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CHAPTER 2
Countywide Bikeway Network
Concept Plan

Background and Definitions

This plan focuses on identifying the “countywide
bikeways network”, which includes bikeways of
countywide significance. Countywide bikeways are de-
fined as:

].) Existing or proposed shared use paths (formerly
called “Class I bikeways™);

2) Existing or proposed bike lanes (Class II
bikeways); and

3) Key signed shared roadways (Class Il bikeways)
that provide direct or indirect connections to tran-
sit centers, activity centers, employment centers

* and central business districts. Si gned shared road-
ways are often simply called bike routes.

Large 33" x 44” maps showing all countywide bikeways,
including blow-ups of certain areas of county to show
more detail accompany this plan.

Countywide bikeways form the basic structure or frame-
work of the county’s bikeway network. These bikeways
are expected to carry a substantial share of long distance
bicycle traffic in the county, for recreation and transpor-
tation, as well as most of the bicycle traffic to transit cen-
ters, activity centers, municipalities and central business
districts. This plan attempts to achieve a balance of on-
road and off-road bicycling accommodations, providing
bikeway facilities separated from motorized traffic (e.g.,
shared use paths and bike lanes) as well as shared use
roadways (Class III bikeways) that often provide critical
local connections or long distance recreational bicycling
in the county’s rural ‘areas. The plan also recommends
certain roadways for dual bikeways, which are road cor-
ridors with two types of bikeways, either shared use path
and bike lanes, or shared use path and shared roadway.

The countywide bikeway system is a tool that allows the
county to focus and prioritize its implementation efforts
and make efficient investments in improving bicycling
conditions along the county’s major county roads and state
highways. While this plan recognizes and affirms all
bikeways recommended in community and sector master
plansas well as most of those called for in the 1978 MPB,
countywide bikeways as identified in this plan should
receive priority consideration for implementation.

Relationship Between Countywide
and Local/Neighborhood Bikeways

While this plan focuses on countywide bikeways, it does
not preclude the implementation of local/neighborhood
bikeways identified in community master plans and sec-
tor plans or making improvements to existing roads to
more safely accommodate on-road, shared roadway bi-
cycling. However, the bikeways in this plan should re-
cetve priority consideration for inclusion in the County’s
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and/or the state’s
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP) since they
form the basis of the county’s bikeway network. See
chapter 4, Bikeway Implementation, for a detailed dis-
cussion of the CIP and CTP.

Unless it provides a vital connection to an employment
center, activity center, central business district (CBD) or
transit center, or makes a vital connection between two
countywide bikeways, this plan does not prioritize and
make recommendations for bikeways at the nei ghborhood
level. Neighborhood bikeways are considered commu-
nity facilities and are only identified, evaluated and des-
ignated in community master plans and sector plans. Since
some community and sectors plans have more adequately
addressed and identified local bikeways than others, this
plan recommends a methodology for community plan-
ners to use during future community planning efforts to
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identify bikeways and potential bicycling suitability along
neighborhood streets. The proposed methodology, in-
tended to provide some consistency to future local
bikeway planning efforts, is described in Appendix C.
Additional guidance to local planners is provided later in
this chapter under “Bicycle Facility Selection Guide-

lines.”

Relationship to Countywide Park

Trails Plan

The Countywide Park Trails Plan (CPTP) discusses how
bikeways can “enhance connectivity both between and
within park trail corridors.” The Plan states bikeways that
have the following characteristics provide the most de-
sirable type of bikeway connectors to parks:

» Safety

* Attractiveness

* High quality pavement surface
* Security

* Good maintenance

* Safe intersection crossings

* Clear, informative signs

The CPTP emphasizes the importance of the 1-270 Cor-
ridor Bikeway (see Figure 2-1), because “bikeways here
will connect the Upcounty and Downcounty hard sur-
face park trail” systems.

Creating an Integrated Bikeway and

Park Trall System

The primary focus of the CPTP is trails within the park
system. The CPTP map also identifies existing and pro-
posed bike paths that would enhance connectivity between
park trails corridors.

Bikeways along roads can be important components of a
trail network especially when they offer an opportunity
to avoid sensitive environmental features in parks. In
Clarksburg, shared use paths along future roadways will
be part of the Clarksburg Greenway Trail system so that
sensitive environmental features in certain stream val-
leys can be avoided. This same approach will be used in
the Muddy Branch Stream Valley Corridor. Future trail
users will leave the park in the lower portion of the stream
valley and follow a proposed shared use path along
Travilah Road in order to protect high quality forests and
avoid steep slopes.

The Master Plan of Countywide Bikeways has been de-
veloped in accord with the geal of providing conmnectiv-
ity to major park destinations and the major park trail
corridors,

Bikeway Planning Recormmendations from
Countywide Park Trails Plan

The Countywide Park Trails Plan included a number of
recommendations to strengthen the bikeway planning
process and to help assure that the bikeways provide good
access to the Countywide Park Trails system. See Table
2-1, Countywide Park Trails Plan recommendations and
Countywide Bikeway Functional Master Plan responses

Plan Scope

Montgomery County is 497 square miles in size and has
approximately 3,261 miles of roads. It is beyond the scope
of this plan to evaluate suitable bicycle conditions and
make recommendations for every mile or segment of road
or highway, It would not be efficient to attempt to pro-
vide bicycle connections for every neighborhood and
subdivision. In theory, all roads (except freeways and
highways with posted speeds above 50 mph) should be
suitable for bicycling; current state and county policies
require that all new roads and highways be designed to
accommodate bicycles and that all road improvement
projects to incorporate bicycle elements where feasible.
This plan only identifies the countywide bikeway net-
work.

The intent of this plan is to implement countywide
bikeways as a first priority over the next decade to en-
sure that at least the major roads and highways in the
county can safely accommodate bicyclists, and that ma-
jor bikeway connections are being provided. The role of
community master plans and sector plans are to identify
key neighborhood bikeways that connect to the
countywide bikeway network and make connections to
local destinations such as schools, libraries, community
centers and neighborhood parks. Local bikeways will be
implemented in a number of ways including by develop-
ers as part of subdivision approval.

20

CounTrwipe Bikeways FUNCTIONAL MaSTER PLaN



Staff Draft - October 2003

FIGURE 2-1.

1-270 Corridor Bikeway Concept
7 (1998 Countywide Park Trails FPlan)
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Table 2-1.. 1998 Count

de

_ bikeway-rela

update should include:

= A countywide map of bikeways that refiects
approved and adopted community master plans
»  Strategies to close gaps in bikeways that
become evident during countywide bikeway
mapping exercise

» |dentification of problem areas where the
Montgomery County bikeway design standards
or the recommended design standard are not
possible

» Integration of bikeway plans with other
transportation facilities and recommendations for
design features that enhance community

character ‘
= Where possible, incorporation of results from

study conducted by Washington Area Bicyclists
Association that identified imperfections in the
current bikeway system.

~Armend the 1978 Master Plan of Bikeways. The |+ This plan includes both a map of Countywide

"attempted to identify bicycle safe neighborhoods

bikeways as well as the overall bikeway network
that includes local/neighborhood bikeways

» This plan ensures that all Countywide
bikeways connect and form part of a network.
There are no major gaps.

» Bikeway design is studied and evaluated
during facility planning. This plan does not
identify particularly problem areas, although
difficult issues are discussed in the Countywide
Bikeway Network table.

