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Figure 24:  24th Street Bicycle Boulevard 

24th Street Bicycle Boulevard 
Description: 
The primary objective of this project is to 
provide safe and convenient east-west 
bicycle travel through the central campus. 

Between Guadalupe Street and San Jacinto 
Boulevard, 24th Street has moderate vehicle 
traffic volumes and slow speeds, and minor 
treatments could be added to enhance 
bicycle travel. Between Guadalupe and 
Whitis, 24th Street is striped with 4 lanes with 
the curb lane including parallel parking bays. 
Parallel parking continues along both sides 
to Speedway. From Speedway to San 
Jacinto, it is striped 2-lane with angled 
parking on the north side and parallel 
parking on the south side. 

It is recommended that the entire distance 
be striped as a two-lane road and be 
converted to a bicycle boulevard..  

It is recommended that one side of parallel 
parking be removed between Guadalupe 
and Speedway, resulting in about a 50 
percent loss of parking along this stretch; 
and that the angled parking along the north 
side of 24th between Speedway and San 
Jacinto be converted to parallel parking, 
resulting in a loss of approximately 65% of 
the spaces in this stretch.   

Signage (including warning signs, wayfinding 
signs and bicycle route signs) are 
recommended to visually queue motorists 
that 24th Street is a preferred bicycle route 
and that cyclists have priority. 

Project length: Approximately 2,600 feet  

Project type: Signage, remove 4-lane 
striping between Guadalupe and Whitis, 
remove parallel parking one side west of 
Speedway, convert angled to parallel parking 
east of Speedway along north side of road 
Planning-level cost estimate range:  
$10,500 - $15,700  

 
24th Street near Inner Campus Drive 

(existing conditions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
24th Street 

(proposed modification with bicycle  
boulevard signage) 
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Figure 25:  21st Street Bicycle Boulevard 

21st Street Bicycle Boulevard 

Description:  
The primary objective of this project is to provide 
safe and convenient east-west bicycle travel 
through the south central portion of campus.  

Between Guadalupe Street and San Jacinto 
Boulevard, 21st Street has moderate traffic 
volumes and slow speeds, and minor treatments 
could be added to this two-lane street to 
enhance bicycle travel.    

21st Street would be converted to a bicycle 
boulevard, where motorists and cyclists travel at 
roughly the same speeds while sharing travel 
lanes.  

Signage (including warning signs, wayfinding 
signs and bicycle route signs) would visually 
queue motorists that 21st Street is a preferred 
bicycle route and that cyclists have  priority.  

It is recommended that between San Jacinto 
Boulevard and Speedway parallel parking along 
the north side be removed, resulting in the loss 
of about 50 percent of the parking spaces in this 
stretch. This will smooth traffic flow for both 
bicyclists and the bus service using this road. 

 

Project length:  
Approx. 2,550 feet  

Project type:  
Bicycle boulevard treatments (signage, remove 
parallel parking north side east of Speedway)  

Planning-level cost estimate range:  
$1,800 - $3,200  

 
21st Street at University Avenue  

(existing conditions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
21st Street (proposed modification with bicycle 

boulevard signage) 
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Informal parking on the West Mall at Union Building 

Bicycle Parking Implementation Recommendations 
There is generally a high level of bike parking 
usage on campus, with most racks being 
occupied within moments of becoming vacant. 
There is also a high rate of informal parking 
activity, suggesting that not enough formalized 
parking is being provided today. Given that the 
number of daily and peak period bicyclists is 
expected to almost double with improved 
facilities, at least twice the amount of bike 
parking currently available today will need to be 
implemented over time in order to meet this 
anticipated future demand. Furthermore, with 
the limited amount of space available to 
implement high-capacity parking, in the future it 
may be necessary to concentrate on stacked-
rack solutions. 

 As discussed in previous chapters, about 3800 bicyclists are currently on campus on an 
average day and 1900 of those are present during peak travel times. The needs’ analysis 
(Chapter IV) estimated that with improved bike facilities and support services this may grow to 
over 7500 daily bicyclists with 3900 on campus during peak periods. During the inventory of 
existing conditions (Chapter III), approximately 3200 existing bike parking spaces were 
identified. The Campus Bike Survey revealed where more bike parking is needed; and site 
reviews identified where potential high-capacity bike parking may be feasible.  

To meet the goal of a pedestrian core campus, high-capacity, high-quality bike parking is 
recommended around the perimeter of the pedestrian priority zone as well as at other campus 
locations. If bicyclists are given high-quality parking facilities, most will be encouraged to leave 
their bikes at the edges of the pedestrian priority zone and walk to their destinations. Existing 
bicycle rack parking would be replaced in the pedestrian priority zone, where feasible, with new 
higher capacity and protected bicycle parking, offering enhanced facilities for bicyclists. 

In Chapter VI, this plan identified potential bike parking areas within 3-6 minute walking ranges 
of most of the campus, and also discussed specific locations for high-priority high-capacity 
parking along the perimeter of the pedestrian priority zone. Chapter VI also provides square 
footage space requirements per bicycle  for different types of parking facilities(Table 8), and 
capacity ranges for different types of bicycle parking (Table 9). Potential types of bike parking 
facilities, as well as concepts for two concepts for the UT Bike Hub are also presented.  

In this chapter, proposed projects for high-capacity high-priority bike parking locations and 
phasing along the perimeter of the pedestrian priority zone are presented. Table 12 shows the 
cost range for providing various types of bike parking facilities recommended high-priority 
implementation projects are shown in Table 13 with the minimum and maximum number of 
spaces the area can support. Generally when a single facility offers more capacity, the cost of 
providing each space declines. The information presented in this section can serve as a starting 
point for future planning for bike parking. The final design, and capacity, of these higher capacity 
bicycle parking locations will need to be developed in a design/feasibility bicycle parking study 
conducted by UT. This plan identifies the capacity range at potential locations, but the final 
determination of actual capacity, design, and cost can only be determined in a design / 
feasibility study.   
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Given that there are so many variables and the potential for utilizing many of the identified areas 
is uncertain, a range of options and costs is identified below. On a dense university campus, 
almost any new facility is likely to be extremely expensive if all aspects are included. The range 
of cost for providing various types of bike parking is shown in Table 12, below 

Table 12:  Bike Parking Cost Ranges 

Type of Facility Low Cost 
Estimate1, 

High Cost 
Estimate1  Notes 

Single 10-bike capacity rack w/ dual 
side loading in a designated area  

$1,000 
($100 each) 

$5,000
 ($500 each) “Inverted-U” racks are recommended 

Single 10-bike capacity rack in a 
fenced area  

$2,000 
($200 each) 

$6,000
 ($600 each) Cost typically drops with multiple racks 

Single 10-capacity rack in a covered 
area  

$4,000 
($400 each) 

$8,000 ($800 
each) Cost typically drops with multiple racks 

Stacked racks in a covered area – 
cost per bike (capital costs are the 
same for an attended facility or 
attended facility with repairs) 

$300 each $800 each 

stacked systems are typically custom 
built from standard components; cost 
will vary by vendor, size, and structure. 
Add $100-300 sq ft for addition repair or 
other facilities 

Bike Locker (Cycle Safe) – 2-bike 
capacity 

$1,500 
($750 each) 

$2,8002 

($1,400 each) 

Current UT standard. The first 2-bike 
capacity locker costs $2,800 with the 
required end caps; additional 2-bike 
units in a continuous bay cost about 
$1,500 each. 

1Estimates include parking device and installation  
2 The cost of bike lockers was excluded for the cost range of providing high capacity bike parking at identified 
locations in this chapter. 

 

The potential cost of an attended facility varies widely. While most are very light structures (steel 
frame with canvas, i.e. tents), some are actual structures, designed by architects.  The final 
design of any structure has a huge impact on costs, but the actual bike parking element cost 
should be in the range shown above.  

As discussed in Chapter VI, four high-priority areas with high-capacity bike parking areas along 
the edges of the pedestrian priority zone are proposed for early implementation. The range of 
bike parking capacity for these areas is: 

• Northeast quadrant of Speedway at 24th Street – 2 locations with a capacity of 792 to 
1382 spaces 

• Southwest, northeast and southeast quadrants of Speedway at 21st Street – 3 locations 
with a capacity of 388 to 774 spaces 

• In the southeast quadrant of Guadalupe at 24th Street with a capacity of 179 to 358 
spaces 

• In the southeast quadrant of San Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street with a capacity of 573 
to 1146 spaces. 

These four areas would provide high-capacity parking for between 1932 and 3660 bicycles. If all 
980 existing spaces within 500 feet of these locations were removed, capacity in these locations 
would increase to between 952 and 2680 additional spaces. 
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24th Street at Speedway 
Assuming that 24th at Speedway will remain open, except for short-term closures, during the 
construction of the Speedway Mall, this location is proposed for early implementation with 
attended stacked racks as UT’s Bike Hub. With 90 percent of cyclists arriving from the west or 
north, this location will be most convenient to cyclists whose destinations are in the vicinity of or 
north of the East and West Malls. With approximately 6300 square feet available at the corner 
location it can support parking for between 263 and 524 bicycles. If it is the covered-stacked 
rack attended facility, it can accommodate about 450 bikes; if a bike repair facility is also 
included the parking capacity would be about 394 bikes. 

