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I. Overview 

Vision 

The Walk and Bike Plan is a forward-looking, strategic roadmap for making our region’s communities safe and 

enjoyable places for people of all ages and abilities to walk, run, bike and be active. The Plan offers prioritized 

engineering strategies and programming ideas that will incrementally transform Longview, Gladewater, and White Oak 

into walk- and bike-friendly communities. 

This Plan is built around a shared vision for the future, in which transportation choices are broadened, connectivity is 

expanded, and safety is increased. At the center of this vision is a primary network of trails, sidewalks, and bikeways 

that provide interconnected, high-comfort connections across the area. Additional networks of sidewalks and bike 

facilities augment this primary network. Working together, these networks will make it easy to get from neighborhoods 

to destinations on foot or wheels.  

People—whether driving, biking, or walking—will understand the rules of the road, recognize the rights of others, and 

practice good etiquette. Children will be able to safely walk or bike to school. People from all walks of life will share 

quality opportunities to access jobs and shopping while leading physically active and healthy lifestyles. This will attract 

more visitors and new businesses and residents to our region, who will contribute to its growth and development.  

 

 

Before and after artist rendering of potential changes to Green Street that would better serve people walking, biking, 

and driving. 



 
 

Longview MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – 2018  

2 

Goals 

The following outcome-oriented goals categorize and articulate key elements of the vision: 

1. Our region is a safe place for people of all ages and abilities to walk and bike for transportation and 

recreation.  

2. Trails, sidewalks and bikeways are continuous and connected, forming an integrated walking and bicycling 

network throughout our region and are linked to the Statewide Bike Trail Network.  

3. New walking and bicycling facilities are prioritized on routes where people want and need to go, such as 

work, school, commercial, services and recreation areas. 

4. All people have equal opportunities to access our region’s walking and bicycling facilities and programs. 

5. Public investments in walking and bicycling infrastructure are publicly supported, well-maintained and well-

used, and provide health, economic, environmental, and mobility benefits that exceed their costs.  

6. Walking and biking are closely integrated with other modes and expand transit’s reach, usefulness, and 

attractiveness. 

 

 

Before and after artist rendering of potential improvements to a crosswalk on White Oak Road that would increase 

safety for people walking and provide an opportunity for aesthetic enhancements. 
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Objectives 

The table below presents twelve action-oriented, measurable objectives to support the six Plan goals. Each goal 

includes a specific performance metric. 

Table 1: Plan Objectives 

Objectives* 
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1. Reduce the bicycle and pedestrian crash rate. Metric: 
Crash rates. ●      

2. Increase the number of people who walk, bike and 
ride transit occasionally and frequently. Metric: 
Boardings; Mode share. 

● ●  ● ● ● 
3. Build and maintain new sidewalks, crosswalks and 

pedestrian signals.  
Metric: Linear feet of new sidewalks constructed, 
number of new crosswalks and pedestrian signals 
installed. 

● ● ● ● ● ● 

4. Build and maintain new shared use trails. 
Metric: Linear feet of new trails constructed. ● ● ● ● ● ● 

5. Build and maintain new on-street bikeways. 
Metric: Linear feet of new bikeways constructed. ● ● ● ● ● ● 

6. Install wayfinding signage to help people navigate to 
bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities and amenities.  
Metric: Number of signs installed. 

 ● ●   ● 
7. Maintain existing walking and bicycling infrastructure, 

including sidewalks, trails, and on-street bikeways.  
Metrics: Linear or square feet of facilities repaired or 
upgraded; Percentage of linear feet of facilities that 
meet ADA requirements. 

●   ● ● ● 

8. Build bicycle parking on public and private property.  
Metric: Number of new bicycle parking spaces 
created. 

 ●  ● ● ● 
9. Educate people on walking and bicycling laws, safety, 

benefits, and etiquette.  
Metric: Number of participants in trainings and 
people reached in public awareness campaigns. 

●   ●  ● 

10. Enforce traffic safety laws.  
Metric: Number of traffic safety violations recorded 
and citations given 

●   ●   

11. Update or create municipal and MPO policies, 
procedures and design standards that accommodate 
the needs of all roadways users. Metric: Number of 
Plan-recommended policies adopted. 

●   ● ● ● 

12. Create opportunities for the public to participate in 
Plan implementation.  
Metric: Attendance at public meetings; survey 
responses; public comments; etc. 

   ● ●  

*Objectives are numbered for ease of reference. These numbers do not indicate priority.  
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Summary of Public Involvement 

Longview MPO, City of Longview, and consultant team staff engaged hundreds of Longview area residents through a 
variety of techniques during the development of the Walk and Bike Plan. Public input generally fell into one of the 
following themes or objectives: 
 

1. Build and enhance infrastructure, including on-street bikeways, shared use trails, sidewalks, and crossings. 

2. Provide other infrastructure and amenities, such as street and sidewalk lighting and bikeshare.  

3. Connect destinations, such as LeTourneau University to downtown Longview, and trails to one another with 

bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

4. Educate all users in etiquette, laws, and safe driving, bicycling, and walking practices to create a culture of 

sharing the road. 

5. Better maintain roadways and sidewalks. 

 

Outreach methods included the following: 

Outreach and Intercept Surveys (September 2017) 

The consultant team visited numerous sites while conducting audits and school observations to introduce people to the 

project and promote the online survey. The team distributed hundreds of informational cards and briefed people about 

the project’s public meetings, process, survey, and interactive mapping tools. The project team also set up a booth at 

the Downtown Live concert on Friday, September 22nd to publicize the project and input opportunities. 

Two Open Houses (September 2017) 

Two open houses were held in September 2017 (Thursday the 21st 

at LeTourneau University’s Solheim Recreation & Activity Center, 

and Friday the 22nd at the Gregg County Historical Museum 

downtown). The open house objectives were to: 1) Introduce the 

project’s goals, approach, timeline and process to the 

community, 2) Share initial data analysis findings, and 3) Collect 

feedback on goals and priorities. Several tables included maps 

and exhibits to collect feedback. See Appendix B for more 

information. 

Listening Sessions 

The project team held two listening sessions—one with the 

Chamber of Commerce and Business Groups, and the second with 

LeTourneau University students and young professionals. The 

purpose of these sessions was to solicit more detailed information 

and feedback regarding the Plan from knowledgeable 

stakeholders. See Appendix B for more information. 

Online Mapping Exercise 

From September through December 2017, the Longview MPO 

hosted an interactive online map through the project website 

(LongviewTexas.gov/WalkBike) to crowdsource public attitudes 

toward biking and walking in specific places in the study area. 

The online mapping application allowed people to place points 

and lines on the map to indicate barriers, desired connections, and priority destinations. 156 people logged into the 

Wikimap. Of those, 41 users made 159 points and lines, and 12 location-specific comments. This insight supplemented 

the data-driven analysis of demand and traffic stress, which is described in Section II.  

file://///tdg.internal/projects/Projects_TDG/8000/8045%20-%20Longview%20Bike%20+%20Ped%20Plan/16%20Plan%20Document/LongviewTexas.gov/WalkBike
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Online Survey 

During the fall of 2017, the Longview MPO conducted a survey of residents through in-person distribution of surveys at 
outreach events and online. A total of 1,774 people participated in the survey. The survey was heavily advertised 
through social media. A bicycle giveaway to a random winner helped encourage participation. Key findings include: 

• Purposes for walking – Survey respondents walk or run most frequently for exercise or recreation purposes, 
rather than for their daily transportation needs, including getting “to where you need to go” and to the bus. 
However, respondents earning less than $35,000 annually were much more likely to walk or run to get where 
they need to go. 

• Purposes for biking – Most survey respondents reported never biking or biking only occasionally. The most 
common reason for biking was “For casual exercise or recreation.” 31.8% of respondents bike once a week or 
more for this reason.  

• Security while walking – Beyond making trail and sidewalk improvements, nearly half of respondents (46%) said 
they would walk or run “much more often” if areas felt safer from crime, and an additional 26% said they 
would do so “somewhat more often.” 

• Security while biking – Likewise, most respondents said they would bike much more often with additional, 
secure bicycle parking (33%), and if areas felt safer from crime (31.9%).  

• Walking infrastructure priorities – Regarding infrastructure and traffic engineering measures to encourage 
walking and running, respondents prioritized paved trails (chosen by 65%) and more sidewalks (59%), as well as 
improved condition of existing sidewalks (32%). Whether the survey-taker currently walks frequently or not at 
all to get where they need to go had little to no effect on their response to this question. 

• Biking infrastructure priorities – Likewise, for biking, creating new paved trails was the most frequently 
selected improvement among respondents (chosen by 52%), followed by connecting trails and bike lanes to 
more destinations (45%), creating more on-street bike lanes (44%) and protecting bicycle traffic from car traffic 
(40%).   

• Bikeway type preferences – Respondents expressed clear preference for bikeways with the greatest separation 
from automobile traffic. Over three quarters of respondents said they would be likely to ride in an on-street 
bikeway separated by protective barriers, and nearly as many (65%) said they would ride on a shared-use trail 
entirely separated from a roadway.  

Appendix C contains additional detail about the survey and its results. 

Final Open House 

The MPO hosted a final open house May 8th to present the final 

Plan recommendations. The event kicked off with a brief 

presentation describing the planning process, the Plan’s outline 

and content, and the final draft infrastructure 

recommendations.  

Attendees were invited to view maps of the walking and 

bicycling infrastructure recommendations, images and 

descriptions of types of biking and walking facilities, and a large 

table listing the plan’s objectives and performance metrics. 

MPO, City of Longview, and consultant staff were on hand to 

discuss the Plan and its recommendations with people that 

attended. 

Feedback on the Plan and its recommendations was positive and 

the input received did not necessitate making significant changes 

to the Plan’s recommendations. Most of the comments and 

questions focused on timing (how long until implementation 

begins?) and funding (how will projects be funded?). 
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Plan Concepts and Terminology 
The Plan includes several types of walking and bicycling infrastructure types and implementation strategies —some of 

which are new for the area. These concepts and terms are defined below. 

 

Trails 

A trail is a paved shared-use path located in an independent right-of-way such as a 

stream valley, greenway, along a utility corridor, or an abandoned railroad corridor. 

The standard minimum width for paved trails is 10 feet. Where higher use is 

expected, trails should be 12 feet wide. 

 

Sidepaths 

A sidepath is a paved shared-use path located along a roadway. Sidepaths may be 

desirable along high volume or high-speed roadways, where dedicated on-street 

bikeways are impractical due to physical constraints, traffic volumes and speeds, 

and context. 

 

Sidewalks 

Sidewalks should be at least 5 feet wide. Wider sidewalks should be installed near 

schools, at transit stops, in downtown/main street areas, or anywhere high 

concentrations of pedestrian traffic exists. 

 

Separated Bike Lanes 

A separated bike lane, sometimes called a cycle track or protected bike lane, is a 

bicycle facility that is physically separated from both the street and the sidewalk. 

Separated bike lanes can be one way for bicycles on each side of a two-way street, 

or two-way and installed on one or both sides of the street. 

 

Bike Lanes 

A bike lane designates space for the preferential or exclusive use of bicycles. 

Standard bike lanes are typically 5 feet wide but wider variations can be 

advantageous, especially adjacent to on-street parking.  

 

Buffered Bike Lanes 

Buffered bike lanes have 18-inch to 3-foot wide painted buffers between the bike 

lane and adjacent travel lane. This is especially beneficial on higher-traffic or 

higher-speed roadways in order to increase horizontal separation between bicycle 

and motor vehicle traffic. 
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Paved Shoulders 

Paved shoulders that serve as a bicycle accommodation are typically 4 or 5 feet 

wide (exclusive of rumble strips). Many roads in the area have paved shoulders but 

lack continuity through intersections. Higher traffic roads can be improved for 

bicycling through the provision of wider (6 to 8 feet) paved shoulders. 

 

Bike Boulevards 

A street with low traffic volumes and speeds designated to provide priority to 

bicyclists and local motor vehicle traffic. Bicycle boulevards typically have signs, 

shared lane markings (also known as “sharrows”), and traffic calming elements. 

 

Signed Routes 

Low-cost, strategically-placed pavement markings and signage can be used to 

create signed bike routes. Signs can aid in wayfinding and raise awareness of the 

rules of the road. 

  

Complete Streets 

Complete Streets is an approach to street design that provides space for all 

anticipated users (which typically includes people walking, biking, driving, and 

using transit). Complete Streets are not one-size-fits-all designs. Rather, the type of 

bicycling and walking infrastructure is selected based on context. Most communities 

implement Complete Streets by adopting a policy that every street project (new 

construction, reconstruction, or resurfacing) will include provisions for people 

walking, biking, driving, and using transit. 

 

 

Road Diets  

A road diet is a reduction in the number of through lanes on a street, which allows 

existing pavement to be reallocated for other purposes, such as bike lanes. Road 

diets are sometimes possible on streets with excess capacity, in which space can be 

reallocated by removing one or more parking or travel lanes. Road diets can be 

performed as stand-alone projects (which means removing existing striping and 

placing new striping) or as part of a routine resurfacing or restriping project, which 

is a strategy to implement bicycling infrastructure in a very cost-effective manner. 

 

Lane Diets  

Like road diets, a lane diet is a reallocation of existing roadway space in order to fit 

bike lanes. Rather than reduce the number of lanes (as in a road diet), in a lane 

diet project, the existing lanes are simply narrowed to gain space for bike lanes. In 

a lane diet project, travel lanes can only be narrowed to a reasonable safe width 

(typically 10 to 11 feet).  
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Summary of Recommendations 
The recommended networks for biking and walking infrastructure were developed to build upon existing assets, meet 

demand, reflect public priorities, and overcome gaps and barriers. The recommendations are structured into two 

interconnected networks, each serving a unique purpose and priority: walking infrastructure recommendations and 

bicycling infrastructure recommendations.  

Walking Infrastructure Recommendations (Trails, Sidepaths, and Sidewalks) 

Expanding the sidewalk network by building new sidewalks and repairing sidewalks in poor condition is the focus of the 

walking infrastructure recommendations. Recommendations also include new trail and sidepath segments. The 

recommendations were developed to provide access and connectivity between where people live, work, shop, access 

transit, and go to school. They were also developed to improve connectivity to the existing trail system and to increase 

safety. 

Walking infrastructure recommendations are divided into two categories: 

1. Priority Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – strategic sidewalk, trail, and sidepath connections in the 

areas of highest demand, feasible to implement during the life of this Plan. 

2. Future Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – additional sidewalk, trail, and sidepath connections that 

will expand and further connect the pedestrian network, to be implemented after the priority 

recommendations. These may be implemented sooner as part of a larger roadway project. 

Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations (Trails, Sidepaths, Bike Lanes, and Bike Routes) 

Creating a network of trails, bike lanes, and bike routes that augments the existing trail system and connects key 

destinations such as LeTourneau University and downtown is the focus of the bicycling infrastructure recommendations. 

The recommendations were developed with a focus on creating continuous, interconnected routes in a cost-effective 

manner. 

Bicycling infrastructure recommendations are divided into two categories: 

1. Priority Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations – an initial network consisting primarily of cost-effective 

on-street bike lane and route projects, feasible to implement during the life of this Plan (often as part of 

street restriping or resurfacing projects). 

2. Future Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations – expansions to the initial bicycling network that include 

additional trails and bike lanes, to be implemented after the priority recommendations. These may be 

implemented sooner as part of a larger roadway project. 

 

Recommendations Maps 

Maps depicting the Priority Walking Infrastructure Recommendations and Priority Bicycling Infrastructure 

Recommendations are provided on the following pages. For maps showing the future recommendations for walking 

and bicycling, refer to Section IV of this Plan. 

 







 
 

Longview MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – 2018  

11 

Policies and Programs 

The Walk and Bike Plan recommends policies, programs and projects to achieve the objectives, goals, and ultimately 

the vision of the Plan. A summary of these recommendations is shown below. Various groups would be responsible for 

implementation of these recommendations, including elected officials, the Longview MPO, and City departments. It is 

recommended that at the beginning of implementation for any of these recommendations, a lead department or board 

be identified to ensure consistency and timeliness. 

Definitions and additional detail can be found in Section III. 

Table 2: Recommended Policies and Programs 
 

Policy/Program Category 

Develop a Complete Streets policy Policies 

Develop a Vision Zero Policy Policies 

Consider lowering speed limits on bicycle corridors Policies 

Consider prohibiting parking in bike lanes Policies 

Consider adopting a 3-foot passing law/ordinance Policies 

Establish a formal mechanism for the public to participate in Plan implementation Policies 

Include bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects in the CIP Process Street and 

Development 

Standards 

Integrate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the city’s roadway design guidelines Street and 

Development 

Standards 

Include provisions that require bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the Unified Development Code 

and/or overlay districts 

Street and 

Development 

Standards 

Ensure that the transportation network is accessible to people with disabilities Street and 

Development 

Standards 

Encourage bicycle parking at all public facilities, including libraries, schools, parks, and transit 

stops 

Programs  

Pursue a Bicycle Friendly Community certification and encourage Bicycle Friendly Business and 

University certifications in Longview 

Programs 

Implement Bike Safety Training and Driver Education Programs Programs 

Adopt business-driven incentive programs Programs 

Develop an Open Streets program  Programs 

Organize group bicycle rides for casual bicyclists 

Develop a safety awareness campaign 

Programs 

Create a Longview Bicycle Map, both in print and online  Programs 
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Summary of Implementation Approach 

Relation to Municipal and MPO Budget Processes 

This Plan was developed to guide future decisions in terms of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure funding and 

implementation. It is based on stakeholder and public involvement, staff input, and quantitative analysis. However, 

the adoption of this Plan in and of itself does not represent a commitment of funding on the part of the MPO or any of 

the municipalities. Rather, decisions to implement any of the bicycle or pedestrian projects identified in this Plan will 

be a result of the MPO’s and each municipality’s individual budgeting processes.  

From an implementation perspective, the focus of this Plan is on implementing high-priority projects that will make 

significant improvements for walking and biking. This includes bikeway and sidewalk projects that score high in the 

project prioritization model (see page 41). Some of these improvements may be implemented as strategic standalone 

projects (for example, building a sidepath) while others will occur as part of regular restriping, resurfacing, and 

reconstruction projects (such as striping bike lanes or building sidewalks at the same time a street is being 

reconstructed).  

However, it is important for the MPO and cities to keep in mind the long-term vision of this Plan and seek opportunities 

to secure funding and implement additional bikeway, sidewalk, trail, and sidepath recommendations as part of the 

long-term capital budgeting process.  

Implementation Strategies 

The Longview MPO and its member cities have many ways to implement bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. 

The strategies below, which are explained in more detail in Section V: Implementation, can be used to maximize the 

MPO’s and cities’ return on investment: 

• Coordinate bikeway, trail, and sidewalk implementation with upcoming roadway projects 

• Acquire right-of-way early on to allow for future bikeway and sidewalk additions 

• Implement low-cost wayfinding and regulatory signs and pavement markings to improve streets for biking 

• Reconfigure streets to better utilize existing pavement as a low-cost way to implement bike lanes (road diets 

and lane diets) 

• Employ interim solutions as a bridge to full-build implementation  

• Leverage local, state, and federal funding sources to strategically implement the priority walking and bicycling 

infrastructure recommendations 

 

       

The Plan is designed around multiple implementation strategies, including coordinating implementation with roadway 

projects (left) and reconfiguring streets to find space for bike lanes (right).   
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II. Assessment of Existing Walking and Bicycling 

Conditions 

Walking and Biking Today 

Many people walk and bike in the greater 

Longview area, whether for recreation or to get 

where they need to go. Everyone that uses 

Longview Transit walks or bikes at least a short 

distance to access the bus routes. 

Longview's trail system is popular with people 

that like to walk, jog, or bike for fun and 

exercise. There are approximately 8.5 miles of 

paved linear trails in the area, all of which are 

located in north Longview. In addition, there are 

several miles of nature trails and mountain bike 

trails, as well as just over 3.5 miles of short park 

loop trails located throughout the area. 

There are relatively few sidewalks in the area, 

which is a result of local and state policies that 

did not require sidewalks to be constructed as 

development occurred or as streets and roads 

were constructed. Sidewalks primarily exist in 

the downtown areas of Longview and 

Gladewater, along Highway 80 through 

Longview, and in south Longview along arterial 

streets. Recently constructed streets (such as 

George Richey Road) include sidewalks. 

Recently, the first bike lanes were built in the 

greater Longview area on George Richey Road 

(FM 2275) between Gilmer Road (SH 300) and 

Highway 259. In addition, many people bike on 

streets and roads in the area that do not have 

dedicated bikeways.  

Assessment Methods 

The remainder of this section summarizes the methods and results of a variety of analyses conducted to evaluate the 

existing conditions in the study area for this project: 

• Demand analysis – identifies areas with high probability of people walking and biking 

• Traffic stress analysis – identifies which streets are “low-stress” and comfortable for biking 

• Bicycle network connectivity analysis – measures the level of connectivity within the trail and low-stress street 

network  

• Barrier and gap analysis – inventories gaps in the bicycling and walking networks and key barriers 

• Walking audits and school observations – in-person assessments of physical and operational challenges and 

issues in selected areas of high pedestrian traffic 

Trails form the foundation of the walking and biking network in 
Longview (top). Several recent and upcoming roadway projects include 
places for biking and walking, including George Richey Road (above), 
which includes bike lanes and sidewalks. 
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Demand Analysis 

The demand analysis illustrates where people are—or would be most likely to—bike or walk, based on development 

patterns and social and economic characteristics. In doing so, it highlights priority areas for adding or enhancing 

bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and allows the MPO to prioritize funding for sidewalks or bikeways in locations 

that have the greatest potential to increase walking and biking.  

Methodology 

Intersection density, certain demographic factors, and transit proximity are highly correlated with walking and biking 

for utilitarian trips and casual recreation. Utilitarian trips are ones made for basic transportation needs, such as going 

to school, restaurants, or shopping. The project team scored each Census block according to these factors. Census 

blocks are used because, even though they can be uneven sizes and shapes, they generally display a fine level of detail 

in urban areas and can be linked with Census population, employment, and household income data. The table below 

shows the factors and weights used to determine the demand score in the map. The total demand score for each 

Census block is an aggregate of the individual factor scores. A more detailed explanation of the demand factors, and 

how they were measured and calculated, appears in Appendix A. 

Table 3: Demand Scoring Factors 

Factor 

Maximum Points Allocated1 

(maximum total score of 100) 

Intersection Density 50 pts 

Population Density 16 pts 

Transit Routes  16 pts 

Percent of Households Below the Poverty Line 10 pts 

Employment Density 8 pts  

Findings 

Areas with higher scores indicate areas with greater demand. When mapped, these places show up as red areas, or 

“hot spots.” Among the many hot spots in the City of Longview are: 

• The area around Good Shephard Medical Center and along Highway 80 (E Marshall Ave) in central Longview. 

• Just south of downtown Longview, near Kilgore College, City Hall, and the library; 

• Areas to the east and west of Mobberly Avenue in south Longview; 

• Areas to the east and west of Pine Tree Road in west Longview; and, 

• Other areas in the city with dense, gridded street networks. 

It may be surprising that downtown Longview does not show up as a high-demand area for walking and biking trips. The 

reason is that the density of jobs in downtown Longview has decreased from its historic high, and population density is 

low. The railroad also creates a barrier that reduces the density of intersections in downtown Longview. 

Outside of the City of Longview, downtown Gladewater shows up as a hotspot of pedestrian and bicycle demand. 

 

 

                                                 
1 For most factors, points are allocated based on a relative scale, with the Census blocks that have the highest densities of 
intersections, population, households below the poverty line, and employment receiving the maximum points. For transit routes, 
Census blocks whose center is within ¼ mile of a bus route receive the maximum points, and blocks whose center is more than ¼ 
mile but within ½ mile of a bus route receive 8 points. 
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Traffic Stress Analysis 
The purpose of the traffic stress analysis is to classify streets and roads as “low-stress” or “high-stress” for bicycling. 

The classification uses characteristics of the roadway such as speed limits, the amount of motor vehicle traffic, and 

whether a separated bikeway is provided. Trails are typically classified as low-stress. This classification is important 

because people have different levels of comfort interacting with motor vehicle traffic when they are biking or 

considering biking. The traffic stress analysis, when compared with the demand analysis, can highlight roadway 

segments in areas where demand for bicycling trips is high, but traffic stress is also high. 

Background 

Research2,3,4 indicates that while avid bicyclists are accustomed to interacting with motor vehicle traffic, most people 

have little tolerance for interacting with traffic while riding a bike and are very worried about being struck by a motor 

vehicle. In fact, these concerns discourage many people from considering biking in the first place. The share of people 

that are interested in biking but concerned about traffic comprise approximately 51 percent of the population (very 

confident and more confident bicyclists combined comprise 12 percent, and the remainder have no interest in riding a 

bike). This “interested but concerned” group prefers quiet streets, trails, and other "low-stress" places to bike that 

have limited motor vehicle traffic or are separated from traffic. 

The Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)5 methodology, which used for this analysis, is explained in more detail in Appendix A. 

Note that this analysis is based on available data and includes assumptions where gaps in the data exist (traffic volume 

is unavailable for many streets in the area). Ratings could change if more accurate data were collected. 

Findings 

There are many miles of low-stress streets, roads, and trails in the area. However, all the arterial streets and roads are 

high stress, meaning they are uncomfortable for the average person to bike along or across. This creates gaps in 

connectivity across the area resulting in pockets or islands of low-stress streets. For example, the neighborhood 

immediately south of downtown Longview (by Stamper Park and Womack Field) has many low-stress streets, but it is 

entirely disconnected from the downtown by South Street to the north and High Street to the east.  

Downtown has numerous streets that are rated as high-stress. This is largely because there are not any dedicated 

bikeways, speed limits are 30 miles per hour (25 is preferable when bicyclists are required to mix with motorized 

traffic), and the streets all have angled on-street parking, which is not desirable for bicyclists. 

 

  

                                                 
2 Geller, R. “Four Types of Cyclists.” Portland Office of Transportation. (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ 
transportation/article/264746) 
3 Dill, J. and N. McNeil. (2013, January) “Four Types of Cyclists? Examining a Typology to Better Understand 
Bicycling Behavior and Potential.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board. 
4 Dill, J. and N. McNeil. (2016) “Revisiting the Four Types of Cyclists: Findings from a National Survey,” Transportation Research 
Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, 2587: 90-99. 
5 Furth, P. “Level of Traffic Stress” (http://www.northeastern.edu/peter.furth/criteria-for-level-of-traffic-stress/) 

https://jenniferdill.net/types-of-cyclists/
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Bicycle Network Analysis 

PeopleForBikes, a national advocacy organization, recently developed the Bicycle Network Analysis (BNA) score for 

measuring how well bike networks connect people with the places they want to go. The BNA score builds upon the 

Traffic Stress Analysis to measure how well the low-stress bike network connects to destinations. The analysis 

highlights the importance of a continuous network, rather than a patchwork of bike lanes, trails, and sidepaths. The 

methodology is available in Appendix A.  

Findings 

Areas with higher scores have lower levels of disparity between the low-stress bicycle network and the overall street 

network, and are therefore considered to be better-connected. Because the score is based on connectivity to actual 

destinations, low-density areas (such as the rural periphery) may have high scores if the existing streets are generally 

suitable for biking, even if there are few nearby destinations within biking distance.  

Within Longview, the neighborhoods next to trails tend to have better scores than many of the other neighborhoods. 

The areas along the Cargill Long Park Trail score especially well. The downtown area scores extremely low due to the 

high-stress ratings of many streets there (see discussion on page 17).  

In White Oak, the neighborhoods near the elementary and middle school and park and splash pad have high scores, 

owing to good connectivity to those destinations. 

In Gladewater, the area north of Highway 80 and west of Highway 271 has high scores, also likely due to good 

connectivity to a variety of destinations in that part of town. Those highways form a barrier to people on the other side 

of them, however: south of Highway 80 and east of Highway 271 have low scores. 
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Gaps & Barriers  

The existing network of trails, sidewalks, and low-stress streets has gaps between segments. Mapping these gaps, as 
well as key barriers that make creating connections challenging, is a key step in identifying where walking and 
bicycling infrastructure should be added. The following elements form the basis of the gap and barrier inventory.  
 