= This plan integrates bikeway
recommendations as part of other transportation
facilities including the Corridor Cities Transitway,
the Georgia Avenue Busway and the Intercounty
Connector. Bikeway designs are covered in
chapter 3. These recommendations are intended
to enhance roadway safety as well as
community character.

»  The WABA study, "Islands and Bridges: A
New Approach to Suburban Bicycle Planning”

or areas and the barriers that prevent cyclists
from traveling from one to another. It focused
only on a small area in north Bethesda, but was
intended to apply elsewhere. Results from this
study are not included in this plan because this
plan focuses on bikeways of countywide
significance and does not address local
bikeways unless they make important
connections to transit stations, CBDs,
employment centers or municipalities. Therefore,
most of the recommendations from that study
are not relevant to this plan, however, many
recommendations couid be applicable to future
local/neighborhood level bikeway planning
efforts as part of community/sector plan updates.
The study confesses that the approach needs
further development before it can be applied
countywide. It is unclear whether the planning
approach recommended in this study has been
refined.

Codify the Montgomery County bikeway design
policies and signing standards into one

document.

* The County Executive and County Council
will likely update the Montgomery County Road
Code in late 2003. MNCPPC transportation staff
will be involved to ensure that AASHTO and
MUTCD design standards for shared use paths
(side paths), bike lanes, and signed shared
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Codify the Montgomery County bikeway design * The County Executive and County —’

policies and signing standards into one Council will likely update the
Montgomery County Road Code in late

document.
2003. MNCPPC transportation staff will
be involved to ensure that AASHTO and
| MUTCD design standards for shared
l use paths (side paths), bike lanes, and
signed shared roadways (both are
incorporated into one document
Establish policies for planning and implementing * Aninformal technical advisory
on-road bikeways. Establish a working group of committee was developed as part of the
representatives from State Highway plan update; the group included
Administration, Department of Public Works and representatives from DPWT, DDOT, the

cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg,
local bicycle advocacy organizations and
arepresentative from a nationally
leading bike/pedestrian consulting firm.
SHA has been kept apprised of the
plan's progress and has been provided
numerous opportunities to comment on
sections of the plan.

Transportation and M-NCPPC .

Amend the submittal requirements for * Asof January 1, 2003, all developers
subdivision review to require bikeways be shown . arerequired to submit a pedestrian

and included for mapping purposes (and develop impact statement as part of all

a system for keeping track of dedicated bikeway subdivisions, special exceptions, zoning,

and mandatory referral applications.
Statements should address pedestrian
and bicycle counts at intersections and
identify any existing or proposed
sidewalks or bikeways adjacent to the
site. The Department has not yet
developed a system to track dedicated
bikeway facilities, but will do so by the
end of 2003,

facilities)

CounTywine Bikewars FUNCTIONAL MASTER PLan




Staff Draft - October 2003

Activity Center Analysis

The plan identifies the following activity centers as ma-
jor destinations and provides adequate bicycle access to

each.

Municipalities, Central Business Districts
(CBDs) and Town Centers

These areas feature the majority of the county’s employ-
ers, office and commercial space, retailers and services.
Providing bicycle access to the following areas was of
primary importance during the planning process:

» City of Rockville

» City of Gaithersburg

» City of Takoma Park

« Town of Laytonsville

» Town of Poolesville

« Town of Bamnesville

= Town of Kensington

» Silver Spring CBD

» Bethesda CBD

» Wheaton CBD

» Germantown Center

* Clarksburg Town Center
* Olney Town Center

» Damascus Town Center

Transit Stations/Centers
All Metrorail and MARC stations also were identified as

major destinations. Providing opportunities for multi-
modal transportation is a major goal of this plan. The
County has 13 Metrorail Stations and 11 MARC stations.
These transit lines take residents to employments cen-
ters. CBDs and other destinations throughout the region.

Not everyone is willing or able to ride a bicycle to work.
Often the distance to their jobs is a major barrier. How-
ever, since many people live within a few miles of transit
stations, riding a bicycle to transit is a realistic option.
This plan makes recommendations for improving access
to Metrorail and MARC stations and for ensuring these
connections are safe and as convenient as possible.

Major Employment Areas/Office Parks

The plan also examined bikeway connectivity to employ-
ment areas and major office parks not located within a
CBD or municipality. The Corridor Cities Transitway and
adjacent shared use path will provide excellent connec-
tivity for office and employment areas in the I-270 Corri-
dor. Other employment areas of concern included:

* US29 Corridor/West Farm Technology Park/
Montgomery Industrial Park

* North Bethesda/White Flint

* Rock Spring Industrial Park

* Medical Center/NIH

A particularly interesting trend in the county involves
people who travel to their jobs from Metrorail stations in
reverse-commute style. WMATA bike locker rental
records reveal that a substantial percentage of people who
rent bike lockers at Metrorail stations in Montgomery
County live in other jurisdictions. Transit planners specu-
late that some of these people commute by rail into the
county thenride a bicycle from the transit station to their
office.

Countywide Bikeways
This plan recommends three subcategories of countywide
bikeways:

1) Shared use paths (formerly called “Class |
bikeways”)

2) Bike lanes ( “Class II bikeways™); and

3) Signed shared roadways (“Class 1] bikeways”;
frequently called bike routes)

Detailed descriptions of these bikeways can be found in
Chapter 3, Bikeway Facility Design Standards. With the
exception of signed shared roadways in the county’s ru-
ra) areas (aka scenic bikeways), this plan focuses prima-
rily on bikeways located in, or connecting to, the county’s
designated growth area. The designated growth area as
defined in this plan includes the Urban Ring, the 1-270
Corridor, Suburban Communities and the Residential
Wedge. (See Figure 1-1).
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Some roadways feature two types of bikeways. For ex-
ample aroad may have both a shared use path AND bike
lanes or a shared use path AND shared travel lanes. These
roads are identified as “DUAL BIKEWAYS”.

The bikeway table on the following pages (Table 2-2)
identifies and describes the bikeways that are included
in the countywide bikeway network. The table also shows
whether the bikeway is high or moderate priority. The
table is intended to be evaluated and updated annually in
conjunction with preparation of the County’s Capital
Improvements Program (CIP) or the state’s Transporta-
tion Plan. Each bikeway description contains the follow-
ing information:

Route Number. A unique route number identifies each
bikeway in the county, similar to the system developed
for the 1978 plan and the system used for the Master
Plan of Highways. Assigning a number allows for quick
reference. “SP” indicates a shared use path, “BL” indi-
cates bike lanes, “SR” indicates shared roadway, and
“DB” indicates dual bikeway. The types of bikewaysina
dual bikeway are listed under Bikeway Type. Bikeways
are generally numbered west to east, south to north di-
rection with only a few exceptions.

1978 Route Number. The column adjacent to the Route
Number column identifies the corresponding number
from the 1978 plan, if applicable.

Bikeway Name. Each bikeway is assigned a bikeway
name, which usually simply corresponds to the road on
which it is located. Roads with multiple types of bikeways
along their length are subdivided into segments corre-
sponding to the stretch of road or transit for which each

type applies.

Bikeway Type. This column highlights the type(s) of
bikeway facility proposed or existing: shared use path,
bike lanes, signed shared roadway or “dual bikeway.”

Limits. The starting. point and ending point are identi-
fied, generally west to east, south to north.

Plan Reference. This column identifies in which mast=r
plan(s) the bikeway is already proposed or recommended,
if applicable.

