ways to enhance the existing city civic complex to create a central
community-gathering place and focal point.

Sherwood Vision 2040, pages 20-21



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policies

Growth Management & Fiscal Health

Policy 3.1.6 — Create thriving, vibrant neighborhoods, districts, and corridors that are distinct places.

Policy 3.5.2 - Promote the use of green infrastructure as a way to work with the environment to
prevent localized flooding risks and drainage problems.

Transportation & Infrastructure

Policy 4.1.1 - Focus transportation infrastructure investments on corridors that will relieve traffic and
improve connectivity.

Sherwood Vision 2040, pages 23-25



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policies

Transportation & Infrastructure

Goal 4.2: Provide a transportation system that is equitable and benefits all residents.

Policy 4.2.1- Bike and pedestrian facilities will be constructed as part of all new development and
transportation facilities according to the provisions of this Plan.

Policy 4.2.2 — Bike and pedestrian users will be given consideration in the planning and design of all
transportation facilities in the planning area.

Policy 4.2.3 — The city will carefully monitor mobility and access options for citizens with disabilities
when reviewing development proposals.

Policy 4.2.4 — The city will develop a bike and pedestrian transportation system that will consider the
mobility and safety needs of a variety of uses including children, seniors, active adults, and the
physically challenged.

Policy 4.2.5 - Utilize context sensitive roadway design approaches to ensure roadways are
appropriate for the function of the supporting land use.

Sherwood Vision 2040, page 26



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Focused Development Considerations
Connecting Existing and Future Trip Generators
“Creating Places, Not Developments”

« Sherwood Town Center

 City Civic Center

 Sherwood Entertainment District

Sherwood Vision 2040, pages 41-43

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN

Base Map

LEGEND

Sherwood /.

Entertainment ¢
District



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
Proposed | rails

Proposed Trail System
Connecting Existing and Future Trip Generators

“Trail System — Trails are a community amenity that
are increasingly being expected in successful cities.
Northwest Arkansas has demonstrated the tangible
economic, health, recreation, and tourism benefits of
having a robust trails system. Sherwood is ideally laid
out in a way to develop an interconnected system of

greenway trails. The city should consider committing

resources to greater development of its trails system.”

Sherwood Vision 2040, page 48




COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Existing Sidewalk System

Connecting Existing and Future Trip Generators

SHERWOOD

LEGEND

PEDES [ RIAN PIL AN




TRANSIT

Transit

Rock Region Metro Routes

» Express Route 36 through
Sherwood

» Stopsalong Route 36:
o JFK @ McCain (North Little Rock)
o Kiehl @ Brockington
o 107 @ Jacksonville Cutoff

o Main Street @ Marshall

(Jacksonville)

Route 36

Jacksonville / Sherwood Express

2]
Little Rock Wl o7 burg BV, Gregory Place
Air Force Shopping Center
Base Gate Park ¢ Ride

JACKSONVILLE

I BusRoute [d  Transfer Point

IIET Nonstop Express Connecting Routes
€ Numbered Timepoint B Pointof Interest
EJ Transit Center = Hospital

QRS

Jacksonville CutoffRd.

Shopping Center
©2019 Rock Region Metro eg | df e pu,,i%« 1§de
ravel Ridge & Sy
Baptist Church E = 4‘%
Park & Ride =
GRAVEL
Tndian Hills
Shopping Center
]
NORTH

William E Laman

Public Library

Pershing Blyg

Novrih Little———
Rock High = 2ndSt.
School

LITTLE ROCK

Washington Ave.

Big Mac
Building W o. 4th st

Revenuell
Office Tth

4ihSt,
Washington Ave,

North Little Rock City Hall

Verizon
Arena

Scote sy,
erlang 5;.

Cump,

DOWNTOWN 4 (63
LITTLEROCK %”’lsas

(See Inset) Z VYey.