Table 4: Types of Gaps and Barriers 
 

Type What makes this a Gap What makes this a Barrier 

Sidewalk gap identified by the 
Pedestrian Transit Access Study 

Missing sidewalk segment along a transit 
corridor 

 

Sidewalk gap identified by the 
Longview MPO’s GIS Gap Inventory 

Gaps between segments of existing 
sidewalk 

 

Sidewalk gap identified during this 
planning process 

Additional gaps between segments of 
existing sidewalk 

 

Gaps in existing trail system Gaps between segments of existing trail  

High-Stress Roadways 
(based on traffic stress analysis) 

Uncomfortable for most people to bike 
along in current condition 

Potentially uncomfortable or 
difficult for people to cross 
(on bike or walking) 

Stakeholder input from online 
interactive mapping exercise 

Desired connection, with improvements 
or formalization of route desired 

Variety of identified barriers, 
including challenging 
intersections and trail 
crossings 

Physical features 
(waterways and railroads) 

 Limited crossing opportunities. 
New crossings difficult or 
expensive 

Connectivity/demand mismatch  
(Demand score >50, Bicycle Network 
Analysis score <25) 

These are areas with high levels of 
demand, but low levels of connectivity, 
based on the Connectivity Analysis 
performed earlier in this project 
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Walking Audit Process – Overview 

In September 2017, project staff conducted walking audits and observations of high traffic areas and of school zones. A 

range of physical conditions and behaviors were documented. Physical elements assessed included the presence or 

absence and condition of warning and regulatory signage, sidewalks and curb ramps, crosswalks, traffic signals, 

roadway widths, and bicycle parking. The Longview MPO chose schools to audit based on reported percentage of kids 

walking/biking to school, as well as an examination of the surrounding street network to find those which seem to have 

the highest probability for active transportation. Table 5 lists the audited areas.  

Table 5: Audited Areas 

High Traffic Areas   Schools  

East Marshall Avenue (2nd to 6th Streets)  Bramlette Elementary School 

East Marshall Avenue / Eastman Road Intersection  Foster Middle School 

East Marshall Avenue (Teague Street to Cargill Long 

Trail) 

 Gladewater Primary School 

Estes Parkway (Loop 281 to I-20)  Pine Tree High School 

Green Street (Young Street to Jewel Drive)  South Ward Elementary School 

Mobberly Avenue (Avalon Avenue to Birdsong Street)  White Oak Primary, Intermediate, Middle and High 

Schools 

 

Appendices D and E contain detailed results of the audits, including maps and photos. Phased recommendations are 

provided for selected schools. 

 

  

Example maps from the walking audit process. The numbered dots correspond with written/photographic 

observations. See Appendices D and E for more information. 
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III. Policy and Program Recommendations 

Policies 

Policies, standards, and programs are important tools for achieving the objectives, goals, and ultimately the vision of 

the Plan.  

Develop a Complete Streets Policy 

Development of a Complete Streets Policy that provides City departments and staff direction on the consideration and 

incorporation of all modes of transportation into the planning and design of every street project. The MPO should 

consider adopting its own Complete Streets Policy that member cities may either co-adopt or use to guide the 

development of their own policies. 

Develop a Vision Zero Policy 

Vision Zero is the concept that traffic-related fatalities can be eliminated. Development of a Vision Zero Policy creates 

a specific goal of improving roadway safety to eliminate driver, pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities. As is the case for 

Complete Streets Policies, the MPO is positioned to set a regional standard for municipalities to emulate.  

Lower speed limits on bicycle corridors 

Numerous studies have shown that slower motor vehicle 

speeds significantly improve a bicyclist or pedestrian’s 

chances of survival in the event of a collision. City 

departments of public works should lower the speed of 

traffic on Bicycle Corridors as necessary where a greater 

physical separation between bicyclists, pedestrians and 

vehicular traffic cannot be achieved on local roads, and 

should coordinate with TxDOT to do so on state roads 

within their jurisdictions.  

Consider prohibiting parking in bike lanes 

State law in Texas does not prohibit parking in bicycle 

lanes. City elected officials should consider local 

ordinances to prohibit parking in bicycle lanes and 

ensure that lanes are properly signed.  

Consider adopting a 3-foot passing law/ordinance 

City elected officials should consider laws requiring 

drivers of motor vehicles to change lanes or move over 

to provide at least 3 feet of clearance when passing a 

bicyclist, pedestrian, or other vulnerable user. 

Establish a formal mechanism for the public to participate in Plan implementation 

Transparent decision making and providing opportunities for sustained public involvement are critical to maintaining 

the public’s support for Plan implementation. Several mechanisms could be established to achieve this, such as 

creation of a Plan implementation oversight or advisory committee, which citizens could apply to be on. The City and 

MPO could also advertise public hearings for new projects to the contacts list developed during the planning process.  

 

Speed is the primary factor determining the severity of 

crashes, especially crashes involving vulnerable user 

groups, such as people walking or bicycling. Research 

shows significant increases in the likelihood of 

fatalities and severe injuries for pedestrians when 

speeds increase to 30 and 40 miles per hour. 
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Design and Development Standards 

Integrate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the city’s 
roadway design guidelines 

In order to ensure bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure is included in 

roadway projects, it is necessary to update city standards to include 

the new infrastructure. This should include the incorporation of the 

design of bicycle and pedestrian facilities and can be expanded to 

include lighting standards as well. At a minimum, facility standards 

should include dimensions for sidewalks, shared-use trails, and on-

street bikeways, which the City and MPO may develop on its own, or 

adopt from widely-accepted national guidelines, such as those 

developed by American Association of State Highway Transportation 

Officials (AASHTO) and National Association of City Transportation 

Officials (NACTO).  

Include provisions that require bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the Unified Development Code (UDC) 
and/or overlay districts, such as: 

• Construction of sidewalks as new development and redevelopment occurs 

• Bicycle parking and design standards 

• Sidewalk and bikeway connections from public rights-of-way to new developments 

• Trail “stubs” that connect cul-de-sacs and other disconnected street segments in new developments 

Ensuring that new development incorporates bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the first place can be one of the 

most meaningful changes that a growing city can undertake. The Unified Development Code presents the opportunity 

to require new developments to incorporate best practices in the provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, such as 

sidewalks and bicycle parking.   

Ensure that the transportation network is accessible to people with disabilities.  

The Americans with Disabilities Act lays out requirements for pedestrian design that must be included in all projects. 

Additionally, the City can lessen its exposure to lawsuits and improve mobility for all users by implementing and 

regularly updating its ADA Transition Plan and working to improve existing conditions.  
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Programs 

Implement bicycle parking at all public facilities, 
including schools, parks, and transit stops 

While the updating of development ordinances, such as parking 

requirements, can incorporate additional bicycle parking on 

privately held land over time, the City can begin immediately 

to make Longview more bicycle-friendly by working to provide 

bicycle parking at all public facilities, schools, and parks. 

Parking at transit stops should be incorporated where possible. 

The Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals’ Bicycle 

Parking Guidelines, 2nd Edition (2010) should be followed.  

Pursue a Bicycle Friendly Community certification and 
encourage Bicycle Friendly Business and University certifications in Longview 

Bicycle Friendly certifications give a clear indication that the City, businesses and universities take the role of bicycles 

for transportation and recreation seriously. Through the implementation of this Plan, seek to achieve a Bicycle Friendly 

Community designation for the City and encourage private businesses and institutions to pursue as well.  

Implement Bike Safety Training and Driver Education Programs 

Encourage bicycle safety and driver education programs to increase awareness of the rights of roadway users and 

compliance with existing traffic law. This program should include: 

• Supplements to the drivers’ education curriculum (including training for commercial drivers) including the 

rights of bicyclists and pedestrians and vulnerable road user laws. 

• Partnering with the Texas Bicycle Coalition and local advocacy organizations to provide safety and skills 

training courses annually for adult and youth bicyclists. These courses should include practical (on-the-bike) 

training as well as classroom lessons to teach participants how to safely use the transportation system and obey 

the rules of the road. Curriculum for school-aged children should also include pedestrian safety. The League of 

American Bicyclists has a Smart Cycling Quick Guide, which can be used to reach a broader audience than those 

willing to participate in more intensive bicyclist training programs. 

• Consideration of offering a bicycle and pedestrian education course as an alternative for bicyclists, 

pedestrians, and motorists who are first-time minor offenders of bicycle and pedestrian-related rules of the 

road. Consider requiring such a course in addition to regular fines and penalties for habitual offenders. 

Adopt business-driven incentive programs 

Work with the business community and downtown advocates to 

develop an incentives program for bicycling (or adopt an 

existing program, such as Bicycle Benefits). This may involve 

discounts at local businesses for those who bicycle to shop.  
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Develop an Open Streets program  

Close a street, preferably with a vibrant commercial community, to 

all vehicular traffic on a weekend day and encourage community 

participation with street festival programing. By closing down a 

corridor to automobile traffic on a predetermined day, bicyclists and 

pedestrians can move safely and easily. Open Streets events—such as 

Longview’s Food Truck Friday—take on the quality of a community 

celebration, where classes, booths, storefronts, and activities 

provide areas to interact. These days can provide a great opportunity 

for people to get out and discover what biking and walking looks like. 

Most importantly, they demonstrate to participants the possibilities 

associated with walking and biking and hopefully entice people to 

continue biking and walking after these special events. 

Organize group bicycle rides for casual bicyclists 

Develop larger organized bicycle rides to be held on an annual basis, 

either as a standalone event (such as Bike to Work Day) or relating to 

a sporting or other community event.  

Develop a safety awareness campaign 

Encouraging safe and friendly behavior on the road is an important 

task that can occur through print, television, and online education 

campaigns to increase awareness of the rules of the road and 

broaden education for bicycling and walking. Education efforts should 

include messages targeted at reducing distracted and aggressive 

driving. An effort such as this should be coordinated between local 

advocacy organizations and governmental agencies. This action entails identifying a set of educational messages that 

concisely convey the subject matter and creating an education marketing plan. PSAs could be produced by Longview’s 

Media Department.  

Create a Longview Bicycle Map, both in print and online 

Develop a standard bike map that illustrates the location of existing trails and bikeways and indicates the suitability of 

each for casual users. Ensure wide distribution both in print and online.  
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IV. Infrastructure Network Recommendations 

The network for biking and walking was developed to build upon existing assets, meet demand and increase 

connectivity (based on the various analyses described in Section II), reflect public priorities as identified through the 

online interactive mapping exercise and open house events, and overcome gaps and barriers. The recommendations are 

structured into two interconnected networks, each serving a unique purpose and priority: Walking Infrastructure 

Recommendations and Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations. 

Walking Infrastructure Recommendations 

Expanding the sidewalk network by building new sidewalks and 

repairing sidewalks in poor condition is the focus of the walking 

infrastructure recommendations. Recommendations also include new 

trail segments. The recommendations were developed by first 

identifying a network of potential walking routes that would provide 

access and connectivity between where people live, work, shop, 

access transit, and go to school. This network also functions to 

improve connectivity to the existing trail system and to increase 

safety.  

Sidewalks are the default pedestrian recommendation for network 

segments along roadways. As a best practice, sidewalks should be 

provided on both sides of the street.  Sidewalks on only one side of 

the street are acceptable as an interim solution, in low density or 

low demand areas, and where sidewalks on both sides of the street 

are not feasible or desirable.  Requirements for sidewalks are 

addressed at the local level, where community needs and feasibility 

are studied to develop standards for pedestrian amenities.  

Sidepaths (paved shared-use paths along the right-of-way shared with 

bicyclists) are recommended instead of or in addition to sidewalks in 

some locations, such as areas with high levels of pedestrian activity 

or where an on-street bikeway is not feasible or desirable. In areas 

where pedestrian activity is relatively high and a sidepath is 

recommended on one side of the street, a sidewalk should be 

provided on the opposite side.  

Walking infrastructure recommendations are divided into two categories, as illustrated on the maps on the following 

pages: 

1. Priority Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – strategic sidewalk, trail, and sidepath connections in the 

areas of highest demand, feasible to implement during the life of this Plan. 

2. Future Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – additional sidewalk, trail, and sidepath connections that 

will expand and further connect the pedestrian network, to be implemented after the priority 

recommendations. These may be implemented sooner as part of a larger roadway project. 

  

Examples of sidewalks (top) and sidepaths 
(above). Sidepaths are wider and are designed to 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. 
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Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations 

Creating a network of trails, bike lanes, and bike routes that augments the existing trail system and connects key 

destinations such as LeTourneau University and downtown is the focus of the bicycling infrastructure recommendations. 

The recommendations were developed with a focus on creating continuous, interconnected routes in a cost-effective 

manner. 

Bicycling infrastructure recommendations include a mix of paved trails, sidepaths, and on-street bikeways. The 

identification of appropriate bicycle facilities is more complex than making pedestrian recommendations, and is a 

factor of bicyclist type and traffic context (motor vehicle speeds and volumes). 

Bicyclist Type and Influence of Motor Vehicle Speeds and Volumes  

People vary considerably in terms of traffic stress tolerance, which is defined as comfort, confidence, and willingness 

to interact with motor vehicle traffic when bicycling. Research6,7,8 indicates that people fall into one of the four 

categories shown below. The largest group (“only feel safe on separated trails/paths with few traffic crossings”) has a 

low tolerance for interacting with motor vehicle traffic.  

Figure 1: Bicyclist Types 

 

Proximity to motor vehicle traffic is a significant source of stress, safety risks, and discomfort for bicyclists, and 

corresponds with sharp rises in crash severity and fatality risks when motor vehicle speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. In 

addition, as motorized traffic volumes increase above 3,000 vehicles per day, it becomes increasingly difficult for 

motorists and bicyclists to share roadway space. 

As such, the type of bikeway facility and amount of separation from motor vehicle traffic will largely determine 

whether the bikeway will be used by the majority of the population or only by a smaller portion that is comfortable 

interacting with motor vehicle traffic.  

  

                                                 
6 Geller, R. “Four Types of Cyclists.” Portland Office of Transportation. (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/ 
transportation/article/264746) 
7 Dill, J. and N. McNeil. (2013, January) “Four Types of Cyclists? Examining a Typology to Better Understand 
Bicycling Behavior and Potential.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board. 
8 Dill, J. and N. McNeil. (2016) “Revisiting the Four Types of Cyclists: Findings from a National Survey,” Transportation Research 
Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, 2587: 90-99. 
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Bicycle Facility Selection Approach 

In order to serve the largest portion of the population, the approach 

to recommending specific bicycle facility types was to recommend 

facilities within cities that are comfortable for the majority of the 8- 

to 80-year-old population. This means that bicycle facilities were 

recommended that provide increased separation from motor vehicle 

traffic. These recommendations include paved trails, sidepaths, 

buffered bike lanes, and standard bike lanes. In addition, there are 

recommendations for bicycle boulevards and signed routes (which do 

not provide a dedicated space for people bicycling) on low-traffic, 

low-speed streets. These facilities are described on page 31. 

However, recommendations for bicycle facilities that provide a 

slightly lower level of service for bicyclists were made for some of 

the lower-priority segments of the network. This is due to cost 

considerations, right-of-way constraints, and the need to provide an 

implementable plan to achieve a connected network. 

