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Scenario Workshops #2

Meetings:

February and March
6 meetings in the Ogden — Layton
Urbanized Area

4 meetings in the Salt Lake City — West
Valley City Urbanized Area

Invitees:

Mavyors / Elected Officials

City Managers

Planners

Engineers

Economic Development Directors

City Councils and Planning Commissions
Members

UDOT, UTA, and Envision Utah

Purpose:

Review Three Scenarios and provide input

on Land use and Transportation

Wasatch Choice 2050: Scenario Workshops
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Application of access-to-opportunity
In decision-making

Regional Growth
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Wasatch Choice 2050 Goals

@
Livable and healthy Access to economic and Manageable and reliable
communities educational opportunities traffic conditions
@
@
T 74
Quality transportation Safe, user friendly

choices streets

— b o3

Clean air Housing choices and Fiscally responsible
affordable living expenses communities
and infrastructure

@ .

Sustainable environment, Ample parks, open spaces,
including water, agricultural, and recreational opportunities
and other natural resources




Improving access to opportunity
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mprovement ‘ ‘
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Analyzing Access

Plensant View

130,000 jobs within 30 minutes

Marriott- Siqgterville Huntsville

West Have

Hooper

Clinton$

West Point

Syracuse

Yite Job Accessibility via Auto
Fruit Heights

0

1-150,000
>760,000 jobs within 30 minutes 150,000 - 300,000
300,000 - 450,000
450,000 - 600,000

600,000 - 750,000

- 750,000 - 900,000

Salt Lake City _.Sakt Lake City



Analyzing Access: by Transit

Woods Crioss
Bountiful

North Saltflake

South Jordan

Riverton
Draper

Herriman
Draper

Alpine
L, Lehi

Blufidale Highland

Saratoga Springs Cedar Hills

>160,000 jobs within 30 minutes

Job Accessibility via Transit
0jobs
1-15,000
15,000 - 45,000

45,000 - 95,000

B 95,000 - 150,000
B 150.000 - 235,000



Access to Opportunity helps answer “Where?”

Transportation:
Where would another lane help people get to more jobs?

Housing:
Which TODs are the most effective?

Business recruitment:
Where should we recruit firms in order to improve access to labor?
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Initiatives relevant to
Access to Opportunity

Scale Initiative Participants Primary Issue Secondary
Transportation Governance |Legislature, public

State and Funding Task Force private Transportation Land use, ED
Utah's Unified WFRC/MPOs, UDOT,

State Transportation Plan UTA Transportation Land use, ED
Regional Transportation WFRC, UDOT, UTA,

Region Plan, Wasatch Choice 2050 |Cities and Counties |Transportation Land use, ED
Partnership for a Greater Salt Lake County, ED, transportation,

County Salt Lake public & private land use

Weber County and |ED, transportation,
County Weber County TLC Template |Cities land use
Land use,
Local Local planning, TLC Cities & Counties transportation, ED
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Sheet1

												Affecting:

										ATO Goal(s)		Area/ network design		Transportation projects		Public facilities		Private development		Topics/ Issues		Data needs		Tools

				State		Transportation		Taskforce						X						How to effectively compare between modes

				State		Land use, transportation, ED		Economic Prosperity and QOL		Tentative		X		X		X		X		Establishing targets

				State		Transportation		Unified Plan		Yes		X

				State		Economic Development		WFEDD CEDS		Yes						X		X		ATO needs vary by industry/ facility type

				Region		Transportation		RTP, WC2050		Yes		X		X						How to score individual transportation projects

				County		Multi-issue		PGSL		Yes		X				X		X

				Local		Land use, transportation, ED		Local planning, TLC		Yes		X		X		X		X		Comparing ATO benefits of transportation versus land use



												mayor: drive decisions

																				1 list the projects

																				2 today feedback on 3

																						How to effectively compare between modes

																						How to score individual transportation projects

																						Comparing ATO benefits of transportation versus land use





Sheet2

														Scale		Initiative		Participants		Primary Issue		Secondary

														State		Transportation Governance and Funding Task Force		Legislature, public private		Transportation		Land use, ED

														State		Utah's Unified Transportation Plan		WFRC/MPOs, UDOT, UTA		Transportation		Land use, ED

														Region		Regional Transportation Plan, Wasatch Choice 2050		WFRC, UDOT, UTA, Cities and Counties		Transportation		Land use, ED