Status/Condition. The condition of each bikeway is
briefly described, including pavement condition, safety
issues/hazards and major gaps.

Maryland Depariment of Transportation BLOC score,
Each state highway in the county received a Bicycle Level
of Comfort (BLOC) score as part of the 2003 Maryland
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. The score which
ranges from A (excellent) to F (poor), reflects the level to
which the roadway currently meets the needs of bicy-
clists. A poor BLOC score typically indicates a higher
priority in this plan.

Priority. Each bikeway is generally categorized as high
or moderate priority. Detailed implementation
prioritization or work program order are described later
in the implementation chapter.

A high priority bikeway clearly meets the goals of the
plan and can be implemented within 10 years. It also:

* Provides key connection to major employment,
civic, activity or transit center.

* Connects with other bikeways along major arteri-
als or primaries.

* May pass through densely populated areas.

* May alleviate conflicts between bicyclists and mo-
tor vehicles. Roadway features adequate exist-
ng right-of-way to accommodate bicycle im-
provements.

Moderate priority bikeways would help achieve the goals
of the plan and implies that implementation may be more
difficult and take more than 10 years. Issues may include
not having adequate existing right-of-way. Otherwise, it
generally has the same characteristics of the high cat-

egory. -

Discussion. This column includes a generalized discus-
sion of implementation issues, including important con-
nections and presence of existing segments that may al-
ready be implemented or built.
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Countywide Bikeway
Numbering System

Locating specific bikeways or segments of bikeways on
a map can be difficult, especially when readers are not
familiar with actual locations of roads. Most master plans
include a table listing all existing and proposed bikeways
that includes a unique identifier: a number or combina-
tion of letters and numbers. Page-size maps are often too
small to include street names. M-NCPPC has tradition-
ally developed numbering systems in order to make it
easier for readers to more quickly and efficiently iden-
tify bikeways on a map and refer to an accompanying
table to obtain important bikeway attribute information.

The 1978 system used a series of letters and numbers to
help readers determine whether a bikeway was existing
(E), scheduled/planned (S) or proposed (P). This system
becomes outdated as facilities are built or implemented.
This plan takes a new approach that groups countywide
bikeways into three general categories: 1) Shared Use
Paths; 2) Bike Lanes; and 3) Signed Shared Roadways.
Based on this approach, this plan recommends a new sys-
terrt of letters and numbers:

» “SP” for shared use path -
» “BL” for bike lanes; and
» “SR” for signed shared roadway.

As such, each countywide bikeway has been given a
unique identifier (e.g., SP-1, BL-1 or SR-1). Some roads
are identified for dual bikeways; these roads will use a
different letter-number combination (e.g., DB-1, DB-2,
and so on). Numbering order is generally west to east,
. south to north. As such, SP-1 (Falls Road) is locared
the southwest corner of the County, while SP-74 (Watkins
Mill Road) is located in the northwest corner.

This numbering order coincides with Table 2-2, which
lists countywide bikeways in this general order as well.
These numbers are for planning purposes only. DFWT
will be responsible for developing a system for number-
ing bike routes for wayfinding purposes as part of its an-
nual bikeways program.

Bikeway Facility
Selection Guidelines

1t is widely recognized that certain types of bikeways are
appropriate for certain types of roads. Shared use paths
are more appropriate where there are fewer driveways
and intersecting roads. Bike lanes are more appropriate
in more urban areas where a defined space for bicyclists
1s desired. Shared roadway (shared travel lane) is appro-
priate where motor vehicle speeds are lower. Shared road-
way (bikeable shoulder) is appropriate for open section
roads (those without curbs) in more rural areas or areas
where adequate right of way exists for shoulders. In many
cases, more than one type of facility may be appropriate,
what this plan calls “dual bikeways.”

The following guidelines for each type of bikeway are
not intended to be hard and fast rules, but rather guiding
principles that help determine which type(s) of bikeways
are more appropriate for certain types of roads and traf-
fic condition.

Shared Use Paths

These are sometimes called “sidepaths” because they
travel parallel to an adjacent roadway. Side paths are
more appropriate along roads with the following condi-
tions, although they are often built along roads with other
conditions:

* High speeds (40 mph or higher) and traffic
volumes (15,000 ADT or higher). Separation
of basic cyclists and motor vehicles is desirable
along closed-section highways and major arteri-
als like Great Seneca Highway and MD355. This
improves the safety of both bicyclists and mo-
torists.

* Limited number driveways and intersections.
Sidepaths, like sidewalks, must cross driveways
and terminate at intersections. Each crossing is a
potential conflict with a motor vehicle. Placing
sidepaths on roads with many driveways (par-
ticularly commercial drivewways) and intersec-
tion is not desirable unless it connects local des-
tinations or to other shared use paths. It may be
acceptable in these circumstances provided it is
designed and built with proper signage and traf-
fic control devices.
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» Connections to other shared use paths or to
hiker-biker trails. Many basic cyclists prefer
toride off-road until they gain the experience to
ride with traffic. Park trails provide wonderful
off-road bicycling opportunities. It is often de-
sirable to connect park trails with shared use paths
~ along roads to provide continuity to the off-road
bicycling network. The 1-270 Corridor Bikeway
is a prime example, connecting the up-county and
down-county park trails systems.

Connections to local destinations. Retail cen-
ters, community centers, recreation centers
schools, libraries and neighborhood parks (those
with playgrounds, basketball courts, ballfields)
are frequent destinations for all bicyclists, but
especially child bicyclists. Along major travel
corridors and arterials that feature local destina-
tions (MD355 in Rockville, MD118 in
Germantown or MD108 in Olney, for example),
it may be desirable to provide a shared use path
to keep basic cyclists from having to ride on a
narrow sidewalk and risk conflicts with pedes-
trians, or ride in a roadway that may bé danger-
ous to average or novice cyclists due to high traf-
fic volumes and speeds.

« Communities built around suburban or semi-
rural arterial or highway crossroads, Commu-
nities with a high concentration of retail estab-
lishments at the intersection of major arterials
and/or highways are appropriate for shared use
paths, especially at high volume intersections.
Examples include MD108 & MD97 in Olney,
MD28 and MD124 in Gaithersburg, MD189 and
MD190 in Potomac and MD121 and MD355 1

Clarksburg.

Bike lanes

Bike lanes allow bicyclists to trave] on-road, but in a sepa-
rated space designated for bicycle travel. As aresult, they
provide predictable travel patterns for both motorists and
bicyclists. Bike lanes are more appropriate along roads
with the following conditions, although it should be noted
that bike lanes are occasionally recommended along roads
with other conditions.

* Urban streets. In more urban areas with roads
that feature many curb cuts, driveways and in-
tersections like Bethesda and Silver Spring, it
may be desirable to encourage all bicyclists, even
basic cyclists, to ride on-road. This also will mini-
mize conflicts with pedestrians on sidewalks. Be-
cause many of these roads also feature on-street
parking and the potential for conflicts higher, bike
lanes are more desirable than shared travel lanes.
Traffic volumes along these roads may be high,
‘but speeds are typically lower (under 30 mph),
affording a higher level of comfort even for ba-
sic cyclists. Where space does not exist for bike
lanes, narrowing or eliminating on-street park-
ing (or narrowing the inside lane) should be con-
sidered to make the outside travel lane wider.
NOTE: As a last resort, a sidewalk could be wid-
ened to at least 12 feet to allow for an 8 foot
shared use path and four foot sidewalk.