A slightly different approach was taken for bicycle infrastructure 

recommendations in rural portions of the study area. These portions 

of the network are primarily intended to serve avid, more-

experienced bicyclists. Therefore, recommendations in these areas 

consist of bike lanes, signed routes and paved shoulders, which are 

suitable for that population. 

 

 

 

 

  

The amount and speed of motorized traffic, along 
with the anticipated types of bicyclists, are 
important factors to consider when selecting a 
bicycling facility. Some types of facilities, such as 
sidepaths (top) can serve all ages and abilities. 
Other facilities, such as bike lanes (middle) may 
only serve more confident users, depending on the 
speed of motorized traffic. A dedicated bicycle 
facility is not always necessary to provide a 
comfortable place for less confident bicyclists. 
On low-traffic, low-speed streets, a bicycle 
boulevard (above) can be a viable solution. 
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Bicycle Facility Type Selection  

The segments of the recommended bicycle 

infrastructure network were analyzed and 

observed in the field to determine current 

conditions, challenges, and opportunities. 

Specific types of bikeway, trail, and 

sidepath facilities were then 

recommended for each segment. This was 

performed by assembling a menu of 

candidate facility types and selecting an 

appropriate facility type based on traffic 

context and physical constraints. Once 

assembled on the map, these 

recommendations form a comprehensive 

network of planned bikeways and trails.  

The Bicycle Facility Selection Matrix 

(Figure 2) was used to recommend bicycle 

facility types. It illustrates the optimal 

bicyclist accommodations for various 

traffic context combinations. The speed 

and volume thresholds correlate with a 

Level of Traffic Stress9 rating of LTS 2 and 

are similar to thresholds recommended in 

the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide10. 

In addition to referencing the selection 

matrix, constraints and challenges were 

studied to determine the most 

appropriate bicycle facility.  

Bicycle Facility Selection in 
Constrained Environments 

There may be conditions under which it is infeasible to provide bicycle facilities that are sufficiently comfortable for 

the majority of people. These limiting conditions could include funding shortfalls associated with right-of-way 

acquisition or budget limitations. Under these conditions, it may be necessary to select the next-best facility type, 

which may have less separation between bicycle and motor vehicle traffic than the ideal facility. If an alternate 

facility is selected, it is important to be aware that it may accommodate more confident or experienced bicyclists but 

will likely be uncomfortable for the majority of the population.  

In some cases, on-street bike lanes are suitable for the context, but would require moving curbs and utilities. In many 

of these cases, sidepaths are recommended because they will likely be less expensive than reconstructing curbs. 

Sidepaths also perform double duty by serving pedestrians, reducing the need to construct (and fund) separate bicycle 

and pedestrian accommodations. 

  

                                                 
9 Furth, P. “Level of Traffic Stress” (http://www.northeastern.edu/peter.furth/criteria-for-level-of-traffic-stress/) 
10 National Association of City Transportation Officials (nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/designing-ages-abilities-
new/ages-abilities-user/) 

Figure 2: Bicycle Facility Selection Matrix9 
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Facility Type Guidelines 

The Plan’s bicycling infrastructure recommendations are categorized into a menu of facility types, as listed below. 

Some of these facility types include variations, such as wider versions, versions with additional striped buffers, and 

two-way versions.   

Trails 

The trails recommended in this Plan are paved shared-use paths 

typically located in independent rights-of-way. Trail corridors could 

include creek or river corridors, wooded greenways, utility corridors, 

and abandoned railroad corridors. Trail width is determined by 

context and amount of use expected. The standard minimum width 

for paved trails is 10 feet. Where higher use is expected, trails should 

be 12 feet wide. Short loop trails in parks or those that make minor 

connections to other bikeways may be as narrow as 8 feet. Mountain 

bike trails are unpaved and do not require consistent widths. 

Sidepaths 

A sidepath is a paved shared-use paved path located along a 

roadway. Sidepaths may be desirable along high-volume or high-

speed roadways, where dedicated on-street bikeways are impractical 

due to physical constraints, traffic volumes and speeds, and context. 

However, sidepaths may present increased conflicts between path 

users and motor vehicles at intersections and driveway crossings. 

Conflicts can be reduced by minimizing the number of driveway and 

street crossings present along a path and otherwise providing grade-

separated or high-visibility crossing treatments. Common engineering 

standards state that sidepaths should not be used to preclude on-

street bicycle facilities, but rather to supplement a network of on-

street bikeways. In other words, in some situations it may be 

appropriate to provide an on-street bikeway in addition to a sidepath along the same roadway. The standard minimum 

width for sidepaths is 10 feet. Where higher use is expected, sidepaths should be 12 feet wide. Short sidepaths that 

make minor connections to other bikeways may be as narrow as 8 feet. 

 

At-Grade Crossing Minimization 

Trail and sidepath crossings of driveways and streets present many challenges, including: 

• Path crossings are often blocked by motor vehicles waiting to turn (drivers often ignore stop bars). 

• The need for additional traffic control signage, especially at driveways and intersections. 

• There is a lack of clarity regarding who has the right-of-way where sidepaths cross minor streets. 

• There is an increased risk of crashes due to visibility limitations. 

In light of these challenges, sidepaths are most appropriate where driveways and intersections are limited. There 

are three primary strategies used to achieve the outcome of minimizing at-grade crossings: 

1. Place sidepaths along developed roadways with few driveways and street crossings.  

2. Apply Access Management principles along sidepath corridors to consolidate driveways to the greatest 

extent possible.  

3. Prioritize the construction of grade-separated crossings for sidepaths and trails.  

 



 
 

Longview MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – 2018  

38 

Sidewalks 

Sidewalks play a critical role in the character, function, 

enjoyment, and accessibility of neighborhoods, main 

streets, and other community destinations. The presence 

of a sidewalk or pathway on both sides of the street 

corresponds to approximately 88 percent reduction in 

“walking along road” pedestrian crashes. Sidewalks should 

be at least 5 feet wide. Wider sidewalks should be 

installed near schools, at transit stops, in downtown/main 

street areas, or anywhere high concentrations of 

pedestrian traffic exists. Sidewalks may be as narrow as 4 

feet wide in constrained locations, in which cases ADA-

compliant “passing zones” must be placed at least every 

200 feet (driveways count as passing zones).    

At-Grade Crossing Design 

Where at-grade crossings are necessary, they should be designed 

to increase visibility, clarity, compliance, and safety. There are 

two primary strategies to achieve this outcome: 

High Visibility Crossings  

Pavement markings, signage, and traffic signals can all be used to 

increase the visibility of sidepath crossings of driveways and 

intersections, thereby reducing conflicts between people bicycling 

and people driving. In addition to standard warning signs, a variety 

of pavement markings including green pavement, shared lane  

markings, bike boxes, dashed lines, and solid lines can be used to enhance visibility, guide bicyclists, and warn of 

potential conflicts. The treatment will vary depending on the context of each intersection and should be chosen 

based on engineering judgment.  

Adjust Intersection Approaches 

Another way to mitigate conflicts is to adjust the location of the sidepath as it approaches the intersection. Best 

practices support taking one of two approaches:  

1. Move crossings closer to the curb line of the parallel road (and reduce corner radii significantly). The theory 

behind this approach is to allow people driving and people bicycling to be able to recognize each other as 

intersecting traffic. However, this approach may result in motor vehicles blocking the crosswalk and places 

bicyclists in a location that is not highly visible for turning motorists.  

2. Moving crossings farther away from the curb line so that the crossing functions as a second intersection. 

Moving the path crossing farther from the curb line of the parallel road has the advantages of increasing the 

visibility of bicyclists and pedestrians in the crossing and providing additional queueing space without 

blocking the crossing or the parallel street.  
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Separated Bike Lanes 

A separated bike lane, sometimes called a cycle track or protected 

bike lane, is a bicycle facility that is physically separated from both 

the street and the sidewalk. Separated bike lanes isolate bicyclists 

from motor vehicle traffic using a variety of methods, including 

curbs, a parking lane, flexible delineators, bollards, large planting 

pots or boxes, landscaped medians, removable curbs, or other 

measures. Buffered bike lanes that do not include a vertical element 

are not considered separated bike lanes. Separated bike lanes can be 

one way for bicycles on each side of a two-way street, or two-way 

and installed on one or both sides of the street. This Plan does not 

identify any locations for separated bike lanes, but this facility type 

is an option for future consideration.  

Bike Lanes (including Buffered Bike Lanes) 

A bike lane designates space for the preferential or exclusive use of 

bicyclists. Standard bike lanes are typically 5 feet wide but wider 

variations can be advantageous, especially where traffic volumes are 

higher than 6,000 ADT or speeds are greater than 25 miles per hour. 

A common variation is the buffered bike lane, which places an 18-

inch to 3-foot wide painted buffer between the bike lane and 

adjacent travel lane. This is especially helpful on higher-traffic or 

higher-speed roadways in order to increase horizontal separation 

between bicycle and motor vehicle traffic. When high-turnover on-

street parking is present, it is common to place a painted buffer 

between the bike lane and the parking lane to minimize the threat of 

“dooring.”  

Paved Shoulders 

Paved shoulders that serve as a bicycle accommodation are typically 

4 or 5 feet wide (exclusive of rumble strips). Higher traffic roads can 

be improved for bicycling through the provision of wider (6 to 8 feet) 

paved shoulders. Where 4-foot or wider paved shoulders exist 

already, it is acceptable to mark them as bike lanes in various 

circumstances, such as to provide continuity between other 

bikeways. If paved shoulders are marked as bike lanes, they need to 

also be designed as bike lanes at intersections. Where a roadway does 

not have paved shoulders already, they can often be added when the 

road is resurfaced or reconstructed. In some instances, adequate 

shoulder width can be provided by narrowing travel lanes to 11 feet. 

Sidepaths vs. Separated Bike Lanes 

Sidepaths can be an acceptable design solution in lieu of separated bike lanes in land use contexts where both 

walking and bicycling volumes are relatively low, and are expected to remain low. The sidepath may be located on 

one or both sides of the street, depending upon bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity needs. As volumes 

increase over time, the need for separation should be revisited. Where land use is anticipated to add density over 

time, right-of-way should be preserved to allow for future separation of bicyclists and pedestrians.  
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Bicycle Boulevards 

A bicycle boulevard is a street with low motorized traffic volumes 

and speeds designated to provide priority to bicyclists and local 

motor vehicle traffic. Bicycle boulevards typically have signs, shared 

lane markings (also known as “sharrows”), and traffic calming 

elements. The specific traffic calming treatments to be included 

along a bicycle boulevard varies based on context. Common traffic 

calming treatments include speed humps, traffic circles, chicanes, or 

curb extensions. In addition, it is often desirable to divert motor 

vehicle traffic by placing medians in intersections to allow bicycle 

traffic to process while requiring motor vehicle traffic to turn.  

Signed Bike Routes 

Low-cost, strategically-placed pavement markings and signage can be used to create signed bike routes. Signs can aid 

in wayfinding and raise awareness of the rules of the road. A wayfinding system is typically composed of signs and 

pavement markings that guide bicyclists along preferred routes (which may or may not be numbered, named, or color-

coded) to destinations across the community, county, or region. Signs may also state distances or time to destinations. 

Supplementary Bikeway Treatments 

Two supplementary treatments are commonly applied to on-street bikeways to increase awareness of the presence of 

bicyclists, aid in wayfinding, and reinforce existing state laws. These treatments are typically applied on bicycle 

boulevards and signed routes. They can also be applied on streets without dedicated bikeways; however, when applied 

on higher traffic (over 8,000 ADT and/or 30 miles per hour) streets, these treatments are not a sufficient substitution 

for a dedicated bikeway or sidepath.  

• Shared Lane Markings (SLM) – Also known as “sharrows,” SLMs 

are not a standalone facility type. Rather, they are a 

treatment to be applied on bicycle boulevards and signed 

roadways to increase awareness of bicyclist presence. The 

use of SLMs on busier roadways should be avoided unless used 

as a supplementary (e.g., in addition to a sidepath) or 

interim treatment (until a dedicated bikeway can be 

established).  

• Bikes May Use Full Lane Signs – Bicyclists are allowed to use 

the full lane when the lane is less than 14 feet in width or 

when conditions in the roadway make it unsafe to ride next 

to the edge of the roadway. This is regardless of whether 

Bikes May Use Full Lane signs are present. The placement of 

these signs along roadways is advisable, however, because 

the signs reinforce and increase awareness of the law.  

Shared Lane Markings and Bikes May Use Full Lane signs are typically 

installed concurrently, as shown in the image. 
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V. Implementation 

Implementation Strategies 

The Longview MPO and its member cities have many ways to implement bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. 

This section outlines the most common and practical strategies used across the country that are most appropriate for 

implementing the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan’s recommendations. However, this list is not exhaustive. Conditions may 

change, new opportunities arise, and unique approaches may be developed that fall outside of these strategies. New 

strategies should be considered over time to implement the walking and bicycling network. 

Coordinate Bikeway, Trail, and Sidewalk Implementation with Upcoming Roadway Projects 

The most cost-effective and coordinated way to provide bicycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure (bike lanes, sidepaths, sidewalks, curb 

extensions, etc.) is to do so as part of a larger roadway 

reconstruction, rehabilitation, or repaving project. When constructed 

in this manner, the bikeway project is considered “incidental” 

because it is incorporated into the overall phasing of a larger road 

project. Incidental projects are often driven by opportunity, such as 

when a roadway is resurfaced or reconstructed. When such 

opportunities arise, bikeways are typically funded using the same 

source of funding as the roadway project and can often be 

incorporated at a relatively modest cost.  

For example, providing bicycle accommodations as part of a larger roadway project often means simply adding a few 

additional feet of pavement. Depending on right-of-way constraints and the selected bikeway type, the impact on the 

project cost can be cost-effective. Cities within the metropolitan area can implement this strategy by adopting 

Complete Streets policies that apply to new construction, reconstruction, and 3R (resurfacing, restoration, or 

rehabilitation) projects on all streets and roads in the community. For projects that affect a city but cross 

jurisdictional boundaries, the cities should seek opportunities to collaborate with the Texas Department of 

Transportation and neighboring cities to achieve the desired outcomes for bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.  

Furthermore, the Longview MPO may choose to prioritize roadway projects that incorporate walking and bicycling 

infrastructure improvements over roadway projects that do not. This maximizes the return-on-investment and lowers 

the overall cost of providing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

Acquire Right-of-way Early On 

In some cases, a bikeway might not be included as part of a roadway project due to lack of near-term feasibility, 

funding, or demand. In these situations, the road project should not preclude future bikeway additions. This applies to 

new construction, reconstruction, right-of-way acquisition, bridge replacement, and other significant undertakings 

along future bikeway corridors. Examples are listed below: 

• If a new roadway is being constructed, the City should acquire adequate right-of-way to provide a sidepath 

alongside the roadway in the future. 