														County		Partnership for a Greater Salt Lake		Salt Lake County, public & private		ED, transportation, land use

														County		Weber County TLC Template		Weber County and Cities		ED, transportation, land use

														Local		Local planning, TLC		Cities & Counties		Land use, transportation, ED
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Y72 SALT LAKE Regional Development
< COUNTY Example Outcomes
e Qutcome 2: Local jurisdictions adopt a balanced approach
to mixed-use development -- supporting access to public
transportation and employment opportunities.
Indicators:
— # of compact housing, commercial, retail & services
development in centers or near transit
e Qutcome 8: Region-wide transportation planning efforts
contribute to households having access to jobs and housing
options.
Indicators:

— Proximity of jobs, housing, & services within 30 minutes of
travel time* by mode
*Review indicator on regional & sub-regional level
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AEROSPACE AND DEFENSE enoak fem shistieing: city with most firms:

-Clinton City -Salt Lake City: 8 firms
CLUSTER West Valey Clty Wast Valey City: 3 frms
total firm count: 34 | total employees: 3776
fim firm
location e dens
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Utah Street Connectivity Guide

Regional Growth Committee
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What is Street Connectivity?

Connectivity is...multiple routes and connections
serving the same origins and destinations
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What Utahns Want

00000 0000
00000 0000
000000 0000
000000 00000
23% 22% 18%
Improving how convenient Limiting traffic Making sure daily services
it is to get around without congestion and amenities are close to
acar where people live
N moummamae L2or UTASE W00

Source: Envision Utah



What Utahns Want

a top transportation priority should be to improve the
connectivity of streets and sidewalks for shorter distance trips

60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree

B WFRC = MAG M Statewide
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Source: Utah Statewide Household Travel Survey



The Guide
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Project Background

[ mounTaINLAND LIoor UTA =¢ AL A

T T » Define benefits of street connectivity
UTAH @ o
STREET .

» Inform decision makers

CONNECTIVITY
STUDY . L . .

¢ | » Provide guidelines for implementation
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Utah Street Connectivity Guide

o el
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STREET o—e #\Jﬁ » The Case for Connectivity
CONNECTIVITY =

» Tools for Connectivity

¢ » » Design Guide and Case

WHAT NECTIVITY IS, WHY IT S IMPORTANT - AND HOW T TIN L StUd'eS
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Utah Street Connectivity Guide

WHY is connectivity important?

A highly-connected street netwark - one where a dense et of intersechons each connect to several streets, that connects a community to its key destinations, and i

walkable - provides a multitude of benefits for Utah communities,

Regional and community mobility

Good street connectivity redistributes traffic among different routes in a networlk,
providing more options and better accessibility for local traffic. This in turn frees
same of the capacity on the adjacent arterial roads, which are mostly used by the
non-local traffic.

Transportation choice
Higher strast connedtivity provides travelers with greater choice of travel modes.
In a well-connected network, active transportation modes and transit become
more viable chowces. This means that these types of s are less

Health

Street connactivity has been shown to offer indirect benefits related te health,

largely stemming from the heal
[Economic vitality
Increasing street connectivity |

economic vitality. Many of the
fiscal weil-being of households

dependent.

Safety
In recent years, many studies have focused on how built emaranment factors (such
as street connectivity and community} affect physical actiity and health.

d e

Higher street connectivity imp the i in municipal i ture,

Street connectiity has major
and active transportation m
usage of automaotales which ré

Community access

At & regional or community-wid
bottlenecks and reduce distang

such as utilities, and services, such as fire and emergency services.

B d scale, where cof
shopping area within walking

CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES
MOBILITY

CONNECTIVITY CREATES
TRANSPORTATION

CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES
EMERGENCY SERVICE

CONNECTIV

SAI

CHOICE

A

1%

active transportation
1 lane mile

Utah Street Connectrvity Guide
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fire station

service area

WHAT is connectivity?

Street connectivity is a simple idea — providing a network of public streats whose
intersactions allow for easy movement around it. However, this simple idea is more
difficult to define.

Look at the two images below. The images show two street networks, and they are
clearly different. But why are they different?

These two networks differ in many ways. The network on the left has fewer four-
way intersectians than the ane on the right, and less of a grid pamern. It has larger,
and less-defined blocks. It has fewer places to access a major street. It requires a
longer path to get from Point A to Point B.