While it would be desirable to remove other bike parking within 500 feet, doing so at this 
location would eliminate approximately 435 bike parking spaces, about 125 of which are 
currently located in front of the Robert L. Moore Hall (RLM). If parking were better organized in 
front of RLM where approximately 10,300 square feet is available, this area could accommodate 
429 to 858 bicycles. 

This proposed combined parking area in the northeast quadrant of 24th at Speedway would then 
accommodate between 792 and 1382 bicycles, with an overall significant increase in capacity of 
between 357 and 947 spaces. Estimated implementation cost for  bike parking is between $100 
and $800 per bicycle depending on the facility type. This translates into an implementation cost 
for both sites at 24th and Speedway of a low of $79,200 to a high of $1,105,600, depending on 
the type of facility selected and the number of spaces provided. 

If the Bike Hub is located at the corner of 24th Street at Speedway, 450  bikes could be 
accommodated in an attended facility with stacked racks. At a cost per bike ranging between 
$300 - $800 including a light weight, steel frame with a tent cover structure, the cost of 
implementation would be between $135,000 and $360,000 for the Bike Hub.  

See project sheet, Figure 26, Speedway at 24st Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities.  

21st Street at Speedway 
For cyclists arriving on campus via 21st Street from the west, as well as from the south and east 
to 21st Street, bike parking is recommended in three quadrants of 21st Street at Speedway, 
where no large areas are available. In the southwest quadrant in front of the Perry-Castaneda 
Library approximately 3000 square feet of space is available; in the northeast quadrant in front 
of Gregory Gym approximately 4000 square feet is available; and in the southeast quadrant at 
Beauford Jester Center approximately 2300 square feet is available. In the southwest quadrant, 
a range of 125 – 250 spaces can accommodated; on the northeast quadrant, a range of 167 – 
332 spaces; and in the southeast quadrant 96-192 spaces. The total bike parking capacity of 
these three quadrants is between 388 – 774 spaces, and provides an overall capacity increase 
of between 28 and 414 new capacity if all existing bike parking within 500 feet were removed.  

Estimated implementation cost for  bike parking is between $100 and $800 per bicycle 
depending on the facility type. This translates into an implementation cost for these three 
quadrants at 21st and Speedway of a low of $38,800 to a high of $619,200 depending on the 
facilities selected. 

See project sheet, Figure 27, Speedway at 21st Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities.  
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Figure 26:  Speedway at 24th Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities 

Speedway at 24th Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities 

Description:  
The primary objective of this project is to provide 
centralized quality bike parking facilities to serve 
the needs of students, faculty and visitors 
arriving to the campus via bicycle. 

Two high-capacity bike parking facilities are 
proposed in the northeast quadrant of Speedway 
at 24th Street.   

Nearest the corner, the facility would be sited in 
an existing gravel lot adjacent to the Patterson 
Laboratories Building, Woolrich Laboratories, 
and a future restaurant facility.  Approximately 
6,300 square feet is available at this location 
which can accommodate between 263 and 524 
bicycles.  

North of this gravel lot in front of the Robert L. 
Moore Hall (RLM) approximately 10,300 square 
feet is underutilized with about 125 bikes 
currently parked here, this area could 
accommodate between 429 and 858 bicycles.  

Total potential capacity of both areas is between 
792 and 1382 bicycles. 

These bike parking facilities could consist of: 
• Single bicycle racks in a designated area 
• Single bicycle racks in a fenced area 
• Single bicycle racks in a covered area 
• Stacked racks in a covered area 
• Attended facility 
• Attended facility with repairs. 
 

The UT Bike Hub is proposed at the corner of 
24th Street at Speedway, where 450 bikes could 
be accommodated in an attended facility with 
stacked racks. At a cost per bike ranging 
between $300 - $800 including a light weight, 
steel frame with a tent cover structure, the Bike 
Hub implementation cost would be between 
$135,000 and $360,000. 

Project type: High-capacity bike parking 
facility  

Planning-level cost estimate:           
$79,200 to $1,105,600 depending on facilities 
selected for both areas 

 
High-capacity bike parking facility examples 
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Figure 27:  Speedway at 21st Area High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities 

Speedway at 21st Area High-Capacity Bike Parking Facilities 

Description:  
The primary objective of this project is to 
provide centralized quality bike parking 
facilities to serve the needs of students, faculty 
and visitors arriving to the campus via bicycle.  

Three high-capacity bike parking facilities are 
proposed in the vicinity of Speedway at 21st 
Street:  

• In the southwest quadrant near Perry-
Castaneda Library (approx. 3,000 
square feet of available space)  

• In the northeast quadrant near Gregory 
Gym (approx. 4,000 square feet of 
available space)  

• In the southeast quadrant just north of 
Jester Circle at the Beauford Jester 
Center approx. 2,300 square feet of 
available space). 

 

These bike parking facilities could consist of: 

• Single bicycle racks in a designated 
area 

• Single bicycle racks in a fenced area 
• Single bicycle racks in a covered area 
• Stacked racks in a covered area 
• Attended facility 
• Attended facility with repairs. 

 

 
This combined area could accommodate 
between a total of between 388 – 774 bikes.  

 
 

Project type:  
High-capacity bike parking facility  

Planning-level cost estimate:  
$38,800 to $619,200 depending on the 
facilities selected. 

 

 
High-capacity bike parking facility examples 
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Potential covered bike parking  area on west side of 
Union Building 

San Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street 
Of all the potential high-capacity bicycle parking locations, this area potentially has the most 
space available. Assuming that there is 13,750 square feet of space available to accommodate 
bicycle parking in the current construction-staging area in front of the entrance to the Texas 
Memorial Stadium, this area in the southeast quadrant of San Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street 
provides the largest area for bicycle parking in the vicinity of the pedestrian priority zone. 

This location’s advantages are the availability of a large amount of space; its adjacency to the 
major terminal for buses at UT. The disadvantage is that it is east of where the 90 percent of 
cyclists arriving from the west or north will most likely want to travel.  

This area is ideal for multi-modal bike/bus trips. Cyclists could leave their bicycles here after 
removing them from the bus bike racks and walk within the pedestrian priority zone. They could 
also leave bikes parked here when leaving campus, then pick them up again the next day for 
on-campus travel. 

With approximately 13,750 square feet available, this location can support parking for between 
573 and 1146 bicycles. In this area, it would be feasible to eliminate the approximately 90 
existing bike parking spaces, resulting in a new net capacity range of between 483 and 1056. 
Depending on the capacity and type of facility selected, the implementation cost would be 
between $57,300 and $916,800. 

24th Street at Guadalupe Street 
This area can provide bicycle parking at the 
edge of the pedestrian core, just south of 24th 
Street at Guadalupe Street. It can potentially be 
accessed from either the northbound bike lane 
on Guadalupe Street or from eastbound 24th 
Street. The facility is proposed to be sited along 
the west side of the Union Building where 
approximately 4,300 square feet of 
underutilized space is available.  

This area could accommodate between 179 
and 358 bikes. If 95 bike parking spaces within 
500 feet were removed, the additional capacity 
in this area would be between 84 and 263 new 
spaces. 
 
Depending on the capacity and type of facility 
selected, the implementation cost would be between $17,900 and $210,400. 
 
Some access ramping would need to be added to make this an accessible route needed by 
cyclists and others. In addition, there is an existing slatted shade covering over part of the area, 
which could be extended and covered to provide a weather-resistant parking area. 
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Figure 28:  San Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facility 

San Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facility 

Description:  
The primary objective of this project is to 
provide a centralized quality bike parking 
facility to serve the needs of students, faculty 
and visitors arriving to the campus via bicycle. 

A high-capacity bike parking facility is 
proposed in the southeast quadrant of San 
Jacinto Boulevard at 23rd Street.  The facility 
would be sited adjacent to Texas Memorial 
Stadium. Approximately 13,750 square feet is 
available at this location.  

These bike parking facilities could consist of: 

• Single bicycle racks in a designated 
area 

• Single bicycle racks in a fenced area 
• Single bicycle racks in a covered area 
• Stacked racks in a covered area 
• Attended facility 
• Attended facility with repairs. 

 
This area can accommodate between 573 and 
1,146 bikes.  

Project type: High-capacity bike parking 
facility  

Planning-level cost estimate :     
$57,300 to $916,800 depending on the 
facilities selected. 

     
 

 
High-capacity bike parking facility examples 
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 Figure 29:  24th Street at Guadalupe Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facility 
 

24th Street at Guadalupe Street High-Capacity Bike Parking Facility 

Description:  
The primary objective of this project is to 
provide a centralized quality bike parking 
facility to serve the needs of students, faculty 
and visitors arriving to the campus via bicycle. 

A high-capacity bike parking facility is 
proposed in the southeast quadrant of 
Guadalupe Street at 24th Street.  The facility 
would be sited along the west side of the 
Union Building. Approximately 4,300 square 
feet is available at this location.  

These bike parking facilities could consist of: 

• Single bicycle racks in a designated 
area 

• Single bicycle racks in a fenced area 
• Single bicycle racks in a covered area 
• Stacked racks in a covered area 
• Attended facility 
• Attended facility with repairs. 

 
This area could accommodate between 179 
and 358 bikes. 
 
There is an existing slatted shade covering 
part of the  area, which could be extended and 
covered to provide a weather-resistant parking 
area. 
 
Some ramping will need to be provided in 
order to achieve easy bike access from either 
or both Guadalupe Street and 24th Street. 
 
 

Project type: High-capacity bike parking 
facility  

Planning-level cost estimate :         
$17,900 and $210,400 depending on the 
facilities selected. 
 