TRIPS STATISTICS

Household Trips Statistics

“of residential land in the U.S. is zoned exclusively for single-family detached dwellings.
? 5 O/O Yet, if retrofitted with sidewalks and bike lanes, nearly half the trips generated would not

need to be made by car.” - Ellen Dunham-Jones, author of Retrofitting Suburbia

* The average person travels 30 miles/day

« 19,642 annual vehicle miles traveled per household (up
12,000 miles from the 1970s)

» Each commute averages 28 minutes

» The typical suburban house generates 9.4 trips/day

* 69% of vehicle trips are non-work related

Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, (10 Edlition, 2017)



TRIPS STATISTICS

Household Trips Statistics: Sherwood

Car Trips Less than 1Mile Car Trips Less than 2 Miles

1.9 Daily Car Trips per Household 3.3 Daily Car Trips per Household

= 23,440 Trips in Sherwood = 40,712 Trips in Sherwood

20-Minute Walk 40-Minute Walk

5-Minute Bike Ride

10-Minute Bike Ride

Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, (10t Edition, 2017)

Car Trips Less than 3 Miles

46%

4.3 Daily Car Trips per Household

= 53,049 Trips in Sherwood

60-Minute Walk

15-Minute Bike Ride <o)




TRIP GENERATORS & SERVICE AREAS




EXISTING CONDITIONS

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES [ RIAN PLAN
Base Map

Trip Generators

« What destinations are probable for bicycling and
walking?

o Parks
o Trailaccess points
o Schools

o Centers/nodes/ specialty destinations /
downtowns / business centers

* What factors will influence people’s travel mode
choice?

o Safety
o Comfort

o Experience

o Points of interest / multiple destinations
O

Distance




PARK SERVICE AREAS

Park Service Areas

* Purpose: Demonstrate distribution of existing
parks (independently) and their service areas

e Service Areas
o Within ¥4 mile: 5-minute walk
o VatoVamile: 5to 10- minute walk

o Y2to 1mile: 10 to 20-minute walk

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN

Park Service Areas




TRAIL ACCESS SERVICE AREAS

SHERWOOD BIGY

Irail

Trail Access Service Areas ==

* Purpose: Demonstrate distribution of existing trail
access points (independently) and their service
areas

» Service Areas

o Within Y2mile

o Yato1mile

E & PEDES I RIAN PIL AN




SCHOOL SERVICE AREAS

SHERWOOD BIC

Sehe

School Service Areas

* Purpose: Demonstrate distribution of existing
schools (independently) and their service areas

» School Types & Service Areas

o Public Primary School — no bus service within 1 mile
of a primary school (PCSSD)

e  Within Va4 mile
e lotoVamile
e loto1mile

o Public Secondary School — no bus service within 2
miles of a secondary school (PCSSD)

e Within 1Tmile
e 1to2miles

o Private School - bus service varies by school
*  Within V2 mile
 Y2to1mile

E & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
ervice Areas




SCHOOL SERVICE AREAS

Generating Heat Areas

* Purpose: Demonstrate areas that fall within
multiple service areas

* Many neighborhoods fall within the service area of
multiple schools, multiple parks, and/or multiple
trail access areas.