Theze differences all reprasent key aspects of straet connecnvity. The project team

developed a working definition of street connectivity that has four aspects, two of
them more general and “basic” and two others more specific and “advanced.”

Utah Street Connectivity Guide

The relative level of connection. The most basic aspect of street connectivity is the
degree to which streets are connected to one another at each intersection. In the
example below, the Downtown Salt Lake City grid has a higher level of connection
because of its consistently 4-way intersections, while the eastern Salt Lake City
example has mostly 3-way intersecnons and cul-de-saca.

l Downtown East Salt
Salt Lake Lake
streel grid street grid
800" 200"
—_— —

Network density. To consider netwark density, take the very connected network in
downtown Salt Lake City and compare it to Salt Lake City's Avenues neighborhood.
Because bath are nearly perfect grids, have the same relative level of connecton,
However, the network in the Avenues is nobceably different, and more connected.
This is due to their network density. With its 330-foot blocks, the Avenues has much
higher network density than Salt Lake City, with its 660-foot blocks.

Avenues
neighborhood
street grid

Ability to connect to specific d
all destinatiens along a network are not equally popular - and, therefore, are not
equally valuable for a network to connect to, An elementary schoal receives more
trips along a netwark than a single family home, for example. So it is important to
understand how well a given network connects the community to these specific
points along it. Often improving access to key destinations such as schools is the
most effective way a built-out community can improve its connectivity.

This aspect add

the problem that

Quality of the network for all users — walkability. Each street offers a different
for all the maodes - private vehicles, public transit,
freight, bicycling, and walking. Among these, it is particularly important to pay
attention to the J: for walking. Ped are the most vulnerable users
af the network, and everyone is a pedestrian at some point during their trip, The
pedestrian emaronment is crinical for transit access. Walkability- how well a street
provides infrastructure for walking- is a key aspect of street connectivity.

P g
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Why Improve Connectivity?

CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES

MOBILITY

1 lane mile

CONNECTIVITY CREATES
TRANSPORTATION
CHOICE

active transportation

CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES CONNECTIVITY IMPROVES
Rl seRvice SAFETY THE ECONOMY

Ay

Gy

ﬁ--- S

G
G
highest risks

price premium
. : low intersection of 40 to 100 percent
ire station W
service area densities

AN
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Utah Street Connectivity Guide

e e ) -
Contexts for street connectivity ettt Bt sohied o s
s;:;:r::a::;::;w different types nlfwm m xnwm"h'* diff I ity 4 eity. This guide defines three types of communities:

of natursl sysmems; and other factors — creste crcumstances where the specifics of
hiow & street network shoul with its i fferent.

This s the reason why this guide offers context-specific guidance for streat
connectivity - sireet connectivity cannot be a one-size-fits-all directive. We define
these contexts both by scale = whether a region, city, or neighborhood, We

also define them by land use type = whether residential, non-residential, mized
use, 85 well 3 how intense the uss is. These dfferences have produced three
leweds of connectivity types, sach with one to six sub-types addressing land use
characteristics.

These conteats are foc the help of the user — it is up to you, the uzer of the guide. 1o
choose which context applies to your community,

It Is impartant ta note that good overall street connectivity depends on strong
street connectivity for all scales. Regional, community and neighborhood,district
strent connectivity all reinforce one another.

3.1.1 Regional-scale connectivity

Urban: An urban community is & oty of other L
local jurisdiction with:

. Higher overall density

. A high degree of intarsecting
regional transpartation
facilines snd regianal

d than a rural

Metrics and street connectivity contexts

The Utah Street Connectivity Guide's street connectivity metrics apply to all of the street connectivity contexts, but they are measured differently depending on the scale,
and the specific context type determines the standard for each metric. For example, an urban nesghborhaod has much higher standards far the connectivity index and

CONTEXT-BASED STANDARDS for CONNECT

The follawing table provide s summary of how ssch metric spolies to each strast connactivity comtext type:

IVITY METRICS

R s sreet for travel &
the region. Trips scross the region are ususlly those over city borders. The most
typical kind of regsanal trip is the work commute, but these trips are also made for
social visits, recreation, and shopping,

Areas in which to anafyze regional-scale connectivity are groups of different cities or
communities that contain regional-level trips. An example of this kind of area could
be the entire Wazatch Frent, but could also be & sub-ares such a3 Salt Lake Courty,
or the d by ene of the Planning Crgas {MPOs)
such as the Dice MPO,