 
High-capacity bike parking facility examples 
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 Bike Parking Demand, Potential Parking Capacity and Proposed Facilities 
With total daily bicyclists growing from 3800 to 7500 with improved bicycle facilities, and peak 
travel bicycling growing from 1900 to 3900, the approximately 3200 spaces available today, will 
need to increase to at least double to 6400 spaces, and may need to increase to 7500 if 
warranted. 

High-priority, high-capacity bike parking locations identified in Table 13 will provide between 852 
and 2680 new bike parking capacity if all 980 existing spaces within 500’ of the new high-
capacity locations are removed. 

Table 13:  Bike Parking Capacity by Location and Potential Facility Type 

Location Minimum 
Capacity 

Maximum 
Capacity 

Removal of 
bike racks 
within 500’ 

24th at Speedway, NE corner 263 524 
Speedway in NE quadrant at Robert L 
Moore Hall north-east of 24th Street 429 858 435 

24th Street at Guadalupe Street – west of 
Union Bldg 179 358 95 

21st at  Speedway – SW quadrant 125 250 
21st at Speedway – NE quadrant 167 332 
Speedway – Jester Center  96 192 

360 

San Jacinto at 23rd  - SE quadrant at 
Texas Memorial Stadium 573 1146 90 

Subtotals 1,832 3,660  980 
Potential Additional Near Term 
Capacity with Existing Parking 
within 500’ Removed 

            852 - 2680 

Should all of the proposed new high-capacity bike parking locations be implemented, a net gain 
of 852 -2680 bike parking spaces will be available, increasing the existing UT bike parking 
capacity of 3200 bikes to between 4052 to 5880 spaces if all 980 spaces are removed within 
500’ of these locations.  

While this would accommodate all the current daily bicyclists on campus, over time 
implementation of additional stacked racks and / or other high-capacity bike parking  at other 
locations will be necessary.  

Other sites, which were evaluated and should be targeted for additional, placement of racks, or 
better organized bike parking as warranted include: 

• Northeast quadrant of Dean Keeton Street at Whitis Avenue (in front of Kinsolving 
Dormitory)  

• In the parking lot northeast in the northeast quadrant of Speedway at Dean Keeton 
Street (north of the Chemical & Petroleum Engineering Building) where the Campus Bike 
Survey identified the need for additional bike parking at this building as well as at the 
Engineering Teaching Center  

• In the parking lot south of 20th Street east of the School of Social Work Building 
• In the parking lot west of Disch-Falk Field. 

Additional potential locations for bike parking are shown on Figure 17, Existing Vehicle Parking 
Garages and Potential High-Capacity Bike Parking Locations in Chapter VI.  

Cost estimates for providing bike parking at racks have been calculated to be between $100 
and $800 per bicycle.  
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The cost of bike lockers, which was excluded from the calculations, ranges from $750 to $1400 
per bicycle. Depending on the capacity implemented and the type of facility selected for the four 
recommended high-capacity bike parking areas in the vicinity of the pedestrian priority zone, full 
implementation costs would range between $193,200 and $2,852,000. 

This evaluation has not addressed the need for additional bike lockers, which are currently 
being placed in garages around campus. UT will want to evaluate how well this arrangement is 
working, and if underutilized, it may want to consider moving these either closer to dormitories 
or specific buildings where requested. It is not necessary for lockers to be placed in a sheltered 
area. If UT finds that demand is high, it may want to consider providing more bike lockers as an 
incentive to cycling. 

 
Potential Funding Sources 
Some on-street bikeway improvements may be made through an annual budget allocation or 
alumni donations, by the City of Austin for City controlled streets, or even through federal funds 
administered by the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) or Texas 
Department of Transportation (TxDOT). Potential funding sources and, where available the 
source of additional information, is listed below: 

• U.S. Department of Transportation / Federal Highway Administration 

o Statewide Transportation Enhancement Program (STEP). The 2006 Program call has 
been suspended. This program funds both on-and off-street bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.  For STEP status update go to  www.dot.state.tx.us/services/design/step.htm    

o Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) has established a policy to 
allocate at least 15 percent of available Federal Surface Transportation Program – 
Metropolitan Mobility dollars to bicycle and pedestrian project through the CAMPO TIP 
process according to the CAMPO Mobility 2030 Plan adopted June 6, 2005. The total 
amount available in this funding program is estimated to exceed $2,200,000 per year 
through 2030. For more information go to www.campotexas.org. 

• City of Austin 

o  city bond program for City controlled streets 

o annual budget for City controlled streets. 

• Foundation Support  

o There are a variety of strategies to develop the trail system ranging from the use of 
volunteers to build nature trails, to trails built by developers as new subdivisions are 
established, to use of regional air quality funds for AASHTO-compliant trails providing 
rail station access in mixed-use areas. www.fdncenter.org 
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Conclusion 
The University of Texas is in the process of taking a major step toward becoming a pedestrian-
oriented campus with the design of the new Speedway Mall between Dean Keeton Street and 
Jester Circle. Integrating bicycle access to campus and continuing to encourage people to 
bicycle as well as walk to and through campus presents significant challenges. This plan has 
reconfirmed most existing designated UT bike access and circulation routes. With 
implementation of the expanded integrated bikeway system, today’s estimated five percent 
mode share for bicyclists is anticipated to almost double, to about 10 percent. Peak period 
cycling on campus is estimated to more than double as well. This will also require at least 
doubling the existing bicycle parking capacity over time.  

This plan proposes the addition of high-capacity bike parking, especially in the area surrounding 
the campus’ pedestrian priority zone. This high-quality bike parking together with an expanded 
and improved bikeway network, promotion and support of the system through education 
programs will encourage more people to leave their cars at home and bicycle to and on 
campus, especially the 68 percent who live within on or within five miles of campus. 

In the near term, with the completion of Phases 1 and 2 of this plan, 7.7 miles of interconnected 
designated campus bikeways will be established.  Full implementation of this plan can only be 
achieved once automobile parking is moved to garages and the Inner Campus Drive connection  
can serve as a designated north-south bikeway between 24th Street and 21st Street, serving 
bicyclists’ mobility needs on the west side of campus. Once fully implemented, 8.6 miles of 
bikeways will serve the students, faculty, staff and visitors of UT. 

• In Phase 1 the near term bikeway system, 4.6 miles of bike lanes (including new ones 
on San Jacinto Boulevard and Dean Keeton Street between Whitis Avenue and San 
Jacinto), bike routes and bike boulevards have been recommended for implementation 
at a total estimated order-of-magnitude planning-level cost in the range of between 
$411,100 and $$617,000.  

• In Phase 2, 3.1 miles of bike routes and bike lanes would be implemented with most 
requiring coordination with the City of Austin. These projects may take additional time to 
implement due to the coordination needed. The estimated planning-level cost for this 
phase is between $28,500 and $42,800. 

• In Phase 3, the Inner Campus Drive connection between 24th and 21st Streets will add  a 
.9 mile long north-south connection on the west side of campus at an estimated 
planning-level cost of between $97,400 and $146,100 in today’s dollars.  

Should all of the proposed new high-capacity bike parking locations around the pedestrian 
priority zone be implemented, depending on the type of bike parking selected by UT, a net gain 
of between 852 and 2680 bike parking spaces would be achieved, increasing the existing UT 
bike parking capacity of 3200 bikes to between 4052 to 5880 spaces, if all of the approximately 
980 existing bike parking spaces are removed within 500’ of these locations. While this would 
accommodate all the current daily bicyclists on campus, over time implementation of additional 
stacked racks and / or other high-capacity bike parking at other locations may be necessary. 
Cost estimates for providing bike parking at racks ranges between $100 and $800 per bicycle. 
Depending on the capacity and the type of facility selected for the four recommended high-
capacity bike parking areas in the vicinity of the pedestrian priority zone, the estimated cost 
range is between $193,200 and $2,852,000. 

These improvements can be funded through an annual budget allocation or alumni donations, 
by the City of Austin for City controlled streets, or even through federal funds.  
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Appendix A 
Stakeholder Input 

 
Speedway and the East Mall Team  
 

Early in the development of the Bicycle Plan project, meetings were held with UT staff, student 
representatives, and Speedway and East Mall design project team (design project team). Staff 
and student representatives are members of the UT Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee, which 
reports to the Parking and Traffic Safety Policy Committee. This committee has the e-mail 
addresses of all registered UT cyclists.  

During these meetings, the importance making recommendations that consider and are aligned 
with previous planning efforts, particularly the 2002 Walker Parking Consultants Transportation 
Plan and the 1999 Cesar Pelli Campus Master Plan was emphasized. Both these plans have 
established visions for reclaiming pedestrian spaces, especially within the Forty Acres. In written 
commentary about past proposals, the design project team has commented: 

A campus bike map was proposed by the Pelli Master plan and in essence re-
confirmed by the Sasaki/Walker Transportation study.  This plan shows portions 
of Speedway accessible to bikes and describes a dismount zone in the area 
between the north end of Gregory gymnasium and the south end of ACEs.   The 
biking community is not in support of the dismount zone or the other bike paths 
proposed by the plan.  It is of note that many of the bike paths proposed on the 
plan are located on City of Austin Property rather than UT property.  As well, prior 
to the construction of the Blanton Museum of Art, Speedway was a direct, 
relatively level route through campus for commuters. 