* Closed section highways, arterials and prima-
ries with posted speeds under 40 mph. Bike
lanes are appropriate along major arterials and
highways that are closed section (with curb and
gutter) and have an outside lane of 15 feet (or
wider) and/or feature ample pavement width in
which a bike lane could be easily added when
the road is repaved or re-striped. Bike lanes can
also be added to many roads by simply reallocat- '
ing pavement space to accommodate bike lanes
in each direction. Bicycle planners often refer to
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this as a “road diet”. Tuckerman Lane between
Old Georgetown Road and MD355 features an
unnecessary continuous center turn lane and
could be a candidate road for this type of appli-
cation. But there are other ways to reallocate

space other than center lanes.

* Open section highways, arterials and prima-
ries with posted speeds under 50 mph. Bike
lanes may be appropriate for major arterials and
highways that are open section (no curb and gut-
ter) and feature paved shoulders of at least 5 feet.
Additional widths are desirable where substan-
tial truck traffic is present or where posted speeds
are at or above 50 mph. Open section roadways
with bike lanes should prohibit on-street parking
and have posted “No parking, bike lane” signs
atregular intervals. However, most open section
roads with adequate shoulders should simply be
signed as a shared roadway; bike lanes may not
be necessary, especially in the county’s rural ar-
eas. Ridge Road (MD27) between Damascus and

_Germantown is a good example.

Signed Shared Roadways

Often called bike routes, signed shared roadways are any
roads, or sections of roads, for which signs are posted to
guide bicyclists and to wam motorists to expect to see
and share the road with bicyclists. These roads do not
have designated space for bicyclists or special markings
like bike lanes. In urban areas, these routes often provide
an important connection to a destination, and in rural ar-
eas form part of an important recreational bike-touring

circuit.

* Open section roads and highways. Along open
section roads, bicyclists typically ride along a
shoulder (if one s provided), along an informal
travel lane (area between curb and outermost fog
line) or within the travel lane. In rural areas, a
signed shared roadway ¢an be designated along
any rural road or highway--shoulder or not--with
posted speeds 50 mph or lower. However, pru-
dence is urged to sign only routes that provide

important connections or experience a high level
of bicycle use. Since many of the more desirable
bicycle routes in the rural areas are along rustic
roads, this plan does not prevent designation or
signing of rustic roads as bicycle routes. How-
ever, the county and SHA should design and place
signs so as not to conflict with the goals and in-
tent of the Rustic Roads Program. In more urban
areas, a signed shared roadway can be designated
along any open section road for which at least a
four-foot shoulder is present or planned OR along
short stretches of road with no shoulder planned
or present that provide important connections to
countywide or local destinations as identified by
this plan or community plans.

* Closed section roads and highways. Bicyclists
ride with traffic in the outermost travel lanes or
on informal shoulders on closed section roads
identified as signed shared roadways. On arteri-
als and primaries, this often means a wide out-
side travel lane of 14-16 feet. These bikeways
are often confused with bike lanes. However, bike
lanes are striped, marked and signed whereas a
signed shared roadway is only signed. Onneigh-
borhood streets, it simply means sharing the road
or bicycling on informal shoulders that also func-
tion as an unmarked parking lane.

SHA Bicycle Facility Guidelines

For state roads and highways, the State Highway Admin-
istration (SHA) is developing a new concept called “bi-
cycling areas.” Bicycling areas can be defined as the space
between the outermost white fog line and the curb and
gutter pan. This space is often less than three feet wide
and therefore does not qualify as a bike lane. This space
does provide adequate bicycling space along closed sec-
tion roads were space is constrained and traffic volumes
and speeds are too high to officially designate the road as
a bike route. See Appendix D for more information on

SHA policies).
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Table 2-2 Countywide Bikeways

; R AT RO
Bethesda/Chevy Chase/Friendship Heights/Potomac
DB-1 E-10 MacArthur Boulevard DUAL BIKEWAY; [Seven Locks Falls Road 1978 MPB; Polomac Existing 8-foot path on High for Maijor connection 1o D.C. and Capital Crescent
shared use path Road (MD189) Subregion west side of road, shared use  |Trail, facility planning initiated in 2002 1o study
and bike lanes some gaps path; bikeway needs. Need lo Identify local
maderate for |connector to CCT; Potomac Subregion Master
N bike fanes Plan recommends only a shared use path;
bike Ianes are new proposat
DB-2 P23-A, P23-B, E- |River Road (MD190) DUAL BIKEWAY; |DC line Seneca Road  [1978 MPB; Potomac Shared use path exists |F High fer Major route currently used by bicycle
5 shared use path (MDt12) Subregion in sagments, other signed commuters and recreational cyclists; provides
and signed shared segments proposed; shared majar conneclion to D.C. from Potomacg, North
roadway shared use roadway is roadway; Potomac, Travilah and Darnestown; adequale
new praposat moderate for |shoulder space exists for signed shared
shared use |roadway slong majority of road. Short
path segmenis of shared use path have been
constructed by developers an north side, west
of 1-495; Polamac Subregion Master Plan
recommended a shared use path between |-
. 495 and Saneca Road. New proposals include
’ shared use path between DC line and 1-495,
and signed shared roadway from DC line lo
Seneca Road
SP-1 E-26,5-40 Falts Road (MD189) Shared use path MacArthur Wooltan 1978 MPB; Potomac Existing 8' path E.F High Major connection between Rackuville ,
Boulevard Parkway Subregion alternates between Rockville Metro and MARC, and C&0 Canat
north and south side of Towpath; facility planning initiated In 2002 1o
road, some gaps complete missing segment, Connects to
Rackville's Millennium Trail
DB-3 S$18-A, 5-18-B, P{Seven Locks Road DUAL BIKEWAY, {Waotton MacArthur 1978 MPB: Polomac Exisling 5' path on High for Major connection from Rockville, Rockville
54 shared use path Parlway Boulevard Subregion west side soulh of signed Metro and MARC, lo C80 Canal Towpath:
and signed shared Bradiey Lane; existing shared segments of path along west side need to be
roadway or bike 8" sidewalk on west roadway and |upgraded to 8'; ample shoulder space for
lanes side between Wooltan bike lanes: Isigned shared roadway or bike lanes between
Parkway and Montrose moderate for |\Wootton Parkway and Bradley Lane; Potomac
Road ; existing wide shared use  |Subregion Master Plan recommends only a
shoulder between path shared use path; bike 1anes are new proposal
Montrose Road and
Bradley Lane, some
aaps; wide outside
lane between Wootton
Parkway and Mentrose
Road; other segments
proposed
sP-2 P-54 Democracy Boulevard Shared use path Falls Road 0Old Georgetown {1978 MPB; Polomac |8 sldewalk exists in High Connects to Montgomery Mall and Rock
i (MD189) Rpad Subregion segments Springs Office Park; a'so connecls 1o Falls
Road path and Seven Lacks Road path

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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1978:Route.
#reference:

Bradley Boulevard

Road

exists easl of MD355;
olher segments
proposed

DB-4 DUAL BIKEWAY:  [Persimmon Tres wisconsin 1978 MPB; Potomac Proposed High for bike Major conneclion to Bethesda CBD. Bethesda
(MD191) shared use path Road Avenue (MD355){ Subregion; Bethesda-Chevy lanes; Metrorail station, and Capital Crescent Trail,
and bike lanes Chase moderate for {more lhan ample ROW exisls: bikeable
shared use  |shoutders exist far most of road
path
SR-t Bradley Lane Signed shared Wisconsin Brookvile Raad mm_:mmnm.o:mé Chase Maodified proposat Moderate Part of important on-road connection from
roadway Avenue (MD355) (MD136) Rock Creek Trail/Beach Drive and downlown
Belhesda; previous plans recommended bike
lanes which are unlikely due to inadequate
pavement width and ROW: road should be
widened slightly lo allow for wider lravel lanes
(preferably 14°)
BL-1 P-16 Goldboro Road (MDG14) |Bike ianes MacArthur Bradley Belhesda-Chevy Chase Proposed; wide High Significant conneclion (o Bradiey Boulevard,
Boulevard Boulevard shoulder exisls nearly Bethesda CBD and Metrorail. Could be
(MD191) enlire length implemented when road is repaved and/or
restriped; some gaps in shouiders
BL.2 P-44 Wilson Lane (MD1E8) - Bike lanes MacAnhur Elmore Lane Belhesda-Chevy Chase Proposed High Part of important connection to downtown
west Boulevarg ; Bethesda and lo the C&0 Canal, Couid be
implemented when road is repaved andfar
restriped
SR-2 P-44, £-23 Witson Lane (MD188) - Signed shared Elmore Lane Aberdeen Road Bethesda-Chevy Chase Proposed High Part of important conneclion 1o downtown
cenlrat roadway Belhesda and lo the C&0 Canal, Requires
only signage
BL-3 P-44, E-23 Wilson Lane (MD188) -  [Bike lanes Aberdeen Road {Otd Georgetown Bethesda-Chevy Chase Proposed High Part of imponiant connection to downlown
east Road Bethesda and to the C&0 Canal. Could be
implemented when road is repaved and/or
restriped
BL-4 S-58 Wesliake Bike ianes/fsigned Rockledge Drive|0Old Georgetown Bethasda-Chevy Chasa; NorthfMadified proposal High Provides imporiant connection belween
Terrage/Fermwood shared roadway Road Bethesda-Garrell Park NIH/Medical Center Metro station and Rock
Road/Green Tree Road Spring industrial Park, Also pant of connection
to Montgomery Mall; adequate shoulder space
exists for most of road; on-street parking
would need 10 be sludied
BL-5 Weslizke Drive Bike lanas Wesliake Tuckerman Lane Existing Pravides connections to Rock Sorings Office
Terrace Park, Montgomery Mall, Cabin John Regionai
Park
SP-3 North Bethesda Trail-NIH |Shareg use palh Ballery Lane Cedar Lane Bethesda CBD Substandard path High Provides parl of critical link between North
connector exists near Batlery Bethesda Trail and lhe Capital Crescent Trail;
Lane; other segments NIH fence project leaving space for county 1o
proposed N build the trail; path should avoid rare forest
fragment an MNIK property
SP-4 Wesl Cedar Lane Shared use path Old Georgetown |Beach Drive mm_zmmau.o_._mé Chase Substandard path High Provides part af critical link from Rock Creek

Trail and Beach Drive to NiH/Medical Center
melrorail stalion as well as to North Bethesda
Traii; NiH fence preject leaving space for
counly to build the trail

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) .
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SP-5

Tree Road

Oaklyn Drive/Persimmon

Polomac m:m-mma:

‘ Qaklyn Drive is

- Discussion

Maderate

Likely will require mmm_zo_._m_ ROW, tree

(*BLOC = bicycle levet of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)

n:._..m:u<m_.:mﬁ_—m

Bautevard existing, Persimmon _Jremoval
Tree Road is proposed
SR-3 E-21 Jones Bridge Road Signed shared Wisconsin Jones Mil New proposal Moderate Major connection between Capilal Crescent
roadway Avenue (MDISS5)Road/Capital TraillRock Creek Trail and NiH/Madical Center]
’ Crescent Trail Melro Stalion; currently signed as a bike route
celween MD3S5 and MD185; May be
limplemented as part of Jones Bridge Road
busway (part of Bi-County Transitway)
SR-4 Brookville Road (MD186) |Signed shared OC line Woodbine Street New proposal No score High Part of important on-road connection to Rock
roadway Creek Trail from Viliages of Chevy Chase and
Friendship Heights; will connect to proposed
bikeway along Western Avenue in D.C.:
. Requires only signage improvemenls
SP-6 Georgetown Branch Trail Shared use palh  |Bethesda CBD |[Silver Spring Bethesda-Chevy Chase; Norih) Existing, but surface is Moderate Major connection between Bethesda and
Metrorail station |and West Silver Spring lemporarily crushed Silver Spring; 1o be implemented as par of Bi-
stone County Transitway
SR-5 Woodbine Street Signed shared Brookville Drive [Beach Drive New proposal High Pan of important on-road connection to Rock
roadway {MD1886) Creek Traii from Villages of Chevy Chase and
Friendship Heights; Requires only signage
improvements
BL-6 S-50, §-55 Woodmont Avenue Bike lanes Bethesda Baltery Lane New proposal High Pravides important connections lo Belhesda
Avenue CBD and Metrarail, NIH, Medical Center
Metrorail, and Capital Crescent Trail; alsa
forms part of important conneclion between
North Belhesda Trail and Capital Crescent
Trail; improvements may prove difficult due to
traffic issues
SR8 Batlery Lane Signed shared Old Gecrgetown [Batlery Lane New proposal High Part of imporiant alternative connection from
roadway Road Urban Park MNIH campus and North Bethesda Trail to
i Capital Crescent Trail.
SR-7 Exeler Road Signed shared Bethesda 0ld Georgetown |Bethesda CBD Proposed High Part of imporianl aliernalive connection from
roadway Avenue Road NiH campus and North Bethesda Trail to
Capilal Crescent Trail; Requires only signage
improvemenls
SR-8 Edgemocor Lane signed shared Exeter Road Melro station Bethesda CBD Proposed High Provides direct conneclion ta Bethesda
roadway/bike lanes Metrorail stalion; bike lanes from Arlington
Road to Melrorail stalion, shared roadway
jbetween Arlinglon Roao and Exeter Road
BL-7 Elm Street Bike lanes Exeter Road Wisconsin Bethesda CBD Proposed High Provides direct conneclion lo Bethesda
Avenue (MD355) Metrorail slalion
SR-9 Bethesda Avenue Signed shared |Exeler Road Woadmant Bethesda CBD Proposed High Important connection to Capitat Crescenl Trail
roadway Avenue

and part of imporiant connect to Bethesda
Metrorail slation: Requires only signage




Table 2-2 Countywide Bikeways

Avenue (MDE50)