FRegional-scale connectivity considers only those streets typically used by regronal
travelers = for this guide, these are defined as arterial and above level streets and
rebdways,

Utah Strvet Conmectivity Guide

destinations Qua oll users
L A high degree of land use mix
Suburban: A suburban community is a city or finl T
other local jurisdichon with: : .
. Medium oversll density : ! S o 300 pereasi A berteint
orabove age shed
per square percentage forkey | %t mite from set of communiry
Neighberhood and district connectivity destinations. hingenid
nd district-scale connectiaty is street connectivity within a 100 percent 100 pefcent
i  neighborhood or district of common community chacscter, These aseas can 100 percent 100 pertent
range in size — as imall as 8 single subdnision to as lange a2 a several square mile
subsection of & city. 100 percent 100 percent
This guide defines six types of neighborhoods/districts: ans par mila peecantags for kay iy i e
destinations pedeszran nka)
:‘ o _s;'b;" - "D‘vgﬁ | district: A mowd-use conter gl |
wrban residential nei hood is & - of activity that attracts people from
density residential area with a min of civic, L the and 100 pevciet Madrun 00 jeet
commercial. and office uses. the regson.
5 ‘ 100 percent Maimum 1000 feet
L % I rH—-' : H- 100 percent Mandmum 1500 feet
100 percent Mandmum 350 feet
100 percent Musimuen 500 feer
100 percent Madmiuem 1500 feet
Suburban ——l npus district: A large and wse such as | |
& lowar-density residential area with an educational campus, shopping center, ] $ L f
other types of uses typically found on ey business park, or entertainment/ifestyie k o
nearby arterial or collector corridoes, center, | E Utah Street Connectiviey Guide
. | y |
Rural residential neighborhoad: 4 1 — Industrial district: An area focused on il
very low density residential area with T distriby Clivities.
agnculiural or natural space and few [l L 1
other uses present, -
2N =
b d and d 1 ders 8l streets
or Utah Street Connectivity Geide
//\\‘f MOUNTAINLAND PN Sy
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Case Stud

les

3.3 Street Connectivity Design Guide and Case Study Results

This section illustrates how you, the user, can put together the information in this guide to improve street connectivity in your community. The guidance in this section is
based on the different community contexts. Fach context type cantains a section that provides a set of considerations that may apply in your type of environment and the

set of standards for each of the four metrics to measure street connectivity.

Meanwhile, each case study results page contains an explanation of the area; the evaluation of the area’s connectivity according to the Utah Street Connectivity Guide
metrics in Section 2.1; suggested potential strategies according to the four types of strategies identified in Section 2.2; a map showing how the suggested strategies might
look; and a re-evaluation of the metrics with the strategies incorporated. For the three community-scale case studies a summary of the benefits modeling is included. An

example is below:

Name of the
context type

Connectivity

guidelines and
considerations
for the context

type

Description of
the case study
area and existing
connectivity
evaluation

Suggested
connectivity
improvements

Evaluation of
improvements
on metrics

47 Utah Street Connectivity Guide

CONTEXT TYPE GUIDANCE

-
= -

SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS. ]

o -
]

T O L P

L -

Standards for

B T pe—
-
— Cometety el ot 1
Genetiity ], 7 finks per node 1
I

e e 1

Density 175 intersections per mile :
A T |
= 100% oftravel shed :
[R——— 1

1000 feetmaximum ,'

the four metrics

for the context
type

1 e oty e

CASE STUDY FOR CONTEXT TYPE

SUDREAN WEISHEHODD LISE STU: SEPRIDGE HIGH SCHOOL LEEA

Comet sty ot

0 I S

rd

he

s
it e

Mz;ﬁ
1

Map of what
suggested
improvements
might look like.
NOTE: This is
not a plan, only

hypothetical.
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Case Studies

1852

e I N
LEHI CITY

PIONEERING UTAH'S FUTURE

TR
& TOOELE
Layton COUNTY

Community = Prosperity « Choice

R T A e —

LAYTON: CONNECTIVITY IMPROVEMENTS

LAYTON: EXISTING CONNECTIVITY

i

BENEFITS

/ A/ MOUNTAINLAND m /(Wrm\
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Case Studies

» Reduction in network travel times & delay in urban &
suburban communities

»  Shorter travel distances in all cases
»  More balanced distribution of traffic throughout networks