The current Speedway and East Mall project is in design to completely reconfigure the existing 
Speedway street and sidewalks between building faces, creating an approximately 30-foot wide 
linear path with landscaping. Currently a bicycle dismount zone has been established at its 
junction with the East and West Malls. Since the construction of the Blanton Museum, 
Speedway is no longer a through street connecting to Congress Avenue south of Martin Luther 
King Boulevard.  

While bicycling on campus is considered to be desirable and the goal is to encourage vehicular 
bicycling, there is concern that ‘opportunistic’ bicyclists, who do not follow vehicular behavior, 
are hazardous to pedestrians. ‘Opportunistic’ bicyclists are bike riders who take advantage of 
whatever opportunities exist to directly access their destinations, including riding on sidewalks, 
malls and plazas, as well as traveling facing motorized traffic when convenient to do so. They 
also generally do not comply with traffic signs and signals. Overall this behavior creates 
uncertainty for all other transportation system users. 

Speedway and East Mall 
The creation of the Speedway dismount zone has created concern in both the campus 
community and the larger Austin cycling community, as it was a favored north-south route 
through campus.  

The design project team’s written commentary reflects these concerns related to existing 
conditions along Speedway: 
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Observed use of bicycles on Speedway does not reveal a very large existing 
population of cyclists.  During peak class change hours (between 10a.m. and 
2p.m.), there are cyclists mixing with the pedestrians, but the pedestrian flow is 
always significantly greater in numbers.  It is reported that the dismount zone 
which is signaled with signage and the presence of Cora Bike Racks, had been 
perceived as a frustration to many cyclists.  This may be in part because the 
closure of Speedway to cars has not immediately changed its visual identity as a 
road. Very few bicyclists were observed using the East Mall, probably because of 
the difficult grade change at the existing East Mall Fountain.   

“The University of Texas at Austin Biking Concerns” provided to planning team about The 
Speedway Dismount Zone, stated: 

Cyclists often cite the Dismount Zone as being a deterrent to riders because it 
disrupts the only north/south route through the heart of campus.  It seems that 
the idea of a dismount zone combined with the length of it cause many riders to 
ride through the zone.   

 
Bicycle Parking 
Existing bicycle parking throughout campus is a concern to the design project team since many 
of the traditional bike racks do not meet the needs of today’s bicyclists. Currently, bike parking is 
not distributed to meet the needs of campus bicyclists. The design project team commented on 
both existing and design goals for bike parking: 

Existing bicycle parking is inadequate in quantity and poorly designed.  Ad-hoc 
use of railings, light posts, and other objects results in both damage and visual 
clutter.  Some racks are not bolted to the ground and others are bolted 
inadequately. 

Design Goals …The development of adequate quantities of bike parking is 
critical to the overall success of Speedway.  Additionally, bicycle parking must be 
well lit, reasonably close to entries, and properly maintained to remove “junk” 
bicycles. 

“The University of Texas at Austin Biking Concerns” provided to planning team about 
available bicycle parking, stated: 

Students, faculty and staff often offer recommendations where more racks are 
needed.  However, many times nothing can be done to offer more parking 
because of lack of space.  Bicycle parking is an afterthought in many projects 
that have been completed on campus and causes problems later on.  As the 
number of bikes on campus increases there is more demand for parking close to 
building entrances. 

In addition a concern was expressed about theft: 

The past several years Austin has been ranked in the top ten nationally for 
bicycle thefts and a significant portion of that statistic may be attributed to the UT 
campus.  Although Campus Watch, UT’s public police report service, has 
reported around 100 annual bike thefts the past several years it is hard to 
estimate the number of UT thefts that go unreported to both the University of 
Texas at Austin Police Department (UTPD) and the Austin Police Department 
(APD). 
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Speedway and East Mall Design Goals 
The design of Speedway will transform both the existing road and the surrounding land from 
face of building to face of building.  It is intended that the identity of Speedway will be 
completely altered from a road to a linear mall with significant plantings on either side.  In many 
ways, the character of this space will reflect the character of the West Mall, one of the liveliest 
social spaces on campus as well as a main point of entry and circulation.  The East Mall design 
will build on the existing Paul Cret Master plan layout, but will be carefully renovated to maintain 
its historic alignments while accommodating the significant growth in the Oak trees and the 
maintenance of plant material. 

On-Street Bicycle Routes 
While UT shows 2 city bike routes along San Jacinto Boulevard and along 24th Street, on its 
web-based bike parking map, no other on-street bikeways are called out. The design project 
team has a significant concern related to Speedway being shown as a bike route on the City’s 
bicycle map.  

San Jacinto Boulevard is controlled by UT between Dean Keeton Street and Martin Luther King 
Boulevard.  North and south of campus the City has installed bike lanes. On campus a 15 mph 
posted speed limit is posted along this 2-lane roadway with diagonal parking along both sides. 
The diagonal parking results in 12-15’ lane in each direction. Concerns related to San Jacinto 
Boulevard include the limited sites lines when motorists back out of the diagonal parking 
spaces, long vehicles which intrude on the travel lanes, and lack of dedicated bike lanes. San 
Jacinto Boulevard has also been identified as a potential future streetcar line. 

On two on-campus one-way streets, two-way bicycle traffic is allowed by UT policy: Trinity 
Street and Inner Campus Drive. Poor site lines at the Trinity parking garage egress is a 
concern. 

Streets under City jurisdiction running either adjacent to or through campus include: Martin 
Luther King Boulevard, Guadalupe Street, Dean Keeton Street, and Red River Street and 
Manor Road. Service roads along IH 35 are under Texas Department of Transportation 
jurisdiction. The City of Austin website has a bike map that shows bike routes adjacent to or 
through campus along Guadalupe Street, Speedway, San Jacinto Boulevard, Red River Street, 
Chicon Street, Dean Keeton Street, 24th Street and 21st Street. 

Several streets were of particular concern to survey respondents. The need for bike lanes along 
Dean Keeton Street and San Jacinto Boulevard was called out, as well as the need to extend 
the bike lanes north along Guadalupe. 

 “The University of Texas at Austin Biking Concerns” provided to planning team about on-street 
bicycling, stated: 

The University of Texas asks that cyclists “take the lane” when riding through 
campus due to the low 15 mile per hour speed limit.  However, since the speed 
limit is notoriously broken and there are a limited number of vehicular streets on 
campus many cyclists request bike lanes and paths.  They are concerned about 
their safety with vehicles passing them on one side and being pushed closer to 
parked cars on the right side of the lane. 

Additional comments about UT bike routes were made by Gordon S. Novak, Jr., Professor, 
Computer Sciences at UT. His comments are provided below: 

It seems obvious to me that UT should actively encourage bicycling: 
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1. Given the large size of the UT campus (over 1 mile in diameter), going 
between two locations on campus by walking can take 20-30 minutes, while by 
bike it will only take 5 minutes.  Thus, bicycles are an essential element of intra-
campus transportation; bicycles are suitable for intra-campus travel because they 
are small, silent, and non-polluting. 

2. Bicycles vastly extend the effective range of the shuttle bus system.  If we 
assume that a person is willing to walk for 5 minutes on each end of a bus route, 
walking gives a 1/4-mile range around shuttle bus stops; the shuttle bus 
coverage is a "string of beads" where the beads are 1/2 mile in diameter.  
However, a bicycle can go a mile in 5 minutes, making the coverage of each 
shuttle route a 2-mile-wide solid stripe; this makes the shuttle system cover 
nearly the entire city. 

Some UT architects argue that the campus master plan envisions banning 
vehicles from the center of campus and moving all vehicles to the periphery that 
bikes are vehicles, and therefore it is okay to ban or restrict bicycle travel in the 
center of campus.  However, bikes are special vehicles and, as explained above, 
the only kind of intra-campus transportation that works for longer distances.  In 
addition, being able to ride a bike directly to a campus destination gives bikes an 
advantage that helps overcome their slower speed and makes bikes competitive 
with cars for travel to campus. 

Building a parking garage space for a car costs $20,000 in addition to the cost of 
the scarce and valuable land on which the building sits. Bikes are 10 times as 
efficient as cars in terms of infrastructure required (roads, parking) per person 
transported, and 20 times as fuel efficient.  It is in UT's interest to promote bike 
travel to reduce the congestion and car facilities required. 

A previous transportation consultant designed what they thought were "bike 
routes" for UT; unfortunately, these "routes" started where nobody lives and 
either went past the far fringes of campus or ended where nobody wants to go.  It 
seems obvious that bike routes need to start where people live and end where 
people want to go on campus. Most UT people live west, north, or northwest of 
campus, plus the apartments south of the lake and east of I-35; the latter are less 
likely to ride to campus, and their routes are constrained by the usable bridges 
across the lake: I-35, Congress, South First, and Lamar.  Since the campus is 
hilly, bike routes should avoid having to climb hills unnecessarily. 

It should be easy to get real data to show where bike routes are needed.  Parking 
and Transportation knows the large concentrations of student housing and 
serves them with the shuttle bus system.  UT's Information Technology Services 
could be asked to count the number of students, faculty, and staff who live in 
each zip code; this would give good data on starting points for travel to campus.  
Data about destinations could be approximated by going through the UT course 
registration data for a semester: for each course, add the enrollment of the 
course to the total for the building where the course is taught.  The buildings with 
high counts are the most likely destinations for travel, both from outside campus 
and within campus. 