• When a bridge is replaced, it should be adequately designed to accommodate a bikeway now or in the future.  

• When above- and below-ground utilities are installed or replaced along a roadway, place them so that they do 

not obstruct the future bikeway.  

• Where a grade-separated crossing may be needed in the future, acquire adequate right-of-way for ramps, 

approaches, structures, and related appurtenances. 
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Implement Low-Cost Wayfinding and Regulatory Signs and Pavement Markings  

Many streets in the Longview metropolitan area are suitable for bicycling without dedicated accommodations (such as 

bike lanes, paved shoulders, or paths). However, additional treatments could greatly enhance them as convenient 

routes for bicycling. Such treatments include shared lane markings (sharrows), bike route and wayfinding signs, and 

identification of them in a publicly available map of preferred bike routes. These simple, low-cost treatments help 

people bicycling simply by confirming that they are on a designated bikeway.  

Reconfigure Streets to Better Utilize Existing Pavement 

The available pavement width on many streets in the Longview 

metropolitan area is one of the most significant opportunities for 

providing bicycle facilities. Many arterial streets in the area have 

more travel lanes than are needed for their traffic volumes, or have 

lanes that are wider than necessary, or an underutilized center 

turning lane. In these locations, narrowing lanes (often referred to as 

a “lane diet”) or reallocating a motor vehicle lane or turning lane 

(often referred to as a “road diet”) can provide adequate space for 

the provision of bike lanes. This strategy most often employs the use 

of 11-foot travel lanes and requires other considerations such as the 

presence of truck routes. 

Employ Interim Solutions as a Bridge to Full-Build Implementation  

Along many segments of the future bikeway network, it may be 

advantageous to identify and develop interim solutions until the full 

bikeway can be developed as envisioned.  Interim solutions offer a 

near-term mobility option that did not previously exist and are not 

seen as permanent alternatives to a more comprehensive solution. 

One example of how an interim solution can be implemented is to 

provide an on-street bikeway accommodation (e.g., a bike lane) that 

may adequately serve more confident bicyclists until a lower-stress 

bikeway can be funded and constructed (e.g., a sidepath). Another 

example is to provide a low-stress on-street bikeway along a parallel 

route that might not be very direct or might not be highly-accessible 

until a bikeway can be established along the preferred alignment.  

Cost Analysis 

A cost analysis of the Plan’s recommendations was performed in order to prioritize projects that provide higher 

returns-on-investment (see page 43). Planning-level, cost estimates were developed for this analysis based on typical 

per-mile costs for various treatments multiplied by the project’s length. Unique situations (such as drainage crossings 

or complex intersection treatments) were not directly considered in the development of these cost estimates, but a 

contingency was included in order to account for such situations. These order-of-magnitude cost estimates developed 

for this purpose can serve as a starting point for MPO and City staff to later refine for budgetary purposes.  

The cost of implementing the various recommendations in this Plan varies depending on the type of facility 

recommended (building a trail usually costs more than striping bike lanes, for example) as well as the method of 

implementation (adding bike lanes to existing pavement costs less than widening a roadway to add bike lanes, for 

example). If built as part of a larger roadway project, the marginal cost of bikeway improvements would be 

substantially less compared to stand-alone bikeway projects. Road diets, lane diets, and other striping projects 

performed as part of regular repaving projects would negate the need for pavement marking eradication and additional 

mobilization.  
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Prioritization Model 

The purpose of the project prioritization model is to facilitate decision-making and maximize the return on investment 

for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects. The model was developed based on the ActiveTrans Priority Tool 

process11 to reflect the needs and goals of the MPO and member jurisdictions. The MPO Technical Committee provided 

input that shaped the development of this model. The model is based on macro factors (safety, connectivity, demand, 

etc.) which are then weighted by relative importance. Measurable variables are then identified for each factor. 

The model was used to score all recommendations and generate a list projects for implementation. Future 

recalculation and manipulation of the results will be possible with the model to account for new data. Bikeway and 

sidewalk projects that can be constructed in conjunction with a MPO or TxDOT project will be implemented as part of 

the project, regardless of the priority score.  

Factors 

Factors were selected to align with community values and goals for prioritization. Table 6 shows the selected factors 

and weights. 

Table 6: Proposed Factors and Weights 
 

Factor Weight Notes 

Improved 

Safety 

30 % Selected as a factor because although every bikeway and sidewalk project will increase safety, there 

is a desire to prioritize projects that do the most to improve safety. 

Demand 30 % Selected as a factor in order to prioritize projects where bikeways and sidewalks are most needed and 

will be most used. 

Connectivity 20 % Selected as a slightly lower-weighted factor to increase the priority of projects that connect to the 

area’s small inventory of existing sidewalks, bikeways, and trails. 

Opportunities 

& Constraints 

20 % Selected as a slightly lower-weighted factor to increase the priority of projects which can leverage 

project-level opportunities and have minimal constraints. 

Variables 

Variables are characteristics of roadways, intersections, neighborhood areas, and other features that can be measured. 

Each prioritization factor is represented by a set of related variables. The selection of specific variables for each factor 

is informed by the prioritization goals, data needs and availability, and an assessment of technical resources (Table 7).  

Table 7: Prioritization Variables 
 

Factor Bicycling Infrastructure Project Variables Walking Infrastructure Project Variables 

Improved 

Safety 

• Number of bicycle crashes along the project (total) 

• Level of Traffic Stress (a factor of traffic speed and 

volume) 

• Number of pedestrian crashes along the project 

(total) 

• Traffic speed 

• Proximity to schools 

Demand • Demand score (a measure of where people are likely 

to bike)  

• Demand score (a measure of where people are 

likely to walk) 

Connectivity • Whether the project is a priority corridor identified in 

the Walk and Bike Plan 

• Connects to existing trail or bikeway (one or both 

ends) 

• Whether the project includes a designated 

sidewalk gap 

• Connects to existing trail 

Opportunities 

& Constraints 

• Project cost (estimated per mile based on facility 

type and implementation method) 

• Project cost (estimated per mile based on facility 

type) 

                                                 
11 More information is available at: http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/pdf/PlanDesign_Tools_APT_Overview.pdf  

http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/pdf/PlanDesign_Tools_APT_Overview.pdf
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Funding Sources  

Determining how to fund various walking and bicycling infrastructure projects is a key strategic issue that communities 

face when implementing bicycle and pedestrian plans. While there are many funding options, each source may have 

limitations making it more or less appropriate for certain types of projects. Some funding sources are targeted to 

infrastructure while others target education and encouragement efforts. Some sources are not directly bicycle or 

pedestrian related but can be applied to bikeway and pedestrian projects that may relate to another public priority 

such as historic preservation or public health. Some sources may support grants of hundreds of thousands or millions of 

dollars; others may be targeted to smaller amounts and require citizen volunteers or community involvement, as a part 

of the required local match. 

Local Funding Sources  

Dedicated local funding is the most consistent and reliable funding source. It signals a community’s commitment to 

bicycle and pedestrian projects and strengthens applications for federal, state, and private funding. The following 

descriptions apply to the individual municipal governments.  

Capital Improvement Program (CIP)  

The CIP allocates funds for all major capital improvement projects, regardless of the funding source. This program is 

an important tool for improving bicycle facilities and utilizes funds from a variety of sources including bonds, fees, and 

state and federal grant sources. The CIP shows a five-year prioritization of infrastructure projects and is revised 

annually. Incorporating bikeways into the street design of projects as part of the CIP project development process will 

aid in the ability to fund implementation of the Walk and Bike Plan recommendations. 

Municipal Bonds 

Cities have the authority to issue municipal bonds to finance infrastructure projects. Examples abound of 

municipalities tapping into this resource as a way to fund bikeways, most notably, the City of Houston’s $100 million 

referendum on the Bayou Greenways 2020 Initiative to support the nearly $100 million in philanthropic donations. 

Cities should consider including priority Plan projects in future bond referenda.  

Impact Fees 

Municipal governments in Texas have the authority to shift the fiscal burden of expanding public infrastructure to 

developers through impact fees for water, sewer, drainage, and roads. Best practices tie these impact fees to new 

demand for public infrastructure, such as traffic impacts on the transportation network. Some communities have given 

developers opportunities to reduce impact fees by contributing to on- or off-street bikeway improvements. Fees paid in 

lieu of providing required off-street parking may also contribute to the funding of new or improved bicycle parking 

facilities. And while not impact “fees” per se, development code requirements to build sidewalks as part of any new 

development are an effective policy for ensuring future pedestrian accessibility while reducing burden on public 

resources. The City of Longview should consider these policies as it creates its first Unified Development Code. 

General Fund 

A municipality’s General Fund supports core services. Allocations from the general fund to Public Works, Parks and 

Recreation, and Public Safety departments could support program and project operating expenses housed within them, 

such as staff time, outreach and education materials, facility maintenance and other small capital expenses.  

Economic Development Corporations 

The Longview Economic Development Corporation (LEDCO) was created by voters in 1991 as a type A non-profit 

development corporation.12 LEDCO has supported bikeway expansion in the MPO area in recent years, contributing to 

the Guthrie Trail and $3 million to the expansion of George Richey Road (FM 2275). LEDCO may consider funding 

additional facilities that provide direct access to economic activities in the MPO area.  

                                                 
12 https://www.tml.org/p/EconomicDevelopmentHandbook2015_TML.pdf 

https://www.tml.org/p/EconomicDevelopmentHandbook2015_TML.pdf
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Special Purpose Districts  

Tax Increment Reinvestment Zones (TIRZs) are special zones created by city councils in efforts to attract new 

investment in an area. Taxes from new improvements are set aside in a fund designed to finance public improvements 

within the boundaries of the TIRZ. Public improvements can include bicycle facilities and amenities. Coordinating and 

leveraging funding with TIRZs is an important strategy that cities can embrace in order to build out the bicycle network 

and maintain amenities such as bike parking, showers, or education and encouragement programs. 

Municipal Management Districts (MMDs)  

MMDs are special districts created by the Texas legislature. These districts are empowered to promote transportation 

and economic development, along with several other functions within their boundaries. Beyond infrastructure 

investment, MMDs provide maintenance activities for transportation facilities and implement bicycle programs. Most 

MMDs are able to issue bonds and receive funding from ad-valorem taxes, assessments, impact fees, or other funds in 

order to provide improvements and services. MMDs can be an important avenue for area cities to pursue bicycle 

infrastructure and ensure it is well-maintained. 

Parking Benefit Districts  

Parking Benefit Districts can finance infrastructure improvements in popular employment or commercial centers by 

dedicating parking fee and ticket revenue to bicycle and pedestrian enhancements. Within a parking benefit district, 

public parking spaces (on- and off-street) are charged hourly rates to aid turnover of spaces for customers. It is 

encouraged that off-street parking facilities (surface lots or parking structures) be provided nearby where people can 

pay a lower price to park-once-and-walk. According to case studies in Austin, Texas and Washington, D.C., the Federal 

Highway Administration has found that parking benefit districts have reduced the need for surface parking and improve 

traffic congestion—all while funding local improvements within the district. 

State Funding Sources 

State and Community Safety Program 

TxDOT applies its Safety Improvement Index with three years of traffic data to identify safety projects across the 

state. Projects are funded up to 90% requiring a 10% local match. The following list captures the different 

subcategories within this program. 

• Federal High Risk Rural Roads 

• Highway Safety Improvement Program 

• Railway Highway Safety Program 

• Safety Bond Program 

• Safe Routes to School 

Recreational Trails Program 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) administers the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) National 

Recreational Trails Fund in the State of Texas. The Recreational Trails Program is an annual competitive cost-sharing 

opportunity that can fund up to 80% of project costs, with maximum awards up to $200,000 for trail grants. Eligible 

projects include construction of recreational trail projects, land acquisition for trails, enhancing existing trails or to 

develop trailheads and trailside facilities. 

Federal Funding Sources 

Transportation Alternatives  

The primary federal transportation funding program for bicycling projects comes from a set-aside of the Surface 

Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Program funding for transportation alternatives (TA). These set-aside funds are 

eligible for a variety of smaller-scale transportation projects such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities, recreational 

trails, and safe routes to school projects. For most projects under the TA set-aside, the Federal share is generally 80 

percent and the State or local match is 20 percent.  
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Federal Railroad Grade Separation Program (RGS) 

This funding program aims to eliminate at-grade railroad crossings based on the State of Texas’ prioritization ranking 

and the Texas Transportation Commission discretion. Railroad crossings are eliminated through the construction of 

highway overpasses, railroad underpasses, or replaced/rehabilitated railroad underpasses in the state’s transportation 

network. Cost-sharing opportunities exist for up to 80% of project costs assumed by this program with a 20% local 

match. 

Federal Transit Administration Urban Areas Formula Funds (5307) and Enhanced Mobility of Seniors and Individuals with 
Disabilities Grant (5310) 

FTA provides funding to urbanized areas (areas with a population of 50,000 or more designated by the U.S. Census 

Bureau) for transit capital improvements. Eligible activities include: planning, engineering, design and evaluation of 

projects that provide accessibility to bus stops. The Longview MPO may coordinate with Longview Transit to budget 

5307 funding to projects that improve pedestrian infrastructure around priority bus stops. FTA’s 5310 grant program 

aims to improve mobility for seniors and individuals with disabilities by removing barriers to transportation service and 

expanding transportation mobility options. 

Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Transportation Discretionary Grants 

BUILD transportation grants replace the former Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant 

program. BUILD is a nationally competitive grant for capital investments on surface transportation projects that 

achieve a significant impact for a metropolitan area, region, or the nation. BUILD is funded for $1.5 billion through 

September 30, 2020 and awarded to projects evaluated for merit criteria such as safety, economic competitiveness, 

quality of life, environmental protection, state of good repair, innovation, partnership, and additional non-Federal 

revenue for future transportation infrastructure investments. 
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Priority Project Lists 

Priority Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – Tier 1  

ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-171 E Birdsong St S Green St Mobberly Ave Sidewalk         1,745  

P-087 Fourth St Sixth St Pegues Pl Sidewalk         2,502  

P-164 Marion Dr / Hughes St S High St  S Green St Sidewalk         3,159  

P-073 McCann Rd  N Spur 63  E Fairmont St  Sidewalk         2,936  

P-183 Mobberly Ave  E Cotton St  Young St  Sidewalk         2,734  

P-184 Mobberly Ave E Birdsong St Young St  Sidewalk         3,920  

P-124 N Spur 63  Railroad tracks McCann Rd Sidewalk         3,333  

P-204 N White Oak Rd  E Bermuda Dr  George Richey Rd Sidewalk         4,846  

P-180 S Green St  Common St  Hughes St  Sidewalk         2,272  

P-181 S Green St Hughes St  Birdsong St  Sidewalk         4,589  

P-174 S High St  W Church St W Nelson St  Sidewalk         2,542  

P-205 S White Oak Rd Highway 80 Center St Sidewalk         4,490  

P-170 W Birdsong St  S Green St  S High St  Sidewalk         1,922  

P-166 Young St  Mobberly Ave  MLK Bl Sidewalk         3,645  

P-165 Young St  S Green St  Mobberly Ave Sidewalk         1,770  

Priority Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – Tier 2 

ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-172 E Birdsong St Mobberly Ave Dixon St Sidewalk            488  

P-113 E Fairmont St McCann Rd Bill Owens Pkwy Sidewalk         3,583  

P-130 E Marshall Ave Teague St American Legion Bl Sidewalk         1,549  

P-134 E Whaley St N Green St Fifth St  Sidewalk         1,848  

P-084 Fourth St Coushatta Tr Hollybrook Dr Sidewalk         1,606  

P-088 Fourth St E Marshall Ave Sixth St Sidewalk         2,161  

P-089 Fourth St E Whaley St E Marshall Ave Sidewalk         1,966  

P-114 
E Fairmont St / Groveland Av / 
Woodcrest Ln / Johnston St McCann Rd Judson Rd Sidewalk         3,801  

P-080 Judson Rd  N Fredonia St  
Johnston St / 
Pegues Pl Sidewalk         3,078  

P-081 Judson Rd / High St Fredonia St Marshall Ave Sidewalk         2,622  

P-072 McCann Rd  E Fairmont St H G Mosley Pkwy Sidewalk         4,702  

P-074 McCann Rd  
W Marshall Ave / W 
Methvin St N Spur 63 Sidewalk         2,643  

P-185 Mobberly Ave  S Green St E Birdsong St Sidepath         2,811  

P-142 Mobberly Ave / Fifth St E Whaley St  Cotton St Sidewalk         1,522  

P-186 Mobberly Ave  Estes Pkwy / S High St S Green St Sidepath         1,553  

P-126 N Fredonia St / N Green St Judson Rd Marshall Ave Sidewalk         2,788  

P-056 Northwest Dr  W Fairmont St  Regency Dr Sidewalk            819  

P-182 S Green St  Birdsong St  Mobberly Ave Sidewalk         3,278  

P-175 S High St  Jewel Dr  Hailey Dr Sidewalk         2,880  

P-176 S High St  W Birdsong St  
Estes Pkwy / 
Mobberly Ave Sidewalk         5,437  

P-206 Tuttle Rd N White Oak Rd N Whatley Rd Sidewalk         4,500  

P-054 Shofner Dr W Loop 281  Pine Tree Rd Sidewalk         1,650  
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Priority Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations – Tier 1  

ID Street / Location From To Facility Type 
Implementation 

Method 
Length 
(Feet) 

B-011 Bill Owens Pkwy W Marshall Ave E Fairmount St  
Buffered bike 
lane  

Reconstruction, 
Road Diet 4,799  

B-014 Delwood Dr  Judson Rd Dogwood Ln Bike lane  Add Markings 3,081  

B-050 E Birdsong St Mobberly Ave MLK Bl Bike lane  Add Markings 4,225  

B-049 E Birdsong St  S Green St Mobberly Ave Bike lane  Add Markings 1,745  

B-022 E Whaley St N High St  N Green St  Bike lane  Road Diet 1,504  

B-023 E Whaley St  N Green St  Fifth St 
Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 1,848  

B-024 E Whaley St  Fifth St  
American Legion 
Bl 

Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 3,507  

B-025 Green St  E Whaley St  E Cotton St Bike boulevard  Add Markings 1,327  

B-002 
Helane Ln / Swan St / 
Fort Dr Cook Ln Reel Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 6,666  

B-013 HG Mosley Pkwy  McCann Rd  Judson Rd Sidepath  
New 
Construction 2,668  

B-018 
Le Duke Bl / Tenth St / 
Ingram St / Wilson St Cargil Long Trail Sixth St Bike boulevard  Add Markings 7,330  

B-020 McCann Rd / Methvin St Spur 63 W Whaley St  Bike lane  Road Diet 3,076  

B-042 MLK Bl E Cotton St Young St Bike lane  Road Diet 2,681  

B-043 MLK Bl  Young St Birdsong St  Bike lane  Road Diet 4,631  

B-044 MLK Bl  Birdsong St Millie St Bike lane  Road Diet 4,101  

B-045 MLK Bl  Millie St S I-20 Access Rd Bike lane  Road Diet 4,657  

B-035 Mobberly Ave  E Cotton St  Young St Bike lane  Reconstruction 2,734  

B-036 Mobberly Ave  Young St  E Birdsong St  Bike lane  Reconstruction 4,662  

B-004 Rodden Dr E Shofner Dr Reel Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 5,752  

B-031 S Green St  E Cotton St Young St Bike lane  Road Diet 3,542  

B-032 S Green St  Young St  Birdsong St  Bike lane  Road Diet 4,717  

B-033 S Green St  Birdsong St Mobberly Ave Bike lane  Road Diet 3,278  

B-052 S Green St / Millie St Mobberly Ave MLK Bl Bike boulevard  Add Markings 5,518  

B-019 Sixth St  E Whaley St  Wilson St  Bike lane  
Add Markings, 
Reconstruction 3,012  

B-047 W Birdsong St  S High St  Andrews St Bike lane  Road Diet  1,870  

B-048 W Birdsong St  S Green St S High St  Bike lane  
Add Markings, 
Road Diet 1,922  

B-021 W Whaley St  N High St  W Methvin St  Bike lane  Road Diet 
      

1,472  
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Priority Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations – Tier 2  

ID Street / Location From To Facility Type 
Implementation 

Method 
Length 
(Feet) 

B-017 American Legion Bl E Whaley St  E Marshall Ave Sidepath  New Construction 1,745  

B-009 Bill Owens Pkwy 
HG Mosley 
Pkwy W Loop 281 

Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 4,526  

B-010 Bill Owens Pkwy E Fairmont St  HG Mosley Pkwy 
Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 3,479  

B-015 Cargill Long Trail  Hollybrook Dr  LeDuke Bl Resurfaced Trail Resurfacing  5,280  

B-016 Cargill Long Trail  LeDuke Bl E Marshall Ave Resurfaced Trail Resurfacing 5,655  

B-054 

Commerce Av / 
Center St / Eleanor 
St Dean St S Tyler Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 3,929  

B-028 Cotton St S High St  S Green St  Sidepath New Construction 1,489  

B-051 E Birdsong St MLK Bl S Eastman Bl Bike lane  Add Markings 2,787  

B-029 E Cotton St  S Green St  Mobberly Ave Sidepath New Construction 2,734  

B-030 E Cotton St  Mobberly Ave  MLK Bl Sidepath New Construction 3,842  

B-008 E Fairmont St  Bill Owens Pkwy  Gilmer Rd Bike lane  Reconstruction 2,202  

B-039 Estes Pkwy  
Estes Pkwy / S 
High St W Loop 281 Sidepath  New Construction 2,919  

B-041 Estes Pkwy  MLK Bl  Estes Dr  Sidepath  New Construction 1,055  

B-040 
Estes Pkwy / Access 
Rd  W Loop 281 MLK Bl Sidepath  New Construction 4,298  

B-001 Gilmer Rd  Helane Ln Nikki Dr  Sidepath  New Construction 2,014  

B-012 HG Mosley Pkwy Bill Owens Pkwy  McCann Rd  Sidepath  New Construction 4,184  

B-046 MLK Bl S I-20 Access Rd Estes Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 2,418  

B-037 Mobberly Ave  E Birdsong St S Green St  Sidepath  New Construction 2,811  

B-038 Mobberly Ave  S Green St  
Estes Pkwy / S 
High St Sidepath  New Construction 1,553  

B-034 
Mobberly Ave / 
Fifth St E Whaley St  E Cotton St 

Bike lane, 
Future study 
needed Reconstruction 1,522  

B-003 Reel Rd Fort Dr Rodden Dr Bike lane  Add Markings 1,498  

B-005 Shofner Dr Lane Wells Dr Loop 281 Bike lane  Road Diet 2,206  

B-026 

Trail connection 
under Marshall Av 
and along Spur 63 

Boorman 
Trailhead Cotton St Sidepath, Trail  New Construction 2,129  

B-027 W Cotton St  S High St  S Spur 63 Sidepath  New Construction 2,946  

B-006 W Fairmont St  W Loop 281  HG Mosley  Bike lane  
Reconstruction, 
Road Diet 5,396  

B-007 W Fairmont St  
HG Mosley 
Pkwy  Gilmer Rd Bike lane  Reconstruction 1,990  

B-053 
W Gregg Av / Dean 
St N Main St S Tyler Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 2,923  



 
 

Longview MPO Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – 2018  

50 

Future Project Lists  

Walking Infrastructure Recommendations – Future  

ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-117 Alpine Rd Bend St N. Eastman Rd Sidewalk        2,591  

P-119 Alpine Rd Eden Dr Loop 281 Sidewalk        2,933  

P-118 Alpine Rd N. Eastman Rd Eden Dr Sidewalk        3,026  

P-092 American Legion Bl E. Whaley St E. Marshall Ave Sidepath        1,745  

P-016 Bill Owens Pkwy  Blue Ridge Pkwy W Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath        5,818  

P-015 Bill Owens Pkwy  W Hawkins Pkwy Spring Hill Rd Sidepath        2,845  

P-017 Bill Owens Pkwy  W Loop 281  Blue Ridge Pkwy 
Sidepath, 
Sidewalk        1,242  

P-038 Blue Ridge Pkwy Balsam St Bill Owens Pkwy Sidewalk        3,447  

P-037 Blue Ridge Pkwy Gilmer Rd Balsam St Sidewalk        3,737  

P-091 Cargill Long Trail LeDuke Blvd E Marshall Ave Resurface        5,655  

P-090 Cargill Long Trail Hollybrook Dr LeDuke Blvd Resurface        5,280  

P-228 S Main St  McNeese Dr Loop 485 Sidewalk        1,802  

P-101 Delwood Dr Judson Rd  Fourth St Sidewalk        4,125  

P-039 
Dundee Rd / Tenneryville 
Rd Gilmer Rd Pine Tree Rd Sidewalk        4,515  

P-211 
E Broadway Ave / E Upshur 
Ave N Main St  Lee St Sidewalk        2,906  

P-209 E Broadway Ave Loop 485 
Eastern Gladewater City 
Limit Sidewalk         6,537  

P-210 E Broadway Ave  Lee St Loop 485 Sidewalk         1,550  

P-207 E Center St N White Oak Rd N Thomas Rd. / S Aline St Sidewalk        2,557  

P-163 E Cotton St Journal St / MLK Blvd S Eastman Rd Sidepath       2,773  

P-162 E Cotton St Mobberly Ave Journal St. / MLK Blvd Sidepath       3,842  

P-160 E Cotton St S Center St S Fredonia St Sidepath       1,489  

P-161 E Cotton St S Green St Mobberly Ave Sidepath       2,734  

P-112 E Fairmont St Bill Owens Pkwy Gilmer Rd.  Sidewalk        2,202  

P-196 E George Richey Rd N White Oak Rd Pine Tree Rd Sidepath        9,937  

P-195 E George Richey Rd Gilmer Rd Pine Tree Rd 
Sidepath, 
Sidewalk        9,686  

P-034 E Hawkins Pkwy Airline Rd Fourth St Sidepath        3,075  

P-035 E Hawkins Pkwy Fourth St N. Eastman Rd Sidepath        1,044  

P-033 E Hawkins Pkwy Judson Rd Airline Rd Sidepath        2,585  

P-036 E Hawkins Pkwy N Eastman Rd Tryon Rd Sidepath        4,040  

P-145 E Marshall Ave E Loop 281 Page Rd Sidepath        4,089  

P-201 E Highway 80 Hwy 42 S Moody Bl Sidewalk        6,787  

P-202 E Highway 80 Hwy 42 S White Oak Rd Sidewalk        3,408  

P-068 E Loop 281 Alpine Rd Page Rd Sidepath        6,509  

P-065 E Loop 281  Fourth St Eastman Rd Sidepath        1,465  

P-064 E Loop 281 Judson Rd  Fourth St Sidepath        4,749  

P-069 E Loop 281 Page Rd E Marshall Ave Sidepath        6,945  

P-131 E Marshall Ave American Legion Bl N Eastman Rd Sidewalk        2,845  

P-144 E Marshall Ave Delia Dr / Industrial Dr E Loop 281 Sidepath        4,663  

P-129 E Marshall Ave Fourth St Teague St Sidewalk        2,251  

P-127 E Marshall Ave N Court St Freedonia St Sidewalk        1,484  
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ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-143 E Marshall Ave N Eastman Rd Delia Dr / Industrial Dr Sidepath        7,140  

P-128 E Marshall Ave N Green St Fourth St  Sidewalk        1,379  

P-223 E Pacific Ave N Center St N Mill St Sidewalk           920  

P-224 E Pacific Ave N Mill St S Lee St Sidewalk        2,270  

P-225 E Pacific Ave Lee St Money St Sidewalk        1,086  

P-141 E Tyler St N Center St N Fredonia St  Sidewalk           501  

P-135 E Whaley St Fifth St Teague St Sidewalk        1,865  

P-136 E Whaley St Teague St American Legion Bl Sidewalk        1,642  

P-133 W Whaley St  N Green St N High St Sidewalk        1,504  

P-043 Easement east of Bucknet St  Evergreen St  Reel Rd Trail        1,392  

P-041 Easement east of Swan St  Lynwood Ln Helane Ln Trail        2,617  

P-053 Easement east of Toler Rd 
Existing trail at Toler 
Rd Pine Tree Junior High  Trail        2,919  

P-103 Eden Dr Fourth St Marguerite Dr Sidewalk        2,190  

P-102 Eden Dr Judson Rd Fourth St Sidewalk        3,938  

P-104 Eden Dr Marguerite Dr N Eastman Rd / Tryon Rd Sidewalk        1,428  

P-105 Eden Dr 
N Eastman Rd / Tryon 
Rd Alpine Rd Sidewalk        4,169  

P-178 Estes Pkwy / I-20 Access Rd W Loop 281  MLK Bl Sidepath        4,298  

P-177 Estes Pkwy 
Mobberly Ave / S High 
St W Loop 281 Sidepath        2,919  

P-179 Estes Pkwy MLK Bl Estes Dr Sidepath        1,055  

P-082 Fourth St E Loop 281 E Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath        2,237  