» Lower delay & increased network capacity with greater
connectivity vs. widening

» Increased rates in bicycling and walking

»  Significant savings/benefits due to increase in active
transportation

/; / MOUNTAINLAND
SSSOCATION ot Gover kNS
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Guide

UTAH

STREET
CONNECT )
GUIDE i

A RESOURCE FOR WHAT STREET CONNECTIVITY IS, WHY IT IS IMPORTANT - AND HOW TO INCREASE IT IN OUR COMMUNITIES

P Sy 4 UTA % s, //\\fw MARCH 2017
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AR

TRANSPORTATION

AND

LAND USE CONNECTION

wfrc.org/tlc



CONNECTIVITY
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CONNECTIVITY IN LEHI

" ehi City Council Adopted Street
Connectivity Standards - April 2016

" Concerns

= Solutions

"Determine Metrics

" ehi Connectivity Standards
"New Development Example

el Yol

o
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CONCERNS

" City Staff

|

—>

" Appointed/Elected

Officials

|

®"pPuyblic

|

"Development

—

—>

Maintenance/cost

Maintenance/traffic

Traffic/privacy

Cost/decreased
developable area

calisnl” ol

o
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LEHI SOLUTIONS

®Standard Lehi Cul-de-sac




LEHI SOLUTIONS

" Cul-de-sac Stub Example
2;51?I't-'=/<’\

\{:”/
2,517 ft2 —
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LEHI SOLUTIONS

B Cul-de-sac Connection




LEHI SOLUTIONS

® Potential infrastructure cost

|
o
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LEHI SOLUTIONS

" New development solutions
" Lot size flexibility
" Potential density bonus

2ENY y
WASATCH CHOICZE z’*f
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“WHAT IF” SOLUTION

_- "Detriments of
existing layout
" Maintenance
" Emergency access
" Delivery
" Walkability

2ENY y
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DETERMINE METRICS

®| ehi Ordinance
" Connectivity index

® Maximum block/cul-de-sac
length

" Credit for trail/pedestrian
connections and street
frontage along open space

Connectivity Index of 3

calisnl” ol

-
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LEHI CONNECTIVITY STANDARDS

"Required Connectivity Index

Density Minimum Index
Score

0-2.5 DU/AC 1.5
2 .6-4 DU/AC 1.6
4.1+ DU/AC 1.75

T &R A
WASATCH CHOICE o



LEHI CONNECTIVITY STANDARDS

" External Connectivity
Requirements

T &R A
WASATCH CHOICE o



LEHI CONNECTIVITY STANDARDS

" Maximum block/cul-de-sac i B T
lengths /”j
Density Maximum Block ﬁ \—
Length Block Length -
0-2.5 DU/AC 1,000 ft.
2.6-4 DU/AC 800 ft.
4.1+ DU/AC 600 ft. \'

Density

Maximum Cul-de- o ‘
sac Length T |
l. If___'__h\..;.._._____.....

400 ft. ) Cul-de-sac [-':'“'l}”" ‘
250 ft. ||| | [ |
No Cul-de-sacs ' |

0-2.5 DU/AC
2.6+ DU/AC
R-2, R-2.5, R-3

- 54
- ™

T bl :
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LEHI CONNECTIVITY STANDARDS

" Exceptions
" Topography;

" Natural features including
lakes, rivers, designated
wetlands;

® Existing adjacent development;

® Rail corridors;
" Limited access roadways.

T bl :
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NEW DEVELOPMENT EXAMPLE
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NEW DEVELOPMENT EXAMPLE
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NEW DEVELOPMENT EXAMPLE
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NEW DEVELOPMENT EXAMPLE
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CONTACT INFO

- *
—h ~ Mike West, AICP | Planner |
[
—_ )
n Email: mewest@lehi-ut.gov | Office: 385.201.2518 | Fax: 385.201.1518

L E H I C I TY 153 North 100 East, Lehi, UT 84043 | Lehi City, Pioneering Utah’s Future | lehi-ut.gov
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WASATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL

Active Transportation Goals - 2017

-9A 1. Update shared Regional Priority Bicycle
O e
Routes Plan/Map

‘% 2. Cities and counties adopt Local Active

Transportation Plans [that align with Regional
Priority Plan/Map]

3. Fund and construct priority projects

Q\Q 4. Build support for AT through effective
engagement and outreach
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