NIH-CCT connector Signed shared Capital Crescent]NiH Campus new proposal Part of allernative connection fram NIH and
aiternative foadway Trait North Bethesda Trait lo Capital Crescent Trail
1o bypass Bethesda CBD: Battery Lane Urban
Park to Battery Lane o Glenmont Road to
Gienbrook Road ta Litlle Falis Parkway
SR-11 NIR-Georgetown Branch Signed shared Georgelown Battery Lane Bethesda CBD Proposed High Parl of connection belween NIH campus and
Trail connector roadwayibike lanes [Branch Trail Urban Park Georgetown Branch Trafl, as well as lo B-CC
High School; Batlery Lane Urban Park 1o
Norfolk Avenue to Cheltenham Drive to Tilbury
Street lo Sieaford Road to Pearl Street; mostly
signed shared roadway, bul portions of roule
may be bike lanes per Bethesda CBD seclor
plan
SP.7 Weslern Avenue Shared use path River Road Chevy Chase Friendship Heights CBD Proposed High Provides direct conneclion to Friendship
Circle Heights Melrorail station; may be widened
sidewalk
BL-8 Willard Avenue - bike Bike lanes Willard Avenue [Wisconsin Provides near direct connection 10 Friendship
lanes Park Avenue (MD355) Heights Metrorail station
Friendship Heights CBD proposed High
SR-12 Willard Avenue- shared Signed shared River Road Park Avenue new proposal High Provides on-road conneclion between River
ILED roadway Road bikeway and Wiilard Avenue bike lanes;
Requires only signage improvements
SP-8 Wisconsin Avenue Shared use path Bradley Lane Oliver Lane Friendship Heighis CBD proposed High Majar connection between Bethesda and
(MD355) Friendship Heights CBDs.
SP-76 American Legion Bridge [Shared usepalh  |MacArhur Fairfax County new proposal High Provides rare conneclion acrass the Potornac
path Boulevard line River; lo be provided by SHA ilwhen bridge
gels a new deck; connection to Farifax County
bikeway system requires further study
Silver Spring/Takoma Park
SP-9 P-15 East West Highway Shared use palh Rock Creek - |Colesville Road North and West Silver Spring |Existing NIA Provides imponant connection o downtown
{MD410} (MD384) Silver Spring and 1o the Silver Spring Metro
and MARC stalions
SP-16 Wayne Avenue Green Shared use path Spring Sireet Sligo Creek Trail |East Sitver Spring; Silver Proposed &' path with High Serves as a significant connection o Sligo
Trailf2nd Avenue Spring CBD adjoining 5' sidewalk Creek Trail, MBT, Silver Spring CBD and
Sitver Spring Metrorail and MARC stations;
capital proejct underway in 2003
SR-49 P-1 Piney Branch Roag Signed shared D.C. line New Hampshire [Takoma Park Modified proposal High Significant connections Lo Sligo Creek Trait,
(MD320) roagdway

Metropolitan Branch Trail and Takoma
Melrorail station; Takoma Park plan
recommended shared use path which is
uniikety due to space constraints. Adequate
Pavement width exists for shared roadway oniy]

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)

for most of road
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P-48

Carrgll Avenue

Bike lanes

e

SP-11

D.C. line

Piney Branch
Road (MD320)

Takoma Park

Modified proposal

Major connections to downtown Takoma Park,

{Metropolitan Branch Trail and Sligo Creek

Trail; Takoma Park Masler Plan recommends
a shared use path, which is unlikely due lo
space conslrainls. Also connects to proposed
bike lanes in District

SR-13

E-19, P-50

New Hampshire Avenue
{MDB50) - Takama

Franklin Avenue

Shared use path

D.C.lne

1-495

Easl Silver Spring

Proposed

Moderale

Provides access to mostly local destinalons,
but coanects lo Sligo Creek Trail, to bikeway
along Piney Branch Road and to a proposed
shared use path in the District of Columbia; to
be implemented as parl of streelscape
improvements by developers; gaps lo be
completed by county; SHA also should
consider re-striping the road to provide
informal "bicycle areas” on both sides {See
Appendix D)

DB-5

University Baulevard

Signed shared
roadway

Sligo Creek Trail

Northwesl
Branch Park
boundary

East Silver Spring

Proposed

High

Provides connection between two Counlywide
Park lrails; Requires only signage
improvements

SR4

(MD153)

DUAL BIKEWAY;
shared use palh
and signed shared
roadway

Georgia Avenue
(MD97)

P.G. Counly line

Easl Sitver Spring

Propased

Maderale for
shared use
palh; high for
shared
roadway

Shared use path both sides from P.G. line to |-
495, shared use path wesl side 1-495 1o MD97
shared roadway entire length; shared use path
10 be implemented as par of sireetscape
improvements; SHA will re-stripe the road lo
provide informal "bicycle areas” on both sides

SR-15

Sligo Parkway

Stigo Creek Trail-Silver

Signed shared
roadway

New Hampshire
Avenue (MDBE50

Uniiversity
Boulevard
(MD193)

Propased

Moderate

Partions of Sligo Parkway already features a
shoulder on gne side, Al least 4' shoulders
should be provided on both sides of entire
tength of road to improve saiely of both
cyclists and motorist. Implementation by M-
NCPPC

DB-&

Signed shared

Spring Metrorail connectorfroagway

MD384 connector to Silver| DUAL BIKEWAY:

Silver Spring
Metrorail Station

Sligo Creek Trail

N

=

A ) ’

New proposal

High

Crasby Road 1o Dale Drive to Crosby Read Ic
Woodside Parkway to Woodland Orive to
Spring Street lo 2nd Avenue to Meirorail
Station; differs from proposed route
recommeded in North and West Silver Spring
MP 1o lake advanlage of exisling
neighborhood park lrail connectar

Spring Melro Station

signed shared
roadway and
shared use path

161k Street

East-West
Highway
(MD410)

Silver Spring CBD

Shared Use Path
proposed in Silver
Spring CBD pian;
signed shared roadway
s new praposal

High for both

Provides important connection te Silver Spring
Metre Station from Rock Creek Park via
proposed signed shared roadway along North
Portal Drive in D.C.; signed shared roadway
could be implemented by simply inslalling

SP-12

Metropolilan Branch Trail

Shared use path

D.C. line

Silver Spring
melrorail stalion

Sitver Spring CBD:; North and
Wesl Silver Spring: Easl
Silver Spring: Takoma Park

Proposed

High

signs

Forms parl of major connection betwaen Silver!
Spring and Takoma Park and south inio the
District io Union Station.

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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r Route:

Limits

Bikeway Name Bikeway. Type

..9:9.: 33\5\:8 ton

SR-18 Beach Drive

Signed shared D.C.line Garrell Park 1993 Parks, Recreation ang Propased
foadway Road Open Space {PROS) plan,
CIP project 968741

High Beach Drive is bath an importam Commuter
route on weekdays as well as recrealional
foute on weekends. |t is among the mosl
papular bicycling routes in the county,
Provides good connection o Grosvenor
Melrorail station as wel| as Medical Center
Metrorail station ang Belhesda CBD (via
Cedar Lane); at ieast 4' shoulders should be
provided along enlire length of road to
improve salety of both cyclists and motarists:
' Implementation by M-NCPPC
SR-17 E-17, P64 Connecticut Avenve Signed shared Kensington Matlthew Henson Matthew Henson Trail (o Brightview Sireel
{MD185) corrigor foadway and wide Pariway Trai aleng MD185 service reads; provide wige
sidewalks sidewalk along north side of MD1B5 to adarms:
cross MD185 o Mapleview Drive to Newport
Mi Road 1o Lexinglon 1o Dupont to Nash tg
Piyers Mill Road 1o wide sidewatk along eas|
sids of MD185 over CSx 1o Howard Avenue 1o
Kensington Parkway
SR-18 P-48 Knowles/ Stralhmore Signed shared Wisconsin Conneclicut North Belhesda-Garren Park |Proposed E High Provides imponant connection to Grosvenor
Avenue (MD547) rcadway Avenue (MD355 Avenue (MD185) Metorail stalion ang Beach Drive/Rock Creek
Trail; part of route may be along reighborhood
streets in Town of Garrey Park; Requires only
signage improvements