SHERWOOD
S

LEGEND

o [
R

E & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
as: Madeling




TRIP GENERATORS

Heat Map: Schools & Parks

e Schools

o Primary
o Secondary

o Private

 Parks

o Neighborhood Parks
o Community Parks
o Regional Parks

o Community Centers

SHERWOOD B
Fxisting 1ri




TRIP GENERATORS

Heat Map: Existing & Future Facilities
» Existing Destinations
o Schools

o Parks & Community Centers

e Future Destinations
o Sherwood Town Center
o City Civic Center

o Sherwood Entertainment District

SHERWOOD BICYCLE & PEDES TRIAN Pl AN

Fxisting & Future |rip Generators Heat Map




TRIP GENERATORS

SHERWOOD BIGYC! F & PEDES TRIAN PL AN [

Fxisting & Future |rip Generators Heat Map

Heat Map: Existing & Future Facilities = -
« Existing Destinations
o Schools

o Parks & Community Centers

e Future Destinations
o Sherwood Town Center
o City Civic Center

o Sherwood Entertainment District




BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN STATISTICS

Household Trips Statistics: Sherwood

Car Trips Less than 1Mile Car Trips Less than 2 Miles

2 Daily Car Trips per Household 3.3 Daily Car Trips per Household

= 24,353 Trips in Sherwood = 40,589 Trips in Sherwood

20-Minute Walk 40-Minute Walk

5-Minute Bike Ride

10-Minute Bike Ride

Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual, (10t Edition, 2017)

Car Trips Less than 3 Miles

46%

4.3 Daily Car Trips per Household

= 53,345 Trips in Sherwood

60-Minute Walk

15-Minute Bike Ride <o)
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ROADWAY JURISDICTION

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
«urisdiction

Roadway Assessment: Jurisdiction

e ity
County
State or Federal

e O ther

« This assessment indicates what rights-of-way may
be more difficult to implement bicycle and
pedestrian facilities within due to lack of local
control



AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC

Roadway Assessment:
Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

Under 2,500
2,500 -4,999

. 5000-9,999

10,000 - 14,999
15,000 and Greater

This assessment differentiates high- vs. low-
volume roads, and in turn, what types of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities may be appropriate

SHERWOOI

E & PEDES I RIAN PLAN N
ge Dally | raffie




SHOULDER WIDTH ANALYSIS

Roadway Assessment:
Shoulder Width

_______>06’Shoulders
4’ - 6’ Shoulders

<4 Shoulders

* Thisassessment generally indicates roads with
wide shoulders that could potentially be utilized
for bicycle facilities

SHEBWOOD BICYC! E & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
Shoulder Wieith




ROADWAY WIDTH & LANES ANALYSIS (17)

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN
Surtace Width & Number of | anes

Roadway Assessment:
Surface Width & Number of Lanes

Preferred
Suitable

Unsuitable
No Data

* Thisassessment generally indicates roads with

excessively wide lanes that may be restriped to

accommodate bicycle facilities. This assessment
does not consider restriping as part of a road diet.

» Thisassessmentis based on a potential 11’ lane
width. A 10’ assumption may yield more street
restriping candidates.




OAKBROOKE

EXAMPLE OPPORTUNITY

Case Study: Oakbrooke

» Centrally-located north-south residential
connector

« Consistently wide road (~32’ inside of gutter)

SHERWOOD BICYOLE & PEDES | RIAN PLAN

Surtace Width & Number of | anes

LEGEND




EXAMPLE OPPORTUNITY: OAKBROOKE

Case Study: Oakbrooke

EXISTING CONDITION

-

B | |
— -
TIMIT

S

Made with Streetmix



EXAMPLE OPPORTUNITY: OAKBROOKE

Case Study: Oakbrooke

| |
| [ |
23 6 1 1 & z 5 15

Planting strip Bike lane Drive lane Drive lane Bike lane Sidewalk Planting strip Made Wlth St reet m I x

OPTION 1: BIKE LANES (11’ drive lanes / 5’ bike lanes outside of gutter):
COMPLETE STREET




EXAMPLE OPPORTUNITY: OAKBROOKE

Case Study: Oakbrooke

» 5
! S

5 15

sidewalk Planting strip Made with Streetmix

OPTION 1: PROTECTED BIKE LANES (10’ drive lanes / 4.5’ bike lanes outside of gutter):
COMPLETE STREET




ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS




PUBLIC INPUT

What it Doesn’t Tell Us

« Commonly utilized routes
 Desiredroutes
 User comfortlevels

* Other destinations

. Pedestrian Heat Map
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Source: Strava Labs www.strava.com



http://www.strava.com/

PUBLIC INPUT

I ’ -; (
Whatit Doesn't TellUs i\ e Heat Map AR

Commonly utilized routes
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User comfort levels
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PUBLIC INPUT