P-085 Fourth St Eden Dr Delwood Dr Sidewalk        1,301  

P-083 Fourth St Hollybrook Dr E Loop 281 Sidewalk        3,419  

P-086 Fourth St Pegues Pl  Eden Dr Sidewalk        3,207  

P-014 
Future Bill Owens Pkwy 
extension  Spring Hill Rd  E George Richey Rd Sidepath        5,087  

P-024 Gilmer Rd Blue Ridge Pkwy Helane Ln Sidepath        2,455  

P-022 Gilmer Rd 
Dundee Rd / W 
Hawkins Pkwy Heritage Bl Sidepath        2,906  

P-027 Gilmer Rd H G Mosley Pkwy W Loop 281 Sidewalk        3,343  

P-023 Gilmer Rd  Helane Ln 
Dundee Rd / W Hawkins 
Pkwy Sidepath        1,527  

P-021 Gilmer Rd Heritage Bl  Spring Hill Rd Sidepath        1,685  

P-120 Gilmer Rd  Jenny St  Fairmont St Sidewalk        2,085  

P-025 Gilmer Rd  Reel Rd Blue Ridge Pkwy Sidepath        3,422  

P-020 Gilmer Rd Spring Hill Rd  E George Richey Rd Sidepath        2,218  

P-026 Gilmer Rd  W Loop 281  Reel Rd Sidewalk        2,810  

P-121 Gilmer Rd W Marshall Ave  Jenny St Sidewalk        1,678  

P-155 Grace Greek  Cotton St 
Loop 281 (including 
connection to Birdsong St) Trail     15,252  

P-110 H G Mosley Pkwy Bill Owens Pkwy McCann Rd Sidepath        4,184  

P-109 H G Mosley Pkwy Gilmer Rd Owens Pkwy Sidepath        3,192  

P-111 H G Mosley Pkwy McCann Rd Judson Rd Sidepath        2,668  

P-106 H G Mosley Pkwy W Cotton St  W Marshall Ave Sidepath        2,761  

P-108 H G Mosley Pkwy W Fairmont St Gilmer Rd Sidepath        2,247  

P-107 H G Mosley Pkwy W Marshall Ave  W Fairmont St Sidepath        3,396  
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ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-040 Helane Ln Cook Ln Gilmer Rd Sidepath           827  

P-019 Heritage Bl W Hawkins Pkwy  Gilmer Rd Sidewalk        4,742  

P-099 Hollybrook Dr  Fourth St  N Eastman Rd Sidepath       2,043  

P-098 Hollybrook Dr  Judson Rd Fourth St Sidepath       4,435  

P-100 Hollybrook Dr  N Eastman Rd Hickory Stick Ct  Sidepath       2,490  

P-123 Jenny St Bill Owens Pkwy Gilmer Rd Sidewalk        2,056  

P-077 Judson Rd  H G Mosley Pkwy Hollybrook Dr Sidepath        1,734  

P-007 Judson Rd  E George Richey Rd FM 1844 Sidewalk        3,804  

P-011 Judson Rd  Hawkins Pkwy Spring Hill Rd Sidewalk        2,038  

P-012 Judson Rd  Loop 281 Hawkins Pkwy Sidewalk        1,885  

P-008 Judson Rd  Pliler Precise Rd  E George Richey Rd Sidewalk        2,350  

P-078 Judson Rd  Eden Dr  H G Mosley Pkwy Sidepath        1,509  

P-009 Judson Rd  Hillside Ln Pliler Precise Rd Sidewalk        2,998  

P-076 Judson Rd  Hollybrook Dr Loop 281  Sidepath        3,783  

P-079 Judson Rd  
Johnston St / Pegues 
Pl  Eden Dr Sidepath        2,850  

P-010 Judson Rd  Spring Hill Rd  Hillside Ln Sidewalk        3,869  

P-042 Juniper St / Buckner St 

Future trail 
connection north of 
Reel Rd Lynnwood Ln Sidewalk        1,783  

P-052 
Land between Rodden Dr 
and Toler Rd Loop 281 / Shofner Dr  Existing Trail in Ward Park Trail        3,958  

P-234 Loop 485 S Main St  Money St Sidepath        6,426  

P-233 Loop 485 S Main St S Tyler Rd Sidepath        2,769  

P-235 Loop 485 Money St  E Broadway Ave Sidepath        1,993  

P-116 
Pegues Pl / Hughey Dr / 
Mahlow Dr Fourth St Cargill Long Trail Sidewalk        4,071  

P-071 McCann Rd  H G Mosley Pkwy W Loop 281 Sidewalk        5,345  

P-070 Spur 63 W Loop 281  McCann Rd 
Sidepath, 
Sidewalk        2,650  

P-232 
McNeese Dr / S Austin St / 
W Eleanor St S Main St S Tyler Rd Sidewalk        1,925  

P-173 Edwin St / S Green St Estes Pkwy Bostic Dr Sidewalk        4,927  

P-187 MLK Bl 
E Cotton St / Journal 
St Noel Dr Sidewalk        2,190  

P-188 MLK Bl Ira Dr Ethel St Sidewalk           549  

P-189 MLK Bl S Access Rd Estes Pkwy Sidepath        1,978  

P-220 Money St  E Broadway Ave E Pacific Ave Sidewalk           883  

P-221 Money St  E Pacific Ave Loop 485 Sidewalk        1,185  

P-095 N Eastman Rd Alpine Rd  Eden Dr / Tryon Rd Sidewalk        3,726  

P-005 N Eastman Rd E Hawkins Pkwy Fourth St Sidepath        2,859  

P-096 N Eastman  Rd  E Marshall Ave  Alpine Rd Sidewalk        3,811  

P-094 N Eastman Rd Eden Dr / Tryon Rd  Hollybrook Dr Sidewalk        3,619  

P-093 Eastman Rd Hollybrook Dr 
800 feet north of 
Hollybrook Dr Sidewalk           865  

P-004 N Eastman Rd Janet Kay Dr E Hawkins Pkwy Sidewalk        1,556  

P-006 N Eastman Rd  Wal St  E Hawkins Pkwy Sidewalk           550  

P-139 N Green St  Magrill St  E Marshall Ave Sidewalk        1,237  
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ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-138 N High St  W Methvin St W Whaley St Sidewalk           430  

P-137 N High St  W Whaley St  W Marshall Ave Sidewalk           999  

P-217 E Gay Ave / N Lee St  N Main St  Briar Cove Ln Sidewalk        2,702  

P-218 N Lee St  E Broadway Ave  Briar Cove Ln Sidewalk        1,417  

P-215 N Main St Upshur Ave Allison Ave Sidewalk        1,651  

P-216 N Main St Allison Ave Gay Ave Sidewalk        2,811  

P-115 Pegues Pl 
Johnston St /  Judson 
Rd  Fourth St Sidewalk        2,909  

P-048 Pine Tree Rd  Shofner Dr  Reel Rd Sidewalk        4,422  

P-047 Pine Tree Rd  Reel Rd Silver Falls Rd Sidepath        1,342  

P-046 Pine Tree Rd  Silver Falls Rd Tenneryville Rd  Sidewalk        4,196  

P-049 Pine Tree Rd  W Loop 281  Shofner Dr Sidewalk        1,434  

P-044 Reel Rd  Pine Tree Rd  Rodden Dr Sidewalk        3,341  

P-045 Reel Rd  Rodden Dr Gilmer Rd  Sidepath       2,615  

P-192 S Eastman Rd  E Birdsong St Neiman Marcus Pkwy Sidewalk        4,245  

P-190 S Eastman Rd  E Cotton St Young St  Sidewalk        2,730  

P-194 S Eastman Rd  IH 20 Estes Pkwy Sidewalk        4,368  

P-193 S Eastman Rd  Neiman Marcus Pkwy IH 20 Sidewalk        3,864  

P-097 Eastman Rd E Marshall Ave  Cotton St Sidewalk        4,428  

P-191 S Eastman Rd  Young St  E Birdsong St Sidewalk        4,516  

P-219 S Lee Dr  E Pacific Ave E Broadway Ave Sidewalk        1,052  

P-226 S Main St  Commerce Ave S Tyler Rd Sidewalk           777  

P-227 S Main St  S Tyler Rd McNeese Dr Sidewalk        1,625  

P-125 

Trail connection under 
Marshall Av and along Spur 
63 Boorman Trailhead Cotton St 

Sidepath, 
Trail        2,129  

P-229 S Tyler Rd S Tyler Rd W Dean St  Sidewalk           553  

P-231 S Tyler Rd McNeese Dr Loop 485 Sidepath        1,011  

P-230 S Tyler Rd  W Dean St  McNeese Dr Sidepath        1,340  

P-067 E Loop 281 Tryon Rd Alpine Rd Sidepath        4,487  

P-066 E Loop 281 Eastman Rd Tryon Rd Sidepath        3,819  

P-050 Silver Falls Rd Spring St  Pine Tree Rd Sidewalk        3,857  

P-051 Silver Falls Rd  W Marshall Ave  Spring St  Sidewalk        3,234  

P-013 Spring Hill Rd  Judson Rd Airline Rd Sidewalk        2,516  

P-018 Spring Hill Rd  Spring Hill Pkwy Gilmer Rd Sidewalk        3,684  

P-075 Tuttle Bl  W Loop 281  W Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath        1,593  

P-002 US Highway 259  E George Richey Rd  Tryon Rd  Sidewalk        2,709  

P-003 US Highway 259  Janet Kay Dr 

E George Richey Rd / 
Henderson Ln / Henderson 
Rd Sidewalk        5,328  

P-001 US Highway 259  Tryon Rd FM 2751 Sidewalk        3,943  

P-169 W Birdsong St  S High St  Andrews St  Sidewalk        1,870  

P-156 W Cotton St  H G Mosley Pkwy W Loop 281 Sidepath        1,543  

P-157 W Cotton St  Lake Lamond Rd  H G Mosley Pkwy Sidepath        2,923  

P-159 W Cotton St  S High St  S Spur 63 Sidepath        2,946  

P-158 W Cotton St  S Spur 63 Lake Lamond Rd Sidepath        3,988  

P-154 W Cotton St / P.T. Pkwy W Loop 281 W Loop 281 
Sidepath, 
Trail        3,307  
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ID Street / Location From To 
Facility 

Type 
Length 
(Feet) 

P-055 W Fairmont W Loop 281  Northwest Dr Sidewalk        3,074  

P-029 W Hawkins Pkwy  Bill Owens Pkwy Heritage Bl Sidepath        1,986  

P-030 W Hawkins Pkwy  Champion Ridge Ln  Bill Owens Pkwy  Sidepath        4,528  

P-032 W Hawkins Pkwy  Judson Rd  McCann Rd Sidepath        1,726  

P-028 W Hawkins Pkwy  Heritage Bl Dundee Rd / Gilmer Rd Sidepath        3,644  

P-031 W Hawkins Pkwy  McCann Rd Champion Ridge Ln Sidepath        3,814  

P-203 W Highway 80  S White Oak Rd  S Superior Rd Sidewalk        5,236  

P-208 US Hwy 80 
Eastern Gladewater 
City Limit 

Western White Oak City 
Limit Sidewalk        9,664  

P-060 W Loop 281 Pine Tree Junior High  Gilmer Rd Sidepath        2,725  

P-153 W Loop 281 N FM 2087 / Sabine St  W Birdsong St  Sidewalk        7,029  

P-062 W Loop 281 Bill Owens Pkwy McCann Rd Sidepath        5,075  

P-147 W Loop 281 E Harrison Rd Enterprise St / P.T. Pkwy Sidepath        1,721  

P-148 W Loop 281 
Enterprise St / P.T. 
Pkwy  W Cotton St  Sidewalk        2,467  

P-061 W Loop 281 Gilmer Rd  Bill Owens Pkwy  Sidepath        6,019  

P-150 W Loop 281 H G Mosley Pkwy Jaycee Dr Sidewalk        2,363  

P-151 W Loop 281  Jaycee Dr  S Hwy 31 Sidewalk        4,237  

P-063 W Loop 281 McCann Rd  Judson Rd  Sidepath        2,442  

P-058 W Loop 281 Pine Tree Rd  W Fairmont St  Sidepath        1,688  

P-152 W Loop 281 S Hwy 31  N FM 2087 / Sabine St  Sidewalk        2,228  

P-149 W Loop 281 W Cotton St  H G Mosley Pkwy Sidewalk        1,737  

P-059 W Loop 281 W Fairmont St  Pine Tree Junior High  Sidepath        2,353  

P-146 W Loop 281  W Marshall Ave E Harrison Sidepath        3,805  

P-057 W Loop 281 W Marshall Ave  Pine Tree Rd   Sidepath       1,193  

P-200 W Marshall Ave  Fisher Rd  E Highway 80 Sidewalk        3,540  

P-122 W Marshall Ave  Gilmer Rd  H G Mosley Pkwy Sidewalk        2,115  

P-198 W Marshall Ave  Premier Rd  Silver Falls Rd Sidewalk        2,446  

P-199 W Marshall Ave  Silver Falls Rd  Fisher Rd Sidewalk        1,411  

P-197 W Marshall Ave  W Loop 281  Premier Rd Sidewalk       2,804  

P-222 W Pacific Ave  N Dean St  N Cotton St  Sidewalk            935  

P-140 W Tyler St  N High St  W Marshall Ave Sidewalk        2,385  

P-212 W Upshur Ave  N Main St  N Dean St  Sidewalk  320  

P-214 W Upshur Ave  Howard Rd  E Lake Dr Sidewalk        1,452  

P-213 W Upshur Ave  Tennery St  Howard Rd Sidewalk  1,896  

P-132 W Whaley St  N High St W Methvin St Sidewalk  1,906  

P-168 Young St  Lilly St  S Eastman Rd Sidewalk            335  

P-167 Young St  MLK Bl Dallas St  Sidewalk            671  
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Bicycling Infrastructure Recommendations – Future  

ID Street / Location From To Facility Type 
Implementation 

Method 
Length 
(Feet) 

B-161 Alpine Rd N Eastman Rd  E Loop 281 Bike lane  Reconstruction 5,959  

B-121 Bill Owens Pkwy W Hawkins Pkwy  Spring Hill Rd Sidepath  New Construction 2,845  

B-122 Bill Owens Pkwy W Loop 281 W Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 7,060  