The City of Austin Bicycle Map is a poor source of route information. The UT Bike 
Map is better, giving usable routes that end at the edge of campus. 
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Clearly, pedestrians and bicycles don't mix well.  UT should invest in some 
dedicated bicycle routes that will allow continuous bicycle travel (without 
dismount zones) while separating bikes and pedestrians.  The central Speedway 
dismount zone is already an annoyance and delay to cyclists, and apparently 
more dismount zones are planned for Speedway.  Speedway is a critical bike 
route, since it is level and goes through the heart of campus.  The central 
Speedway dismount zone could be eliminated by making a bike ramp on the 
west side of Speedway, a few feet below grade with ramps on both ends.  The 
existing stairs from the elevated sidewalk on the west side of Speedway could be 
extended across the bike ramp, so that the stairs would come down to Speedway 
east of the bike ramp.  In this way, the two streams of traffic would be separated 
and bikes would not have to dismount. 

Future designs for beautification of Speedway should be required to include 
bicycle routes, without dismount zones.  In general, new construction should 
always include facilities for bicycles. 

Ironically, UT Campus Planning has been designing in a lot of bicycle parking in 
new buildings (because it gets them "green points") at the same time they are 
making it harder for bicycles to get to the building! 

Other universities (e.g. Colorado at Boulder) have routes and facilities that are 
designed for bicycle or mixed bicycle/pedestrian use.  Colorado uses different 
colors of concrete to designate the bike and pedestrian portions of mixed routes. 

Greenways - Waller Creek 
The need to evaluate the Waller Creek corridor as a potential multi-use path corridor was 
discussed in planning team meetings with the design project team. It was generally believed 
that at least some segments along the corridor could serve as parts of a bicycle routing system. 
Emil Kresl, a UT staff member, provided suggestions for potential alignments for a Waller Creek 
path.  

Potential Conflicts 
The design project team has indicated that the community of disabled students, staff, and 
faculty is concerned about the inter-mixing of any moving vehicles within walking areas, and that 
this concern should be included in evaluating bicycle routes. 

In the survey responses, it is clear that pedestrians are wary of aggressive vehicle drivers – 
bicyclists, automobile drivers, bus operators, and service vehicle operators. Bicyclists expressed 
frustration about unpredictable pedestrian behavior, aggressive automobile and bus drivers, and 
lack of dedicated bikeways on campus. Automobile drivers in the survey expressed frustration 
about failure of bicyclists to follow vehicular rules of the road. Numerous comments pointed out 
the need for educational materials for all transportation system users. 

“The University of Texas at Austin Biking Concerns” provided to planning team regarding 
awareness stated: 

The age old fight between motorists, cyclists and pedestrians is an issue on 
campus.  Each party has complaints against the other ones usually about 
irresponsibility and ignorance.   
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Campus Bike Survey 
UT staff distributed a web-based survey to the approximately 3,400 persons who have 
registered bicycles on campus. Staff collected and initially provided the results from 614 
respondents to the planning team. In response to where respondents live, 15 percent indicated 
they live on campus, 30 percent within 1 mile of campus, 38 percent live 2-5 miles from campus, 
11 percent 5-10 miles and 6 percent over 10 miles. 

Of the respondents, an overwhelming majority (82 percent) were students, 13 percent staff, 4 
percent faculty and 6 percent visitors. Of these respondents, 52 percent rode daily or almost 
daily, 24 percent frequently, 14 percent occasionally or rarely, and 10 percent never ride to 
campus.  

Respondents replied 833 times for reasons they do not ride more often citing: time 19 percent, 
convenience 20 percent, poor facilities 20 percent, safety 18 percent, lack of parking 9 percent, 
and lack of showers 13 percent. Of the 261 people who offered comments about reasons they 
do not ride more often, 50 where supplied to the planning team initially. Of these responses, 
weather (rain and heat) was the reason given in almost half of the comments. Other responses 
were almost evenly divided between dislike of interactions between pedestrians, motorists and 
bikes; lack of bike parking; poor or unsafe road conditions; terrain; commute time/distance; too 
much stuff to carry; and lack of support facilities such as air pumps and showers. 

In terms of riding to campus, 61 percent of respondents indicated they would ride or ride more 
often if covered bike parking were provided on campus, while 39 percent would not. Of those 
respondents who currently ride to campus, 33 percent only walk to campus destinations and 17 
percent only ride, while 50 percent do both. Respondents indicated that if secure, covered bike 
parking were provided on campus, 44 percent would walk to campus destinations, while 56 
percent would ride.  

When responding to what would they would like to see improved on campus, respondents were 
asked to mark all that applied. Of the 1593 responses given, 23 percent want improved 
bikeways; 20 percent better bike/pedestrian separation; 17 percent better campus access; 17 
percent secure covered bike parking; 14 percent more convenient bike parking;  and 10 percent 
access to showers/changing facilities.  

Respondents were offered an opportunity to comment on desired improvements. Of the 159 
comments received, 50 were provided to the planning team. Most frequent responses indicate a 
desire for: 

• many more bike racks, improved bike rack design (15 comments) 

• better education/enforcement on rights and responsibilities of motorists, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians; how to share the space (11) 

• improved bikeways (lanes or routes), improved roadway surfaces, improved connectivity 
(curb ramps to parking, bike rails on stairs (12)  

• frustration with or removal of Speedway dismount zone (6). 

Other comments for desired improvements included programs that support cyclists including air 
pumps, bike repair, covered bike parking, removal of abandoned bicycles, security monitoring of 
bike parking, bike route wayfinding, and elimination of required bike registration. Several 
comments suggested closing the campus to cars.  The Other Comments section generally 
reflected the overall survey comments. 
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In various comments, the need for additional bike parking at specific locations was called out at: 
Gregory Gymnasium (GRE), Beauford H. Jester Center (JES), Student Union (UNB), Campus 
Police Station (UPB), Art Building (ART), Robert Lee Moore Hall (RLM ), Engineering Teaching 
Center (ETC), Engineering Science Building (ENS), Engineering Teaching Center (ETC), Ernest 
Cockrell Jr. Hall (ECJ), Main Building (MAI), W.R. Woolridge Laboratory (WRW), Robert A. 
Welch Hall (WEL), Peter Flawn Academic Center (FAC), Chemical and Petroleum Engineering 
(CPE), and Patterson Laboratory (PAT). 
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Appendix B 
Other Campus Plans 

With the goal of developing a safe, efficient and attractive bicycle system, UT faces similar 
challenges as other institutions around the country.  Many university campuses are challenged 
with accommodating multiple travel modes on a limited transportation network.  Universities are 
faced with the challenge of balancing bicyclists’ needs with pedestrian, transit and vehicle 
needs; and various solutions have been developed to meet this balance.  Identifying potential 
strategies to address bicycle-related needs at UT can be partially achieved through reviewing 
planning documents from other universities.   

The planning team reviewed Campus Master Plans and Bicycle Plans from five universities 
around the country to identify how bicycle-related challenges (similar to those facing UT) are 
addressed.  The team generally selected universities based on climate, student enrollment, and 
whether a university had recently completed a Campus Master Plan or Bicycle Plan.  Ultimately, 
the team reviewed plans from the University of California (Los Angeles), University of Arizona, 
Texas State University (San Marcos), University of Texas (San Antonio), Ohio State University 
and University of Washington. 

The Campus Master Plans and Bicycle Plans generally include three types of bicycle-related 
recommendations: 

• Bikeway network recommendations (primarily focusing on physical bicycle infrastructure) 

• End-of-trip facilities recommendations (short- and long-term bicycle parking facilities and 
other related amenities) 

• Education, encouragement and enforcement recommendations. 

The review of campus plans identified several potential bicycle improvement strategies relevant 
to UT.  Although the recommendations would need to be specifically tailored to address 
bicycling at UT, they provide a starting point for developing potential solutions.  The following 
sections summarize recommendations identified in the campus plans review.   

Bikeway Network 
The Campus Master Plans and Bicycle Plans each include various bikeway network 
recommendations.  Most plans identify the need to separate bicycle and pedestrian traffic to 
reduce conflicts between travelers moving at differing speeds.  Recommended solutions include 
directing cyclists to streets with low pedestrian and vehicular traffic volumes (i.e., on campus 
service roads), restricting bicycle travel to certain parts of campus, and establishing bicycle 
dismount zones.  Separation of bicycle and pedestrian traffic could also be achieved with 
pavement markings and signage.  The plans also recommend the use of traffic calming 
measures where bicycle and pedestrian corridors intersect. 

Improving the transition between on- and off-campus bikeways represents another consistent 
recommendation in the Campus Master Plans and Bicycle Plans.  Location-specific 
recommendations include intersection treatments (i.e., bicycle loop detectors) where campus 
bikeways meet major city streets, and wayfinding signage to orient cyclists as they enter and 
leave campus.  A few plans suggest that universities coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions to 
add or enhance bicycle facilities on non-university streets adjacent to campus. Table 2 
summarizes bikeway network recommendations in each campus plan.  
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Table 2: Bikeway Network Recommendations 
Plan Recommendations 

UCLA Bicycle Master 
Plan 

• Coordinate with the City of L.A. to add bike lanes on Gayley Ave. (a City-
owned street adjacent to campus) 

• Enhance bikeway connections to campus, and construct Class I, II and III 
bike facilities on campus where possible (it is assumed that most cyclists 
will ride to campus, then walk to reach intra-campus destinations) 

• Install bicycle wayfinding signage (routes, vehicle conflict areas, parking 
areas, etc.) 