Little Rock Air
Force Base

What it Doesn’t Tell Us

: Bicycle and Pédestrian HeatMap /-
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* Other destinations
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PUBLIC INPUT

What it Doesn’t Tell Us

e Commonly utilized routes
 Desiredroutes
« User comfortlevels

e (Other destinations

Interested but Concerned

Types of Bicyclists

Often not comfortable with bike lanes, may bike on sidewalks
even if bike lanes are provided:; prefer off-street or separated
bicycle facilities or quiet or traffic-calmed residential roads.
May not bike at all if bicycle facilities do not meet needs for

perceived comfort.

Tier 1

Comfortable for
most people
(including beginner bicyclists)

E.G. Shared-use Paths (Trails),
neighborhood streets

Somewhat Confident

Generally prefer more separated
facilities, but are comfortable riding
in bicycle lanes or on paved
shoulders if need be.

Bicycling Comfort Level

Tier 2

Comfortable for
many people

E.G. Protected Bike Lanes,
some buffered and
conventional bike lanes, low
volume roadways

Tier 3

Comfortable for
some people

E.G. buffered and conventional
bike lanes, sharrows, and
collector roadways

Highly Confident

Comfortable riding with traffic;
will use roads without bike lanes.

Tier 4

Comfortable for
few people

E.G. trunkline roads with no
infrastructure
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CURRENT STREET PROJECTS

Connecting Generators and Facilities: Street Improvement Projects

[ [ ]
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Sidewalk Drive lane Drive lane Sidewalk Made With St reet mlx

I o= m 5

JACKSONVILLE CATO: Current Street Improvement PrOjeCt (bike lane width includes 12" gutter; curb is included in buffer width)

CL.
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JACKSONVILLE-CATO RD.
FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION
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CURRENT STREET PROJECTS

Connecting Generators and Facilities: Street Improvement Projects

Sidewalk ¥ Bikz1/lz;ne Driv:; aaaaa iv:;ane Bisza’ne - Sides\;lalk Made with Street mix
E MARYLAND WIDENING: Current Street Improvement PrOjeCt (bike lane width includes 12" gutter; curb is included in buffer width)

]
i ¥ _— .mm.
f" — ] - _-n:
5 4% 6% w w 6% aw 5 o

Sidewalk B ike lane Drive lane Drive lane Bike lane Sidewalk Made with St re et mix

E MARYLAND EXTENSION: Current Street Improvement PrOjeCt (bike lane width includes 12” gutter; curb is included in buffer width)



TRIP GENERATORS

Connecting Generators and Facilities
» Existing Destinations
o Schools

o Parks

e Future Destinations
o Sherwood Town Center
o City Civic Center

o Sherwood Entertainment District

* Oakbrooke “Complete Street” Implications

SHERWOOD BCYC! F & PEDES TRIAN PLAN [
Fxigting & Future | rip Generators. Heat Map




LEAGUE OF AMERICAN BICYCLISTS

Bicycle Friendly State Ranking

Criteria

 Infrastructure & Funding

« Education & Encouragement
» Legislation & Enforcement

* Policies & Programs

« Evaluation & Planning

WELEAGUE
/4

S BICYCLE FRIENDLY

¥ STATE

it of Bicycle Friendly
Actions*

i

2019 Ranking

Categories

Evaluation &
Planning

Policies &
Programs

Education &
Encouragement

Infrastructure Legislation &

Enforcement

STATE 2019 Rank

& Funding
Washington _
Oregon 2 _
Nevada 3
| Arkansas | 2 |
| 1daho | 3 |

QR
s,
e

STATE 2019 Rank

#ofBivyle Friendly  Infrastructure Education & Legistation &
i & Funding

Actions™

BICYCLE FRIENDLY
- STATE

| |

2019 Ranking

Categaries

Poliries & Eraluation &

Encouragement  Enforcement Programs Planning

Washington 1

Oregon 2

Minnesota 3

California 4

Massachusetts 5

Delaware 6

Colorado 7

Utah 3

Yirginia 9 o b Fo I

Florida 10 0 o B

Pennsylvania 1l & S PP

New Jersey 12 Fndhdh

New York State 13 o o
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BICYCLE FRIENDLY BUSINESS