New proposal High

SR-19 Geargia Avenue (MDS7) Signed shared Forest Glen Whealon Metro . New proposal F High This segment is a major missing gap in the
roadway Road slation Ccountywide bikeway network, may be
candidate for "bicycle areas™, g new SHA
policy {see Appendix D), 1978 mPB
recommended route along neighborhood
sireels via Amherst Avenue (SR-20 in this
plan)
Forest Glen Ferest Glen Seclor Pian; Proposed High Connects three melrorail stations ang the
roadway Roag Kensingtonfwneaton Whealon CBD. Randolgh 10 Reedie Drive via
Grandview Avenue; cross MDg7 via Reedie
Drive; Reedie Drive to Forest Glen Road via
Amherst Avenue to Dennis Avenue 10 Medical
Park Drive o Woodiand Drive {through Getly
Park) to Forest Glen; Mostly just requires

SOme signage improvemenis
II./II/I.
SP-77 Amhers| Avenue/Sligo Shared use Amherst Avenue Sligo Creek Trail Shared use path is High

Creek Trail connaclor path/signed shareq existing; signed shareq

roadway roadway is proposed

SR-20 P-81 Georgia Avenue aiternale | Signeg shared Randolph Roag

Provides imporiant connection between Sliga
Creek Trail and downlown Whealon; roule
4Ses part of Blueridge Avenue

e

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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. Bikeway:Name' -

S

U .

Veirs Mill Road (MD586)
alternative

roadway

Signed shared

Malthew Henson
Trail

Georgia Avenue

(MDS7)

New proposal

Need lo provide continous connection from
Rockville 10 Wheaton CBD, Twinbrook
Parkway to MHT on shoulder or bike lanes;
MHT to Sampson Road via Selfridge Road:
Sampson Road to Newport Mill Road via
exisling sidewalk along MD586 1o Gail Street
1o Coliege View Orive. Cross MD5B6 at
Newport Mill Road. Newport ta Grandview
Avenue via Dawson Avenue lo Galt Avenue to
Fenimore Road to Kensingion Boulevard

roadway

SP-13 P-6 Forest Glen Road - central|Shared use path Belvedere Place |Sligo Creek Trail JForest Glen Seclor Plan Proposed for shared High importanl connection to Forest Glen Metrorail
use path along south stalion; will require removal of on-streel
side between Sligo parking on south side
Creek Trail and MD9T; |
and on north side from
MD97 1o Belvedere
Place

SR-22 P-6 Forest Glen Road Signed shared Seminary Road |Belvedere Place |Forest Glen Seclor Plan Proposed High Forms part of imporiant connection from Rock

(MD192} - wesl roadway Creek Trail lo Foresl Glen Metrorail station:
Reaquires only signage improvements
SR-23 P-6 Forest Glen Road - east |Signed shared Sligo Parkway |Brunett Avenue |N/A New proposal High Part of important connection lo Forest Glen
roadway Metrorail station from the US 29 corridoe;
Requires only signage improvements
SP-14 Rock Creek Trail-Forest  |Shared use path Staneybrook Seminary Road |Forest Glen Seclar Plan Proposed Maderate Forms parl of important connection from Rock
Glen Metro connector Road Creek Yrail to Forest Glen Metrorail station:
Path may prove difficult to implement due to
steep slopes and possible foresl impacts,
i needs further study
SR-24 Plyers Milt Rocad Signed shared Connecticut Georgia Avenue New praposal High Part of connection from Kensington to
roadway Avenue (MD185Y({MD37) Wheaton CBOD and Melrorail, Reguires only
) . signage impravements
SR-25 P-5 Westfield Shopping Town |Signed shared Plyers Mill Road |Mall Ring Road |Wheaton CBD Proposed High Plyers Mill Road o Bunswick Avenue lo
connector roadway Kimberly Street 1o Forrance Steeet to Mall
Ring Road; part of connection from
Kensington to Wheaton CBD and Metrorail:
Requires only signage impravements
SR-26 Westfield Shopping Town |Signed shacec Torrance Streel |Reedie Drive Wheaton CBD Proposed High Part of conneclion from Kensington ta
Mall Ring Road roadway Wheaton CBD and Metrorail; will require
- agreemenl with Weslfieid Corporation; may
ultimalely become a shared use pathiwide
sidewalk as parl of mail redevelopment
SR-27 Reedie Drive Signed shared Mail Ring Road |MD97 Wheatan C8D Proposed High Part of connection from Kensington 1o

Wheaton CBD and Melrorail; Requires only

signage improvements

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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i N = i o L3 £ N
Jones Mill Road Signed shared Easti-West Beach Drive [Bethesda-Chevy Chase Proposed important connection belween two segmenls
roadway Highway : of Beach Drive; provides conneclion to Capitai
{MD410) Crescenl Trail, Rock Creek Trail and to
bikeway along Jones Bridge Road: a popular
roule for bicyctisls; Requires only signage
improvements
SR-29 P-13 Kensington Parkway Signed shared Jones Bridge Howard Avenue New proposal High Imporiant conneclion to Rock Creek Trail and
roadway Road Beach Drive from Town of Kensinglon;
provides a good allernative route lo
Conneclicut Avenue; connecls to bikeway on
Jones Bridge Road; Requires only signage
improvermnents; connection lo Georgetown
Branch Trail via Jones Bridge Road
Eastern County
0B-7 P-7 MNew Hampshire Avenue |DUAL BIKEWAY; [i|-495 |Lackwood Drive [While Oak Modified proposat F High for Implementalicn wiil require land acquisilion or
{MDE50) - Hilendale shared use palh shared easments for shared use path and redesign of
and shared roadway; roadway (restriping Lo make ouler lane wider)
roadway Moderate for |io accommodate shared roadway; White Oak
shared use |Masler Plan recommends path or shared
path roadway, this plan recommends both
SR-30 MNew Hampshire Avenue | Signed shared Lockwood Drive [Randolph Road [White Oak Proposed F Moderate Candidale road for SHA “bicycle areas” (see
(MDES0)- White Oak foadway appendix D); to be implemented when road is
restriped or repaved
BL-11 New Hampshire Avenue |Bike lanes Randolph Road |Spencervilie White Oak/Clovery Existing from Randolph|E Moderate Cannects numerous counlywide bikeways,
(MD830) - Colesville Road (MD198) Road fo Cape May forms part of link along fength of MDG50
: Road; otherwise
proposed
DB-8 New Hampshire Avenue |DUAL BIKEWAY; |Spencerville Ednor Road Cioverly Shared use path is E Moderate for [Bike lanes to be implemented with lulure road
(MD650) - Ednor {shared use path Road {MD198) exisitng, bike lanes are bike lanes improvements
and bike lanes proposed
SP-15 New Hampshire Avenue |Shared use path Ednor Road Ciney-Sandy Sandy Spring/Ashion Proposed E Moderate Shared use path lo be implemented with future
{MOE50) - Ashton , Spring Road road improvements
(MD108)
DB-9 Columbia Pike (US29) -  fDUAL BIKEWAY; |New Hampshire Spencerville Fairland/White Oak Proposed No score High for US28 Commuter Bikeway, signed shared
North shared use path Avenue/ Road (MD198) shared roadway enlire langth on US29 (Shoulder) and|
and shared Lockwood Drive Qadway; signed shared roadways along local sireels
roadway Moderate for |and shared use paths as alternative
shared use |connection
path N
DB-10 tockwood Drive DUAL BIKEWAY; [Columbia Pike |New Hampshire [White Oak Proposed High for Forms part of Ihe U529 Commuter Bikeway,
shared use path (US29) Avenue (MDS50) shared connection to Silver Spring; White Oak Master
and signed shared roadway; Plan recommends either a shared use path or
roadway Moderate for |bike tanes
shared use
palh