• Install “bicycle gutters” on stairwells along major travel corridors 
• Install bicycle loop detectors at signalized intersections 
• Develop a routine bikeway maintenance program 

University of Arizona 
Comprehensive 
Campus Plan 

• Establish a primary north-south bicycle route on Highland Ave. /Mountain 
Rd.; and an east-west route on University/Third St. 

• Separate bicycle and pedestrian traffic in pedestrian-oriented areas 
• Enhance bicycle route delineation to reduce bicycle/pedestrian conflicts 
• Develop “bicycle boulevards” 
• Implement traffic-calming measures at locations where bicycle and 

pedestrian corridors intersect 
• Refine existing street cross-sections to provide more space for 

bicyclists/pedestrians 
Texas State University 
Campus Master Plan 

• Establish a loop bicycle route following the campus perimeter 

University of Texas 
(San Antonio) Campus 
Master Plan 

• Construct multi-use paths along all major campus roadways 
• Improve the transition between on-campus an off-campus bikeways 
• Improve bicycle connections between central campus and outlying vehicle 

parking areas 
Ohio State University 
Campus Bicycle Plan 

• Add bicycle lanes/shoulder striping, pavement markings and/or off-street 
paths to several major north-south and east-west streets within campus 

• Integrate bicycle facilities with campus service roads 
• Route bicycle traffic around heavy pedestrian activity areas 
• Implement traffic-calming measures where bicycle and pedestrian corridors 

intersect 
• Upgrade the Olentangy Trail to meet AASHTO standards 
• Construct a new multi-use path to connect central campus with areas to the 

northwest 
• Coordinate with the City of Columbus to add bike lanes on High St. (a City-

owned street adjacent to campus) 
• Implement a consistent and concise system of bicycle signage and 

pavement markings 
• Provide routine bikeway maintenance (sweeping and pavement marking 

replacement) 
• Establish a bikeway maintenance hotline and website 

University of 
Washington (Seattle) 
Master Plan 

• Improve sightlines and add signage and pavement markings at 
bicycle/pedestrian interface areas 

• Use signage and pavement markings to clearly define bicycle areas on 
streets serving multiple travel modes 

• Improve bicycle access between campus and the Burke-Gilman Trail 
• Coordinate with the City of Seattle to address bicycle detection needs at 

signalized intersections near campus 
• Coordinate with the City of Seattle to address barriers impacting bicycle 

travel on City streets (i.e., bridge and freeway crossings) 
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End-of-Trip Facilities 
End-of-trip facilities represent another primary focus area of the Campus Master Plans and 
Bicycle Plans.  Recommendations include conventional amenities (i.e., bicycle racks) as well as 
more comprehensive facilities to serve cyclists.  Most campus plans recommend providing 
bicycle racks at locations with high parking demand (such as academic buildings and residence 
halls), and the location and quantity of racks should be monitored and modified as demand 
changes.  The plans also recommend replacing damaged and obsolete racks as needed, along 
with routine removal of abandoned bicycles.       

Beyond conventional bicycle racks serving short-term parking needs, most campus plans 
include long-term parking recommendations.  To serve riders wishing to leave their bicycle in 
one location for the entire day, some plans recommend the use of bicycle lockers.  “Bike hubs” 
also serve long-term parking needs.  Typically including covered and secure parking, these 
facilities could be sited near other amenities such as showers and changing areas.  Depending 
on the university under focus, the campus plans recommend establishing bike stations in one 
central location or in multiple locations along major campus bicycle routes. In addition to 
location-specific recommendations, most plans also identify the need to integrate bicycle 
parking requirements with new campus development projects. 

Table 3 summarizes end-of-trip facilities recommendations in each campus plan. 

Table 3: End-of-Trip Facilities Recommendations 
Plan Recommendations 

UCLA Bicycle Master 
Plan 

• Remove damaged and obsolete bike racks 
• Install bike racks at locations where parking demand exceeds supply 
• Install bike lockers near parking garages 
• Establish bike parking requirements for new construction on campus 
• Provide discounted shower and locker access to cyclists 
• Complete quarterly impounds of abandoned bicycles 
• Develop a “bike-transit hub” (with bike parking and improvements to nearby 

streets and intersections) 
University of Arizona 
Comprehensive 
Campus Plan 

• Develop 18 major bike parking areas along the designated bicycle route 
system and in high-activity areas 

• Provide smaller bike parking areas as space permits 
Texas State University 
Campus Master Plan 

• Establish “bike stations” (with lockers, showers and secure parking) at 
parking garages 

• Establish a “bike station” at the San Marcos commuter rail station (near 
campus) 

• Provide bike racks near residential halls 
University of Texas 
(San Antonio) Campus 
Master Plan 

• Not specified 

Ohio State University 
Campus Bicycle Plan 

• Provide bike racks outside all residence halls and university buildings, at 
locations where students gather, and at other locations with high bicycle 
activity 

• Provide bike lockers in a centralized location on campus 
• Evaluate the potential for establishing a campus “bike station” 
• Establish and promote special-event bike parking facilities (i.e., “bicycle 

corrals”) 
University of 
Washington (Seattle) 
Master Plan 

• Provide bike parking adjacent to campus buildings while minimizing impacts 
on landscaping and open space resources 

• Provide additional covered, secure bike parking at high-use locations 
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Plan Recommendations 
• Integrate covered, secure bike parking with new campus development 

projects 
• Provide additional clothes storage and shower facilities 
• Conduct an annual bike rack utilization survey, and modify the location and 

quantity of racks to meet demand 
 
Education, Encouragement and Enforcement 
Supplementing bikeway networks and end-of-trip facilities, most campus plans identify 
education, encouragement and enforcement strategies.  Education recommendations include 
creating and distributing safety brochures to acquaint cyclists with campus bicycle regulations.  
“Share-the-Road” campaigns are also recommended to increase the awareness of motorists 
and cyclists on streets.   

Encouragement strategies include providing financial incentives to promote cycling (i.e., through 
distributing free or reduced-cost helmets, reflectors and other items).  Other recommendations 
include distributing campus bicycling information (i.e., maps and retailer lists) to visitors and 
incoming students.  Some plans recommend establishing centralized campus bicycle service 
areas (which could be integrated with bike stations) and offer bicycle maintenance and rentals.  
Universities are also encouraged to organize campus bicycle events to promote cycling as an 
attractive transportation mode. 

Enforcement recommendations generally pertain to campus regulations and parking registration 
programs.  Most campus plans recommend that universities actively enforce bicycle-related 
rules such as dismount zones.  Bicycle registration programs enable university staff to trace 
stolen or abandoned bicycles to their owners.  Under these programs, students are allowed to 
park their bicycle on campus only if they register their bicycle with the university. 

The following table summarizes education, encouragement and enforcement recommendations 
in each campus plan. 

Table 4: Education, Encouragement and Enforcement Recommendations 
Plan Recommendations 
UCLA Bicycle Master Plan • Provide financial incentives for bicycle use (i.e., bicycle gear, 

maintenance, rental, gym memberships) 
• Establish a “UCLA Community Bicycle Center” (with bike 

maintenance tools, tune-ups, repair workshops, etc.) 
• Enforce on-campus bicycling regulations 
• Enforce bicycle dismount zone policy 
• Provide campus bike registration 
• Establish a bicycle safety and education program (i.e., safety 

brochures, “share the road” campaigns) 
• Routinely collect and analyze bicycle theft and collision data 
• Develop marketing tools to promote bicycling (i.e. maps, brochures, 

newsletters, webpage) 
• Develop marketing partnerships with local businesses and various 

UCLA departments 
• Organize campus bicycle events 

University of Arizona 
Comprehensive Campus Plan 

• Not specified 

Texas State University 
Campus Master Plan 

• Establish a bicycle repair shop near the center of campus 
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Plan Recommendations 
University of Texas (San 
Antonio) Campus Master Plan 

• Not specified 

Ohio State University Campus 
Bicycle Plan 

• Distribute bicycling information to incoming students (i.e., 
registration and safety information, list of retailers, list of rules and 
regulations, campus route map) 

• Organize campus bicycle events 
• Coordinate with the City of Columbus to establish a non-motorized 

advisory committee to address citywide non-motorized 
transportation policy and planning 

• Establish a campus awareness and education campaign to educate 
cyclists on relevant bicycle laws 

University of Washington 
(Seattle) Master Plan 

• Establish a bicycle/pedestrian safety program (i.e., selling 
discounted helmets, reflective vests and route maps) 

• Establish a program to facilitate the purchase or lease of bicycles by 
students, faculty and staff 

• Create one or two “bike centers” that rent and store “campus bikes” 
 
Summary 
Like many institutions, UT is challenged with meeting the needs of cyclists while simultaneously 
accommodating pedestrians, transit riders, motorists and other transportation users.  The 
bikeway network and end-of-trip facilities recommendations identified above represent physical 
(and some policy) solutions implemented by similar universities.  The education, 
encouragement and enforcement recommendations serve as supplemental strategies in making 
bicycling a viable travel mode.  The recommendations presented above can serve as a starting 
point for improving UT’s campus bicycle system. 
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Appendix C 
 

On-Street Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) Methodology 
 
Primary Stress Level (SL) Factors  
The primary BLOS factors include velocity and volume of motorized traffic and the amount of 
space available for the bicyclist to operate. In short, streets with narrow lanes and high volumes 
of fast moving traffic are not bicycle friendly, while streets with wide outside lanes, light traffic 
volumes and slower traffic speeds are considered to be bicycle friendly. These primary factors 
are discussed below as velocity, volume, and curb lane width.  