Bicycle Friendly
Businesses

» Crafton Tullis a Bronze level
Bicycle Friendly Business and
supports the development of
Bicycle Friendly Communities
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LEAGUE OF AMERICAN BICYCLISTS

Bicycle-Friendly Communities

ARKANSAS

COMMUNITY

City of Little Rock

Northwest Arkansas - Benton and
Washington Counties

North Little Rock

Bentonville

Conway

Fayetteville

Rogers

Springdale

STATE

AR

AR

AR

AR

AR

AR

AR

AR

AWARD

Bronze

Silver

Bronze

Bronze

Bronze

Silver

Bronze

Bronze

POPULATION

197706

549128

66000

49298

58908

80621

63420

81029

JURISDICTION LAND USE

Town/City/Municipality Urban

i _ Urban core
Metropolitan Planning
r "~ surrounded by low
Organization/Council _
density suburban
of Governments )
areas

Urban core
i . surrounded by low
Town/City/Municipality |
density suburban
areas

Town/City/Municipality Small town

Urban core
5 . surrounded by low
Town/City/Municipality |
density suburban

areas

Town/City/Municipality Suburban

Town/City/Municipality Rural

Urban core
= .. surrounded by low
Town/City/Municipality |
density suburban

areas
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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 cach can capitalize on its own
unique strengths to make biking better. But, over the past decade, we've pored through nearly 60a
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 categorices, like ridership, safety and education.
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PEOPLE FOR BIKES /PLACES FOR BIKES

Best Cities for Bikes:
City Ratings

Criteria

« Ridership
« Safety

* Network
* Reach

 Acceleration

“PlacesForBikes is a data-driven approach to identifying

the best U.S. cities and towns for bicycling to help city
leaders pinpoint improvements, and make riding better
for everyone. Using feedback from everyday bike riders,
city staffers, open-source maps and publicly available
data, it scores five key factors: Ridership, Safety, Network,
Acceleration and Reach. Find out how your city/town

rates.”

STATE ~

Fayetteville AR

Bentonville

Fort Smith

Little Rock

Springdale

Rogers

Conway
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Siloam
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Pine Bluff
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H{iTH )

Mountain
Home

198,135



https://cityratings.peopleforbikes.org/
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Goals Discussion

* Improve bicycle and pedestrian connectivity

« Encourage physical activity and healthy lifestyles

* Provide active transportation options

* Provide recreational amenities

* Provide accessto destinations and reinforce placemaking

» Support economic development, events, and tourism

* Provide equitable, accessible, and inclusive mobility options

* Provide infrastructure to become part of aregional network
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Opportunities & Barriers Exercise

Opportunity

Facility Needed: Increase Safety
Connection Needed: Cannot Access
Destination

Potential or Actual Destination / Trip
Generator

Other

Barrier

Physical
Political
Perceived
NIMBY
Other




Discussion: Opportunities for Connectivity

Opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Physical or perceived barriers?

Potential challenges to the development of a bicycle and pedestrian network?
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Interest in working toward becoming a Bicycle-Friendly Community?




Community Survey

NOISSNOSIA


https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/SherwoodBikePed1

BREAK

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/SherwoodBikePed1



https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/SherwoodBikePed1
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USER COMFORT LEVELS

Bicycle User Types

Age & Ability
Stress Tolerance

General Preferences

Interested but Concerned

Types of Bicyclists

Often not comfortable with bike lanes, may bike on sidewalks
even if bike lanes are provided; prefer off-street or separated
bicycle facilities or quiet or traffic-calmed residential roads.
May not bike at all if bicycle facilities do not meet needs for

perceived comfort.