B-094 

Buckner St / 
Evergreen St / 
Juniper St 

Future trail 
connection north 
of Reel Rd Lynnwood Ln  Bike boulevard  Add Markings 1,783  

B-175 E Cotton St  MLK Blvd S Eastman Rd Sidepath New Construction 2,773  

B-154 E Fairmont St  Bill Owens Pkwy  McCann Rd Bike lane  Reconstruction 3,583  

B-155 

E Fairmont St / 
Groveland Av / 
Woodcrest Ln / 
Johnston St McCann Rd Judson Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 3,801  

B-084 E George Richey Rd  N White Oak Rd Pine Tree Rd Sidepath  New Construction 9,937  

B-085 E George Richey Rd  Pine Tree Rd Gilmer Rd 
Bike lane, 
Sidepath  Reconstruction 9,686  

B-126 E Hawkins Pkwy  Judson Rd Fourth St  Sidepath  New Construction 5,660  

B-128 E Hawkins Pkwy  N Eastman Rd  Tryon Rd  Sidepath  New Construction 4,040  

B-079 E Highway 80  S White Oak Rd Hwy 42  
Future study 
needed   3,408  

B-080 E Highway 80  Hwy 42  S Moody Bl 
Future study 
needed   6,787  

B-174 E Highway 80  N Page Rd  
Mt Pleasant Rd / 
Roy Green Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 15,508  

B-190 E Loop 281 I-20 Overpass n/a Paved shoulder  Widening 1,570  

B-143 E Loop 281  Judson Rd Fourth St  Sidepath  New Construction 4,749  

B-144 E Loop 281  Fourth St  Tryon Rd  Sidepath  New Construction 5,284  

B-145 E Loop 281  Tryon Rd  Alpine Rd Sidepath  New Construction 4,487  

B-146 E Loop 281  Alpine Rd Page Rd Sidepath  New Construction 6,509  

B-147 E Loop 281  Page Rd  E Marshall Ave Sidepath  New Construction 6,945  

B-148 E Loop 281  
Marshall Ave 
Overpass n/a Paved shoulder  Widening 642  

B-137 
E Loop 281 Exit 
Ramp E Loop 281 US Hwy 259 Paved shoulder  Widening 3,767  

B-171 E Marshall Ave N Eastman Rd  
Delia Dr / 
Industrial Dr Sidepath  New Construction 7,140  

B-172 E Marshall Ave 
Delia Dr / 
Industrial Dr  E Loop 281 Sidepath  New Construction 4,663  

B-173 E Marshall Ave E Loop 281 N Page Rd Sidepath  New Construction 4,089  

B-076 E Old Hwy 80 S White Oak Rd Whatley Rd Signed route  Add Signs 10,070  

B-169 E Whaley St  
American Legion 
Bl  N Eastman Rd 

Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 3,131  

B-095 
Easemenet east of 
Buckner St  Evergreen St  Reel Rd Trail  New Construction 1,392  

B-093 
Easement east of 
Swan St  Lynnwood Ln  Helane Ln Trail  New Construction 2,617  

B-101 
Easement east of 
Toler Rd 

Existing trail at 
Toler Rd 

Pine Tree Junior 
High  Trail  New Construction 2,919  
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ID Street / Location From To Facility Type 
Implementation 

Method 
Length 
(Feet) 

B-188 Estes Pkwy Estes Dr 
Gardiner 
Mitchell Pkwy Paved shoulder  Widening 9,542  

B-189 Estes Pkwy 
Gardiner Mitchell 
Pkwy Ned Williams Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 7,016  

B-091 Fenton Rd Gilmer Rd 
E George Richey 
Rd Bike boulevard  Add Markings 4,073  

B-078 Fisher Rd  W Marshall Ave Old Hwy 80 
Paved shoulder, 
Signed route  Widening 32,072  

B-083 Fisher Rd  W Harrison Rd  W Marshall Ave  Signed route  Add Signs 5,750  

B-066 FM 1844  Turkey Rd  US Hwy 271 S  Paved shoulder  Widening 17,118  

B-067 FM 1844  Hwy 300 Turkey Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 16,186  

B-106 FM 1844  Hwy 300 McCann Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 12,238  

B-107 FM 1844  McCann Rd Judson Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 8,645  

B-108 FM 1844  Judson Rd US Hwy 259 Paved shoulder  Widening 4,835  

B-135 FM 2208 Loop 281 FM 2879 Paved shoulder  Widening 3,999  

B-136 FM 2208 FM 2879 W Noonday Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 18,760  

B-109 FM 2751  US Hwy 259 
Lonesome Pine 
Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 14,527  

B-134 FM 2879  FM 2208 FM 449 Paved shoulder  Widening 23,197  

B-133 Fourth St  E Loop 281 E Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 2,237  

B-120 
Future Bill Owens 
Pkwy extension Spring Hill Rd  

E George Richey 
St  Sidepath  New Construction 5,087  

B-087 Gilmer Rd  FM 1844 
George Richey 
Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 10,521  

B-102 Gilmer Rd  
E George Richey 
Rd Heritage Bl  Sidepath  New Construction 3,903  

B-103 Gilmer Rd  Heritage Bl  Nikki Dr  Sidepath  New Construction 2,419  

B-104 Gilmer Rd  Helane Ln Reel Rd Sidepath  New Construction 5,876  

B-105 Gilmer Rd  Reel Rd W Loop 281 Sidepath  New Construction 2,810  

B-179 Grace Creek Trail  Cotton St  Loop 281 Trail  New Construction 13,412  

B-129 Henderson Rd  US Hwy 259 Tryon Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 2,672  

B-150 HG Mosley Pkwy Bill Owens Pkwy  Gilmer Rd Sidepath  New Construction 3,192  

B-151 HG Mosley Pkwy Gilmer Rd W Fairmont Sidepath  New Construction 2,247  

B-152 HG Mosley Pkwy W Fairmont W Marshall Ave Sidepath  New Construction 3,396  

B-153 HG Mosley Pkwy W Marshall Ave W Cotton St  Sidepath  New Construction 2,761  

B-158 Hollybrook Dr  Dogwood Ln N Eastman Rd  Sidepath New Construction 3,412  

B-159 
Hollybrook Dr / 
Tryon Rd  N Eastman Rd  Loop 281 Sidepath New Construction 2,651  

B-086 Hwy 300 Canary Rd  FM 1844 Paved shoulder  Widening 24,095  

B-117 Judson Rd  
E George Richey 
Rd FM 1844 

Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 3,804  

B-118 Judson Rd  E Loop 281 
E George Richey 
Rd  

Buffered bike 
lane  Road Diet 13,139  

B-156 Judson Rd  Loop 281 
Delwood Dr / HG 
Mosley Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 5,518  

B-157 Judson Rd  
Delwood Dr / HG 
Mosley Pkwy 

Johnston St / 
Pegues Pl Sidepath  New Construction 4,359  

B-166 Lake Lamond Rd  W Marshall Ave W Cotton St  Bike lane  Reconstruction 2,068  
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B-100 

Land between 
Rodden Dr and 
Toler Rd 

Loop 281 / 
Shofner Dr  

Existing Trail in 
Ward Park Trail  New Construction 3,958  

B-058 Loop 485  S Tyler Rd E Broadway Ave Sidepath  New Construction 11,189  

B-062 Loop 485  N Main St E Broadway Ave Paved shoulder  Widening 5,478  

B-115 McCann Rd N Spur 63 Spring Hill Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 3,385  

B-112 McCann Rd  
Hobson Rd / 
Spring Hill Rd  FM 1844 Paved shoulder  Widening 14,500  

B-116 McCann Rd  W Hawkins Pkwy  N Spur 63 Sidepath  New Construction 598  

B-127 N Eastman Rd  E Hawkins Pkwy  Fourth St  Sidepath  New Construction 3,903  

B-170 N Eastman Rd  E Whaley St  E Marshall Ave Sidepath  New Construction 1,082  

B-061 N Main St Gregg Ave Loop 485 Bike lane  Reconstruction 3,646  

B-063 
N Main St / US Hwy 
271 Loop 485 Vesta Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 1,952  

B-074 N Whatley Rd  N White Oak Rd Tuttle Rd Signed route  Add Signs 8,376  

B-071 N White Oak Rd  Whatley Rd 
George Richey 
Rd Sidepath  New Construction 2,667  

B-072 N White Oak Rd  Tuttle Rd  Whatley Rd Sidepath  New Construction 5,244  

B-149 Northwest Dr  W Fairmont St  
Pine Tree Junior 
High  Bike lane  Add Markings 984  

B-077 Old Hwy 80 Whatley Rd  W Marshall Ave Signed route  Add Signs 4,903  

B-160 
Pegues Pl / Hughey 
Dr / Mahlow Dr Judson Rd Cargill Long Trail Bike boulevard  Add Markings 6,980  

B-097 Pine Tree Rd  Reel Rd  Silver Falls Rd Sidepath  New Construction 1,342  

B-098 Reel Rd Pine Tree Rd Fort Dr Bike lane  
Add Markings, 
Road Diet 1,843  

B-099 Reel Rd  Rodden Dr 
Gilmer Rd / 
Fairmont St  Sidepath New Construction 2,615  

B-187 S Eastman Rd  Ryder Dr Estes Pkwy Paved shoulder  Widening 2,734  

B-056 S Tyler Rd  Sheppard Ln  
County Line Rd / 
Hwy 271 Paved shoulder  Widening 11,335  

B-057 S Tyler Rd  Dean St Loop 485 Sidepath  New Construction 2,351  

B-073 S White Oak Rd Tuttle Rd US Hwy 80 Sidepath  New Construction 7,188  

B-096 Silver Falls Rd W Marshall Ave  Pine Tree Rd Bike lane  Reconstruction 7,091  

B-113 Spring Hill Rd  Gilmer Rd Bill Owens Pkwy  Bike lane  

Add Markings, 
Lane Diet, 
Reconstruction 7,181  

B-114 Spring Hill Rd  Bill Owens Pkwy  
Hobson Rd / 
McCann Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 6,020  

B-119 Spring Hill Rd  Judson Rd Airline Rd Bike lane  New Construction 2,516  

B-089 Tenneryville Rd N Whatley Rd Lafamo Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 6,959  

B-090 Tenneryville Rd Lafamo Rd  Pine Tree Rd Paved shoulder  Widening 6,084  

B-092 
Tenneryville Rd / 
Dundee Rd Pine Tree Rd Gilmer Rd Bike lane  Reconstruction 4,515  

B-180 Trail Connection 
Future Grace 
Creek Trail  Birdsong St  Trail  New Construction 1,840  

B-130 Tryon Rd  Henderson Rd  E Hawkins Pkwy  Paved shoulder  Widening 10,817  

B-131 Tryon Rd  E Hawkins Pkwy  E Loop 281 Paved shoulder  
Add Markings, 
Widening 4,103  
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B-132 Tuttle Bl W Loop 281 W Hawkins Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 1,593  

B-088 Tuttle Rd N White Oak Rd N Whatley Rd Bike lane  Add Markings 4,500  

B-168 Tyler St N High St  N Green St  Bike boulevard  Add Markings 1,498  

B-064 US Hwy 271 Vesta Rd FM 1844 Paved shoulder  Widening 9,006  

B-065 US Hwy 271 Gum Creek Rd  FM 1844 Paved shoulder  Widening 18,004  

B-069 US Hwy 80 Loop 485 

Pelphrey Dr 
(eastern 
intersection) 

Future study 
needed   12,021  

B-070 US Hwy 80 

Pelphrey Dr 
(eastern 
intersection) White Oak Rd  

Future study 
needed   9,416  

B-176 W Cotton St  S Spur 63 Lake Lamond Rd Sidepath  New Construction 3,988  

B-177 W Cotton St  Lake Lamond Rd  W Loop 281 Sidepath  New Construction 4,466  

B-178 
W Cotton St / P.T. 
Pkwy W Loop 281 W Loop 281 Sidepath, Trail  New Construction 3,307  

B-068 W George Richey Rd  
N Main St / US 
Hwy 271 White Oak Rd  Paved shoulder  Widening 23,546  

B-123 W Hawkins Pkwy Gilmer Rd Bill Owens Pkwy  Sidepath  New Construction 5,629  

B-124 W Hawkins Pkwy  Bill Owens Pkwy  Judson Rd Sidepath  New Construction 8,342  

B-125 W Hawkins Pkwy  Judson Rd McCann Rd  Sidepath  New Construction 1,726  

B-138 W Loop 281 W Marshall Ave  W Fairmont St  Sidepath  New Construction 2,881  

B-139 W Loop 281 W Fairmont St  Gilmer Rd Sidepath  New Construction 5,078  

B-140 W Loop 281 Gilmer Rd  Bill Owens Pkwy  Sidepath  New Construction 6,019  

B-141 W Loop 281 Bill Owens Pkwy  Tuttle Bl Sidepath  New Construction 6,106  

B-142 W Loop 281 Tuttle Bl Judson Rd Sidepath  New Construction 1,412  

B-181 W Loop 281 W Marshall Ave E Harrison Rd  Sidepath  New Construction 3,805  

B-182 W Loop 281 E Harrison Rd  
Enterprise St / 
PT Pkwy Sidepath  New Construction 1,721  

B-183 W Loop 281 
Enterprise St / PT 
Pkwy  W Cotton St  Paved shoulder  Widening 2,467  

B-184 W Loop 281 W Cotton St  Hwy 31 Paved shoulder  Widening 8,719  

B-185 W Loop 281 Hearne Rd  W Birdsong St Paved shoulder  Widening 5,683  

B-186 W Loop 281 W Birdsong St  Estes Pkwy  Paved shoulder  Widening 8,133  

B-081 W Marshall Ave  Fisher Rd  E Highway 80 
Future study 
needed   3,540  

B-082 W Marshall Ave  W Loop 281 Fisher Rd  
Future study 
needed   6,661  

B-162 W Marshall Ave  W Loop 281 HG Mosley Pkwy 
Future study 
needed   6,720  

B-163 W Marshall Ave  HG Mosley Pkwy Bill Owens Pkwy  
Future study 
needed   4,786  

B-164 W Marshall Ave  Bill Owens Pkwy  Spur 63 
Future study 
needed   3,189  

B-165 W Marshall Ave  Spur 63 W Tyler St  
Future study 
needed   1,004  

B-167 W Tyler St  N High St  W Marshall Ave  Signed route  Add Signs 2,385  

B-059 W Upshur Ave  N Main St W Pacific Ave 
Future study 
needed   3,271  
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B-060 
W Upshur Ave / E 
Broadway N Main St Loop 485 

Future study 
needed   4,456  

B-075 Whatley Rd Tuttle Rd E Old Hwy 80 Signed route  Add Signs 11,674  

 