Primary factors used in considering a street suitable for signing as a bike route: 

• Determine curb lane traffic velocity stress level (Vel SL) by using posted speed limits, 30 
mph where unposted along city streets, or 15mph on campus streets.   

• Calculate traffic volume stress level (Vol SL) for Peak Vehicles per Hour in the curb lane 
(PV/HCL) using available traffic count data, or estimating counts where unavailable.  
Assume that 10 per cent of the daily volume occurs in the peak hour(s).  

• Identify the curb lane width (W SL) utilizing field measurements including the area 
between the gutter pans, or curb face to curb face for streets with monolithic curbs.  

The method used for calculating the BLOS described in the North Central Texas Council of 
Governments’ (NCTCOG) 1995 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Planning and Design 
Guidelines uses the following formula:  

PRIMARY STRESS LEVEL (PSL) = (Vel SL + Vol SL +W SL) / 3 

Table A: Primary Stress Level (SL) Factors (Columns 1-3) 

 
Column 1: 
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(Vel SL) 

 
Posted 

Vehicle Speed 
Limit 

in Miles Per 
Hour 

 
Column 2: 

Volume 
Stress Level 

(Vol SL) 

 
Peak Vehicles 

per Hour in 
the Curb Lane 

(PV/HCL) 

 
Column 3: 

Width 
Stress 
Level 

(W SL) 

 
Curb Lane 

Width 
 

Feet 
 

1 
 

1-25 
 

1 
 

1-50 
 

1 
 

15' or bike 
lane * 

 
2 

 
26-34 

 
2 

 
51-200 

 
2 

 
14' 

 
3 

 
35-39 

 
3 

 
201-325 

 
3 

 
13' 

 
4 

 
40-44 

 
4 

 
326-449 

 
4 

 
12' 

 
5 

 
45+ 

 
5 

 
450+ 

 
5 

 
11' 

Note: NCTCOG’s BLOS methodology does not include bike lanes, for the purposes of this analysis, bike 
lanes have been assigned a SL score of ‘1.’ 
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Secondary Stress Level (SL) Factors 
Secondary Stress Level Factors were not evaluated as part of this master planning process. 
These should be incorporated as circumstances warrant prior to bike route implementation. If 
applicable, add these Secondary Stress Factors (Tables C, D, E) to the Primary Stress Level 
total determined above to establish the final SL for each given road segment.  Reference this 
resulting SL number to the BLOS Index (Table B). 

Table C: Frequency of Commercial Driveways 
(esp. those considered “common” e.g. shopping centers) 

Commercial Driveways Per Mile Add Stress Level Factor 

30-39 +0.1 

40-49 +0.2 

50+ +0.4 

 

Table B: Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) Index  
(Reference the Stress Level (SL) for each road segment to the table below.) 

SL BLOS Traffic Characteristics 

1.0-1.49 A 
 
Free traffic flow with bicyclists virtually unaffected by the presence of other 
types of vehicles in traffic. 

1.50-2.49 B 
 
Stable flow with a high degree of freedom for bicycle operation but with some 
influence from other vehicles.  May have some on-street parking. 

2.50-3.49 C 

 
Restricted flow which remains stable but with significant interaction between 
bicyclists and motorists.  May have sporadic on-street parking and a moderate 
level of mid-block commercial driveways. 

3.50-4.49 D 

 
High speed, high density flow in which freedom to maneuver is severely 
restricted and congestion is noticeable, although flow is stable.  Interaction at 
intersections is unfavorable.  Trucks, street parking and commercial driveways 
may be common. 

4.50+ F 

 
High speed flow with traffic volume at capacity or exceeding capacity with 
multiple conflicts at intersections.  There may be frequent trucks, on-street 
parking and commercial driveways. 
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Table D: Levels of Truck / Bus Traffic 
(as percentage of overall traffic) 

Truck / Bus Traffic Add Stress Level Factor 

10%-12% +0.1 

12%-15% +0.2 

15%+ +0.4 

 
 

Table E: On-Street Parking 
(frequency of turnover - if present) 

Parking Turnover Add Stress Level Factor 

10-14 per hour +0.1 

15-19 per hour +0.2 

20+ per hour +0.4 
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Notes Options for Creating BLOS B
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

1 15th I35 W EW 60 24,330 6/30/02 6 405.5 4 35 3 10 5 4 D
2 15th Red River W E 30 15,032 2/28/05 3 501.1 5 35 3 10 5 4.33 D 3M (M=Median)
3 15th Red River W W 30 4,309 10/4/04 3 143.6 2 35 3 10 5 3.33 C M3
4 15th Trinity W EW 60 22,400 6/30/02 6 373.3 4 35 3 10 5 4 D 3M3

5 18th Brazos E W 30 639 7/6/05 1 63.9 2 2 14 2 2 B 1 way to W; PP/1/PP (pp= 
parallel parking @ 8')

(Velocity Stress Level cell left 
blank is estimated to be 30mph 

limit)

20th Guadalupe to 
deadend 38 est 2 4 15 1 19 1 2 B 2lane, no parking room for bike lanes

6 21st Guadalupe W EW 36 3,620 6/30/02 2 181 2 2 14 2 2 B

1/1/PP with DP at 
GSB/CBA (Velocity SL 

estimated at 30mph where 
not posted off campus)

note- 21st between Guadalupe 
and Speedway is wider-ok

7 21st San Jacinto W EW 38 5,330 6/30/02 2 266.5 3 15 1 11 5 3 C PP/1/1/PP San Jacinto to 
Speedway 

remove parallel parking (PP) 
one side and restripe w wide 

outside lane (WOL)

9 23rd Robert 
Dedman W EW 58 5,970 6/30/02 2 298.5 3 15 1 17 1 1.67 B 1M1; bus layover (allowed 

12')

10 24th Guadalupe E EW 35 4,140 6/30/02 2 207 3 15 1 9.5 5 3 C

remove parallel parking (PP) 
one side between Guadalupe 
and Speedway. When parking 

bays require restriping restripe at 
at 7'-wide during routine 

maintenance.  

12 24th San Jacinto W EW 38 5,530 6/30/02 2 276.5 3 15 1 7 5 3 C PP/1/1/DP (N side)
remove diagonal parking on 

north side, and establish parallel 
parking

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

Bowman-Melton Associates, Inc
UT Austin - Speedway Project Bicycle Level Of Service Analysis Data with Treatment Alternatives
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Notes Options for Creating BLOS B
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

25th Guadalupe to 
Whitis 36 est 2 4 15 1 28 2 2.33 B 2lane, w PP one side

14 27th Whitis W EW 48 6,710 6/30/02 2 335.5 4 2 16 1 2.33 B PP/1/1/PP

81 30th Guadalupe E EW 9,200 6/30/02 2 460 5 est 2 BL 1 2.67 C note 30th W of Speedway 
has bike lanes lower speed limit to 25

15 Brazos MLK S NS 38 2,120 6/30/02 2 106 2 2 11 5 3 C PP/1/1/PP remove parking one side, see 
above

75 Brazos MLK N NS 26 2,120 6/30/02 2 106 2 15 1 13 3 2 B 1/1; stop light at MLK
16 Chicon Manor S NS 37 3,130 6/30/02 4 78.25 2 2 9.25 5 3 C 2/2 restripe
17 Clyde Littlefield Red River W EW 33 4,800 6/30/02 2 240 3 15 1 16.5 1 1.67 B 1/1

21 Dean Keeton Guadalupe E EW 64 14,640 6/30/02 4 366 4 30 2 11 5 3.67 D Bus/2/M/2/PP  remove PP, restripe, add bike 
lanes

23 Dean Keeton Robert 
Dedman E EW 82 20,680 6/30/02 6 344.7 4 30 2 11 5 3.67 D PP/3/M/3/PP restripe, remove PP, add bike 

lanes

24 Dean Keeton Robert 
Dedman W EW 82 23,030 6/30/02 6 383.8 4 30 2 11 5 3.67 D " restripe, remove PP, add bike 

lanes

25 Dean Keeton San Jacinto W EW 80 18,620 6/30/02 4 465.5 5 30 2 14 2 3 C PP/2/M/2/PP bus stops restripe, add bike lanes, lower 
speed limit to 25

26 Dean Keeton Speedway E EW 80 20,608 11/19/03 4 515.2 5 30 2 14 2 3 C " "

E 20th Comal to 
Leona est B

E21st Comal to 
Leona est B

27 Guadalupe 21st N NS 64 25,500 6/30/02 4 637.5 5 2 BL 1 2.67 C

BL(bike 
lane)/2/2/BL/PP(on W). 