Tier 1

Comfortable for
most people
(including beginner bicyclists)

E.G. Shared-use Paths (Trails),
neighborhood streets

Somewhat Confident

Generally prefer more separated
facilities, but are comfortable riding
in bicycle lanes or on paved
shoulders if need be.

Bicycling Comfort Level

Tier 2

Comfortable for
many people

E.G. Protected Bike Lanes,
some buffered and
conventional bike lanes, low
volume roadways

Tier 3

Comfortable for
some people

E.G. buffered and conventional
bike lanes, sharrows, and
collector roadways

Highly Confident

Comfortable riding with traffic;
will use roads without bike lanes.

Tier 4

Comfortable for
few people

E.G. trunkline roads with no
infrastructure



USER COMFORT LEVELS

Bicycle User Types

0 eeRcenT OF BIKE RIDI S

HIGH STRESS
TOLERANCE

Graphic from Jennifer Dill, Ph.D., Portland State University

LOW STRESS
TOLERANCE


https://jenniferdill.net/

FACILITY TYPES

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility Types
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Protected On-Street Fac
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6-8' Local Walking Path

:1;1.5 :

12’-14’ Multi-Use Trail



FACILITY TYPES

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility Types

S 735

No Facilitieé Signed Route or Sharrows S

Level of Stress Increases
Ease of Implementation Increases

rd Bikeml.anes Buffered Bike Lanes/Cycle Track Sidepath/Multi-Use Trail

Level of Stress Decreases
Ease of Implementation Decreases



AVOIDING USER CONFLICTS

Understanding Bicycle and Pedestrian User Groups:
Avoiding User Conflicts

User Type

Travel Speed

Intersections

Traffic Volume

Facility Design (width, striping, signage)

| PULASK]
N

COUNTY



DISCUSSION

Preliminary Network

Approach: Dedicated on-street facilities for
higher-volume, wider roads (create an on-street
framework) with supporting neighborhood
connections (sharrows)

Bicycle Lanes: Jacksonville Cato, Maryland

Oakbrook, Johnson, Maryland west of
Brockington, Indian Bay to Gap Creek

Sidepaths: 107, Kellogg Acres, Brockington
(partial)

Multi-Use Trails: Golf Course Connection,
Powerline Trail, East-West Connector

Sharrows: Local connectors to primary network

SHERWOOD BICYCLE & PEDES TRIAN PI AN
[Draft Bicycle & Pedestrian Netwark




DISCUSSION

Preliminary Network Service Area
o Yamile and 2 mile distances on-street from the
proposed network

« Separated facilities only (bike lanes, side paths,
multi-use trails)




DISCUSSION

Preliminary Network Service Area

* VYamile and Y2 mile distances on-street from the

proposed network

« Separated facilities only (bike lanes, side
paths, multi-use trails)

 VYaandV2mile distances on-street from the

proposed network

 Sharrows

» Under-developed street network in Gravel Ridge




DISCUSSION

Preliminary Network Service Area

» Under-developed street network in Gravel Ridge

» Utilize Master Street Plan to facilitate connectivity
as the street network is developed




COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Existing Sidewalk System

Connecting Existing and Future Trip Generators

« Existing sidewalks only




COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Sidewalk System Recommendations
Connecting Existing and Future Trip Generators

 Existing Sidewalks
* Funded Sidewalks

« Recommended Sidewalk Connections

SHERWOOID

Slclev

YCLE & PEDES TRIAN PLAN
ecommendations
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Preliminary Network Exercise

 Desired Routes

* Retrofit vs. New Construction: Master Street Plan

«  Modify MSP (and Vision 2040) to include 6’ bicycle
lanes outside of the gutter dimension (currently 5’)

 [dentify future roads (proposed Minor Arterials on
Vision 2040) to become Modified Class IV from the
2020 Subdivision Ordinance




REGIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
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DISCUSSION

Potential Regional Connections:

CARTS Regional Trails Master Plan

* 15-month project

o Pulaski, Saline, Faulkner, &
Lonoke Counties

« City Staff participation in Focus
Groups

* Virtual Open Houses
» Local Participation Online

» How will regional connections
impact Sherwood?

