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Executive Summary

The Non-Motorized Plan (NMP) provides the vision for a network of facilities for non-motorized travel
(walking, biking, rolling, and gliding) within the Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions
(AMATYS) Planning Area that, when implemented, will help residents travel more safely and efficiently without

the need of a motor vehicle in all seasons.

The NMP merges planning efforts for on-street bicycle facilities, pedestrian sidewalks, and shared use
pathways (for walking, biking, skiing, and other non-motorized modes) simultaneously. By addressing these
topics together; a more comprehensive framework and vision for active transportation in the AMATS
Planning area is developed. The 2020 NMP will supersede the existing Anchorage Bicycle Plan and Anchorage
Pedestrian Plan when adopted and approved by the AMATS Policy Committee. It will not supersede the 1996
Areawide Trails plan until such time as that portion of the NMP has been completed and is also adopted and
approved as an amendment to the NMP. This NMP provides a guiding vision for the next |0-plus years, after

which it will be reviewed and updated.

Figure ES.1: AMATS Boundary Map

AMATS Boundary Map

=
This plan includes the follwing chapters: 8
=

Chapter | — Introduction

Summarizes the vision and goals for this study and
provides an overview of the study area, which
consists of the entire AMATS Metropolitan Planning
Area, as shown in Figure ES.I.

Chapter 2 — Existing Conditions

Provides an overview of previous planning efforts as
well as a detailed analysis of the existing network,
safety, land use, and demographic conditions in
order to better understand these efforts as well as
identify network opportunities.
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Chapter 3 — Public Involvement

Summarizes the public outreach conducted as
well as the key outcomes from those efforts that
guided plan development. Residents, visitors,

and other stakeholders were invited to provide
feedback through a series of public involvement
opportunities, including workshops, presentations,
mobile meetings, stakeholder interviews, field
data collection, an online community survey, and
advisory committees.

Chapter 4 — Network Development

Outlines the proposed non-motorized
transportation network for the AMATS
Metropolitan Planning Area. The network maps
presented in this chapter represent the entire
network if all the projects were to be built. Large
format maps are included in Appdnedix A.3.

Chapter 5 — Project Prioritization

Outlines a prioritization process developed

and applied to the entire network of projects
presented in Chapter 4. The resulting network
maps in Chapter 5 display projects based on three
tiers of implementation: short term projects (less
than 5 years), mid-term projects (5 to 10 years),
and long-term projects (10 years or more). Near
term implementation of bicycle projects will
focus on local roadways, while pedestrian project
implementation will focus on major roadways,
with an overall emphasis on creating connections
to destinations and improving crossings on major
streets.

Chapter 6 — Implementation

Presents recommended policies and programs as
well as preliminary concept-level designs for six
specific projects. These projects are examples of a
variety of facility types and were selected from the
top tier of plan prioritization (see Chapter 5). These
project locations include:

¢ |0th Avenue and Cordova Street Intersection

* Campbell Creek Trail Crossing at Lake Otis
Parkway

*Fireweed Lane — Bicycle and Pedestrian
Improvements

*27th Avenue — Bicycle Boulevard
*40th Avenue — Sidewalk Infill
* Coronado Street — Shared-Use Pathway

Chapter 7 — Design Guide

Presents non-motorized facility design best practices
to be used as guidelines in the selection, design,

and maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
These guidelines are based on national, state, and
local guidance.

The remainder of the Executive Summary includes
overview maps and graphics from Chapters 4
through 7 depicting the non-motorized network
recommendations, as well as prioritized bicycle and
pedestrian corridors, and example design guidance
for the recommended non-motorized facility types.
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Figure ES.2: Recommended Bicycle and Shared Use Pathway Network
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Figure ES.3: Recommended Bicycle and Shared Use Pathway

Network | Chugiak-Eagle River
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Figure ES.5: Recommended Pedestrian Corridors
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Figure ES.6: Recommended Pedestrian Corridors | Chugiak-Eagle River
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Figure ES.8: Prioritized Bicycle Corridors
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Figure ES.9: Prioritized Bicycle Corridors | Chugiak-Eagle River
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Figure ES.I11: Prioritized Pedestrian Corridors
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Figure ES.12: Prioritized Pedestrian Corridors | Downtown
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Figure ES.13: Example page from Chapter 7 Design Guide

CHAPTER7 | DESIGN GUIDE

Sidepath, Kelowna, CA

Shared use pathway or
sidepath

SIDEPATH

As defined by AASHTO, a sidepath is a shared use
pathway located immediately adjacent and parallel
to a roadway. Sidepaths are for two-way movement
by bicycles, pedestrians and other non-motorized
users. Sidewalks are not considered sidepaths

as they are not conducive to riding a bicycle and
can lead to user conflicts (AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Faciliies, 3.4.2). Sidepaths
are appropriate adjacent to roadways with high
speed or high volumes of motor vehicles that would
discourage bicyclists from using the roadway, and
there are no practical alternatives to improving the
roadway or redirecting cyclists to alternate routes.

Design Features:

»The preferred buffer width between a shared use

136

pathway and roadway is seven feet or more to
improve user experience and provide snow storage
area without covering the facility (MOA DCM, 1-11)

»Sidepaths should have a minimum of five feet of
distance between the path and the roadway. If this
setback distance is not available, there should be
abarrier or railing to protect the path from vehicles
and to discourage path users from crossing the
roadway other than designated locations (AASHTO
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilties,
52.2)

»Sidepaths are eight to twelve feet wide with a
recommended minimum of ten feet and eight feet
in constrained conditions (Small Town and Rural
Multimodal Networks, 4-13)

» Atintersections, physical separation of the side
path through the crossing should be maintained in
the form of sweeps. Side path separation distance
may vary from 5 ft-24 ft. depending on the vehicle
speed of the adjacent roadway (Small Town and
Rural Multimodal Networks, 4-15).

AMATS NON-MO

26D PLAN

SHARED USE PATHWAY

A shared use pathway is an off-street dedicated
facility for two-way bicycle traffic and other non-
motorized users such as pedestrians, skaters,
wheelchair users, and joggers. Shared use
pathways in Anchorage are Trail Class 5 or a fully
developed trail that accommodates two-lane travel
and is paved (MOA DCM, 4-9). These faciliies are
frequently found in parks, along rivers, beaches,
and in greenbelts or utility corridors where there
are few conflicts with motorized vehicles. At low
user volumes, shared use pathways are functional,
pleasant, and adequate for use by users of all ages
and abilties.

Shared use patiway in Anct
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Design Features:

»Shared use pathways are 10 to 14 feet wide, single
paved surface capable of accommodating low to
moderate volumes of users (Small Town and Rural
Multimodal Networks, 4-3).

»12 to 14 feet is preferred to accommodate two-way
travel and enable passing (Small Town and Rural
Multimodal Networks, 4-6),

»AASHTO defines 10 feet as the minimum paved
dimension for two way travel (AASHTO Guide for
the Development of Bicycle Facilties, 5.2.)

»Eight feet is the minimum allowed for a two-way
bicycle path and is only recommended for low
traffic situations or for short lengths (Small Town
and Rural Multimodal Networks, 4-6)
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Figure ES.

4: Sidewalk
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an Facilities (see also Shared Use Pathway and Sidepath)
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Enhanced Shared Roadways
Figure ES.15: Yield Roadway

Separated Bikeways
Figure ES.17: Buffered Bicycle Lane
. 8 - _ k.

XV

AMATS NON-MOTORIZED PLAN



XIX

Separated Bikeways, continued
Figure ES.18: Protected Bicycle Lane

Shared Use Pathways
Figure ES.19: Sidepath
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