Bike Lanes are scored as 
a width SL of 1.

lower speed t0 25mph

28 Guadalupe 21st S NS 64 23,180 6/30/02 4 579.5 5 2 BL 1 2.67 C BL/2/2/BL/PP "
29 Guadalupe 22nd N NS 64 28,646 7/17/02 4 716.2 5 2 BL 1 2.67 C BL/2/2/BL/PP "

Bowman-Melton Associates, Inc
UT Austin - Speedway Project Bicycle Level Of Service Analysis Data with Treatment Alternatives
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Notes Options for Creating BLOS B
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

30 Guadalupe 25th N NS 52 30,980 9/17/02 4 774.5 5 2 10.4 5 4 D 2/2/PP (S of D Keeton)
remove PP, restripe w bike 

lanes and lower speed to 25, or 
reconstruct

31 Guadalupe 26th N NS 52 27,609 5/21/05 4 690.2 5 2 10 5 4 D 2/Scramble (S)/2
remove scramble lane, install 
bike lanes, and lower speed to 

25; or reconstruct

32 Guadalupe 27th N NS 0 28,258 9/17/02 4 706.5 5 30 2 11 5 4 D
street wider, did not 

measure-traffic, est CL at 
11'

needs further evaluation if route 
is recommended

33 Guadalupe 27th S NS 52 28,370 6/30/02 4 709.3 5 30 2 10 5 4 D 2/S/2
remove scramble lane, install 
bike lanes, and lower speed to 

25; or reconstruct

34 Guadalupe MLK N NS 52 18,070 6/30/02 4 451.8 5 30 2 13 3 3.33 C 2/2 restripe and install bike lanes, 
lower speed to 25mph

35 Guadalupe MLK S S 39 11,220 6/30/02 2 561 5 30 2 11.5 5 4 D 1way S; PP/2/PP remove PP one side, stripe, and 
lower speed to 25

36 Inner Campus 
(1:Whitis) Dean Keeton S NS 38 2,000 est 2 100 2 15 1 11 5 2.67 C P/2/P remove P one side, define travel 

area, add bike markings

37 Inner Campus (2) 24th S S 20 2,000 est 1 200 2 15 1 12 4 2.33 B 1/P

38 Inner Campus (4) Bldg GEB @ S 30 2,000 est 1 200 2 15 1 14 2 1.67 B 1/DP (Diagonal Parking @ 
16')

39 Inner Campus (5) Bldg WCH @ S 20 2,000 est 1 200 2 15 1 14 2 1.67 B P/1

40 La Vaca MLK S N 54 13,990 6/30/02 3 466.3 5 2 14 2 3 C

1-way N; PP/3/PP (Temp 
construction wall on 

campus at N of MLK at La 
Vaca)

Remove PP, add additional 12' 
travel lane, install bike lane

73 Lafayette Dean Keaton S NS 27 3,140 6/30/02 2 157 2 25 1 13.5 3 2 B 1/1

Leona Manor to 20th est B street width, speed limit to 
be obtained

Bowman-Melton Associates, Inc
UT Austin - Speedway Project Bicycle Level Of Service Analysis Data with Treatment Alternatives
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

41 Manor I35 E EW 33 7,550 6/30/02 2 377.5 4 35 3 16.5 1 2.67 C lower speed to 30 mph
42 Manor Lafayette W EW 33 5,540 6/30/02 2 277 3 35 3 16.5 1 2.33 B 1/1

43 Manor Leona W EW 33 6,074 12/5/02 2 303.7 3 35 3 12.5 4 3.33 C 1/1/PP (N side) remove PP, restripe w bike lane

45 MLK Guadalupe W EW 58 22,950 6/30/02 4 573.8 5 30 2 12 4 3.67 D 2/T/2 (T=Turn) restripe w 10' lanes, install bike 
lanes, lower speed to 25

46 MLK I35 W EW 58 30,630 6/30/02 4 765.8 5 35 3 12 4 4 D restripe, install bike lanes, and 
lower spped to 25; or reconstruct

79 MLK Leona W EW 37 14,390 8/3/05 4 359.8 4 est 2 9 5 3.67 D reconstruct

48 MLK San Jacinto E EW 58 31,660 6/30/02 4 791.5 5 2 12 4 3.67 D 2/T/2 restripe, install bike lanes, and 
lower spped to 25; or reconstruct

49 MLK San Jacinto W EW 58 25,164 8/3/05 4 629.1 5 2 12 4 3.67 D 2/T/2 "
50 MLK Trinity E NS 59 26,580 6/30/02 4 664.5 5 2 13 3 3.33 C 2/T/2 "
52 Red River 15th N NS 60 9,310 6/30/02 4 232.8 3 30 2 11 5 3.33 C PP/2/2/PP remove PP, restripe

53 Red River Clyde 
Littlefield N NS 56 13,770 6/30/02 4 344.3 4 35 3 BL 1 2.67 C BL/2/2/BL lower speed to 25 or 30

54 Red River Dean Keeton S NS 56 13,390 6/30/02 4 334.8 4 35 3 BL 1 2.67 C BL/2/2/BL "
55 Red River Dean Keeton N NS 56 12,200 6/30/02 4 305 3 35 3 BL 1 2.33 B BL/2/2/BL "
56 Red River MLK N NS 57 16,110 6/30/02 4 402.8 4 35 3 BL 1 2.67 C BL/2/2/BL "
57 Robert Dedman 23rd S NS 32 4,920 6/30/02 2 246 3 15 1 16 1 1.67 B 1/1

58 Robert Dedman Dean Keeton N NS 32 5,570 6/30/02 2 278.5 3 30 2 10 5 3.33 C 1/S/1 reconstruct or remove scramble 
lane

59 Robert Dedman Trinity N NS 58 6,110 6/30/02 2 305.5 3 15 1 15 1 1.67 B PP/1/1/DP on E
60 San Antonio 24th S NS 29 4,570 6/30/02 1 457 5 15 1 13 3 3 C PP/1/PP one-way remove PP, restripe

62 San Jacinto 21st N NS 58 7,140 6/30/02 2 357 4 15 1 15 1 2 B DP/1/1/DP (DP calculated 
at 16')

Bowman-Melton Associates, Inc
UT Austin - Speedway Project Bicycle Level Of Service Analysis Data with Treatment Alternatives
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

63 San Jacinto 21st S NS 62 7,140 6/30/02 2 357 4 15 1 15 1 2 B DP/1/1/DP (DP calculated 
at 16')

64 San Jacinto 24th S NS 56 9,720 6/30/02 2 486 5 15 1 12 4 3.33 C DP/1/1/DP (DP calculated 
at 16')

change diagonal parking (DP) to 
PP one side and add BL or WOL 

w sharrow

65 San Jacinto Dean Keeton S NS 58 9,720 6/30/02 2 486 5 15 1 13 3 3 C DP/1/1/DP (DP calculated 
at 16') "

66 San Jacinto Dean Keeton N NS 58 10,460 6/30/02 2 523 5 2 BL 1 2.67 C BL/1/1/BL lower speed limit to 25
67 San Jacinto Elmwood N NS 0 7,979 6/30/02 2 399 4 2 2 2.67 C Location not for sure "
68 San Jacinto MLK S S 54 3,750 6/30/02 1 375 4 30 2 BL 1 2.33 B PP/3/BL/PP one way S

69 San Jacinto MLK N NS 60 2,660 6/30/02 2 133 2 15 1 est 2 1.67 B MGJ-A, 6' SW, At Waller 
Creek

Speedway 24th to 
dismount zone est 2 15 1.67 B

77 Speedway Dean Keeton S NS est 2 15 1 12 4 2.33 B

blocked, no entry except 
bikes or peds, new "bike 

entry appears to be 
through "gateways" under 
6' wide- not adequate for 
bike traffic volume. S of 
Dean Keeton, road is 36' 
w/ PP on W and DP on E

Speedway
Jester Circle 
to dismount 
zone

est 2 15 1 1.67 B

70 Speedway San Jacinto S NS 28 4,230 6/30/02 2 211.5 3 15 1 14 2 2 B 1/1
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Notes Options for Creating BLOS B

Seg. 
ID

Streets (listed 
alphabetically) Cross Street
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Notes: Road 
Configuration Options for Creating BLOS B

Route Segment
Velocity 

Stress Level 
(VelSL)

Width Stress 
Level 

(WidSL)

Preliminary 
ScoresVolume Stress Level (VolSL)

76 Speedway W. 34th S NS 36.5 5,498 10/20/03 2 274.9 3 est 2 18 1 2 B

N of 33rd 2.5' 
BL/1/1/2.5'BL; note traffic 

vol may be reduced due to 
closing of Speedway on 

campus 

plenty of room for a standard 
bike lane

71 Trinity 18th N N 60 2,670 6/30/02 3 89 2 2 BL 1 1.67 B 3/BL/PP 30th W of Speedway has bike 
lanes

72 Trinity MLK N NS 36 2,210 6/30/02 1 221 3 15 1 28 1 1.67 B 1/PP

80 Trinity Robert 
Dedman W NS 41 est 1 4 15 1 24 1 2 B One-way TO Dedman 41': P room for 2way bike lanes

University 21st  to MLK E 22 est 1 3 15 1 14 2 2 B "

University 21st to MLK 20 est 1 3 15 1 12 4 2.67 C PP/M/PP 20W/18/22E narrow median, then room for 
bike lanes

University 24th S to 
deadend 36 est 2 3 15 1 18 1 1.67 B

University 
Dean Keeton 
to deadend N 
of 24th

37 est 2 3 15 1 18 1 1.67 B 2 lane

Unnamed Rd N of D 
Keeton

San Jacinto to 
D Keeton est 4 est 2 est 4 2.67 C street width, speed limit to 

be obtained

78 Whitis 27th S NS 42 est 3 15 1 est 3 2.33 B
much construction, road 

blocked, wet gravel, guess-
-

Wichita 27th to 
deadend 27 est 2 15 1 12 4 2.33 B one way N!! PP/1/PP 

@7.5'
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