@ Woolly Hollow
-r’J State Park
Greenbrier g
Woaoster .f"
Beaverfork Lake
City, Parks —
Toad Suck ParkV. Conway  ~~ ~ @ Vilonia
' e POTENTIAL
OUACHITA J &~ . CONNECTOR
FOOTHILLS ¢ ~ ..
TRAIL Pl @ Lake Conway .,
"RIVER VALLEY b
o, CabotSports Complex
. f TRAL BAYOUS s
' . Diiachita g vy Graval Hidge TRAIL Holland Bottams WMA
Flatside Pinnacle gy Hiking Trail Ny ® “
1 = @ Maumelle Jacksonville .
ff_(ﬁchita Natlonal Forest Pinnaclesl\{laot:;,I]Jtr ~%y Q@ Burns Park Cﬁyivlg::::ad :‘l

@ Lonoke

TRI-CREEK GREENWAY \ § North Little Rock
& CONNECTORS ' 7 = Bearskin Lake
Hindman Park ) @ s
Rock & Scott DELTA FLATS TRAIL

) Dav? D.Terry Park & Dam = = =

Hot Springs Village / @ Toltec Mounds State Park, .

® Easi Gate Shannon Hills r
Bryant @ Wrightsville @ 7 &'
Hot Springs City Parks @ Wrightsville S USBR8O ..
i i Public Use Area e ]
Ntlonal gark Benton Bauxite )

SOUTHWEST
TRAIL



DISCUSSION

Potential Regional Connections

Regional Trail Characteristics

* Regional Connectivity

« Location (service map) / Proximity to
Population

» Safety/Level of Comfort
* Appropriate Widths
* Accessand Trailheads

« Amenities (wayfinding, lighting, benches,
restrooms, etc.)

« Construction & Materials (performance-
based criteria, traffic accommodation)

e Character

Route Upgrades

SHERWOOD BICYCLE & PEDES TRIAN PI AN
IDBRAR | Prefiminary Bicycle & Pedestrian Netwark




Preliminary Network Exercise

Desired Routes

Retrofit vs. New Construction: Master Street Plan

Regional Route(s) Preferences

Sidewalks: Desired Connections
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Facility Type Preferences

e Multi-Use Trails &
Sidepaths

» Buffered Bicycle Lanes
& Cycle Tracks

» Standard Bicycle
Lanes

 Sharrows

» Signed Bicycle Routes

SIDEWALKE: PEDESTRIAN SPINES

STANDARD BICYCLE LANES

Bicycie lanes aro most sparopriste

B ong uroan reaas with lowe: speocs.
5 sithor arterials of collectors whoro.

separation i3 neoded from, vehicuar
.

i Appropiate roads far picycle lanaa:

E - uroan
- Lower-speeds (betwean 25 and 45
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anes ars easy ta imglement In
B f paBT BNt Widths are
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protection fram vehicular trasfic, with
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Routes Prioritization

Individual Responses

Utilized for Scoring Routes

Determines Prioritization

Aids Phasing decisions

CRITERIA

9 Link Two or More Destinations

@@ cC E & >

Provide Recreational Opportunities

Strengthen Public Investments

Address Specific Need from Planning Process

Enhance Safety

Proivde Connections in Underserved Areas

Create Alternative Transportation Opportunity

Lower Cost

Utilize Partnerships/Ease of Implementation


http://www.surveymonkey.com/r/SBPpriority
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