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) -
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and bike lanes

Columbia Pike {(US29) -  |Signed shared Lockwood Drive [Wayne Avenue |N/A New proposat High Critical connection for eastern pan of county,
South roadway one of few crossings of Northwes! Branch.
Route is 1528 to Eastwood Avenue aiong 6-8'
sidewalk on wesl side 10 be provided with
US29 improvements. Eastwood Drive shared
roadway lo Southwood Avenue shared
roadway. Through North Four Corners Park
along shared palh. Cross University Boulevard
to Bruneit Avenue shared roadway. Bruneltt
Avenue shared roadway 1o Sligo Creek Trail.
Sligo Creek Trail 1o Wayne Avenue Green
Trail via Ellsworth Drive and Cedar Street.
Mostly just requires signage improvements;
Segment in North Four Corners Park should
remain on the upsiream side of the existing
caad/driveway
BL-12 E-6 0Old Columbia Pike Bike lanes Tech Road Spencerville Fairland Existing, but needs High Cannects te major employment area; facility
Road (MD198) improvements planning underway in 2003 to improve bike
lanes
SP-16 E-8 East Randolph Road - Shared use palh Paint Branch Prince George's |Faifand Existing path or wide Moderate Connects Prince George's Counly bikeway
Cherry Hill Road Trail County ine sidewalk, may be some nelwark with Monigomery County's
gaps
SP-17 E-8 Randolph Road - Shared use path Kemnp Mill Road [Fairfand Road |White Qak Exisling In segments, Moderate Provides connection to Paint Branch Trail
Colesville mastly wide sidewalks
BL-13 Fairland Road - wes! Bike lanes Randolph Read |Columbia Pike  |Fainand/White Oak Existing wide Moderate Good connections 10 cther bikeways, bul not
(Us29) shousders, not marked Lo transit or aclivity centers
of signed
SP-18 Fairland Road - east Shared use path  [Columbia Pike |Prince George's | Fairlandiwhile Oak Proposed Moderate Good conneclions lo other bikeways, but not
(US29) Counly line to ransit or aclivily centers; Connecls Prince
Gearge's County bikeway netwerk with
Montgomery County's
BL-14 E-11 Briggs Chaney Road - Bike lanes New Hampshire [Old Columbia  |Fairland/Cloverdy Existing wide shoulder, Moderate Segments of shared use paths near MDB50
wast Avenue Pike nol marked or signed and Old Columbia Pike as well
SP-19 Briggs Chaney Road - Shared use path  [Old Columbia  |Prince George's Fairland/Cloverly Proposed Moderate Connecls Prince George's Counly bikeway
east Pike County line network with Montgomery County’s
SP-20 Spencerville Road Shared use path.  |Old Columbia  |Prince George's |Fairland Proposed No score Moderate Pan of major east-wesl conneclion, but does
(MD198} - Fairland Pike County line not directly conneci lo any major destinalion
SP-21 P-38 MD1968/MD28 shared use |Shared use path Layhill Road Old Columbia Cloverly; Faidand Existing from Layhill E Mederate Major east-wesl conneclion in northeast part
path Pike Road 10 New of county, but does nol directly connect to any
Hampshire Avenue; major deslinalion
olherwise proposed )
SpP-22 Robey Road Shared use path Briggs Chaney |Greencaslle Fairland Existing NIA Forms part of imporiant connection to Fairland
Road Read Regional Park
SP-23 Greencastie Road - east  |Shared use path  |Robey Road Prince George's |Fairtand Proposed Moderate Connecls lo proposed shared use path along
Counly line Prince George's County partion of the road
DB-11 Greencaslle Road - wesl |[DUAL BIKEWAY; [Columbia Pike |Robey Road Fairland Existing Provides connection from US29 Commuter
shared use path (US29})

Bikeway lo Fairland Regional Park

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) “
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Signs

Glenallen Avenue Shared use path |Randoiph Road [Kemp Mill Roag New proposal Moderate Provides important connection from Northwest
Branch and Whealon Regional Park to
Glenmont Metrorail station; will be difficuit 1o
impiement due to sleep tersain and drainage
issues.; MNCPPC owns most of the lang
required for the path.

SP-25 E-8 Randolph Road - west Shared use path Rochville Pike  [Parklawn Drive xm:mim.o:.ﬁsmm.o:“ North  |Existing, but in poor Moderate Part of one of only a few east-west cross-

(MD355) Bethesda-Garrelt Park condilion counly conneclors
BL-15 P-55 Randolph Road - cenlral |Bike lanes Parklawn Drive [Veirs Mil Road Kensington-Wheaton; Nonh Proposed Moderate Part of one of only a few east-wes! Cross-
(MD5g6) Beth Garrett Park counly connectors; to be impiemented as part
of fulure roadway or sireetscape
improvemenls

SP-26 P-55 Randalph Road - east Shared use path Veirs Mill Road |Kemp Mill Roags Kensington-Wheaton Maodified proposal Moderate Part of ane of only a few east-wes! Cross-

{MD586) 20==Emw,. counly connectors
Branch Trail

SR-32 Aspen Hill Road Signed shared Veirs Mill Road  {Connecticut New proposal High Provides good conneciion 1o Rock Creek Trail:
roadway (MDS86) Avenue (MD185) Reguires only signage improvements

BL-16 Viers Mill Road {MD5EB6) - |Bike lanes Twinbrock Matthew Hensan |[Aspen Hilt Propased; exira wide Moderate provides goed connection to Rock Creek Trail

west Parkway Traii shoulder currently and Matthew Henson Trail
exists
SP-27 E-17 Conneclicut Averue Shared use path~  [Bel Pre Road  |Matthew Henson Aspen Hill Partly exisling, mostly {F Moderate Pravides conneclion to Maithew Henson Trait
{MB185) - Aspen Hill Trail proposed .

DB-12 5-46 Norbeck Road (MD28) DUAL BIKEWAY; Georgia Avenue Layhill Road Olney: Cloverly Proposed No score High for Part of imporiant Cross-caunly cannection
shared use path (MD97) shared belween Rockville and Burlonsville: inlersecis
ang signed shareg roadway, with numerous countywide bikeways and local
roadway {(wide curb Moderate for bikeways; will be pravided as parl of planned
lanes) shared use roadway improvements

palh
SP-28 Muncaster Mill Road Shared use path Woodfield Road [Georgia Avenue Upper Rock Creek/Olney Praoposed, exists only |E Maderale Important cross-county connection; To be
{MD115) Norbeck Road {MDS7) in shart segments implemented as pan of lulure roadway
{(MD28) improvements by SHA. Includes short sagment
of MD28 near MD97,

SP-29 Georgia Avenue (MDS7} - |Shared use path  |Olney- Glenmont Aspen Hill New proposal, part of |F Moderate Will be constructed as part of Gsorgia Avenue

Norh Layionsville Metrorail station Georgia Avenue Busway
Road (MD1086) Busway Stugy

SR-33 S-11 Bel Pre Road - wesl Signed shared Norbeck Road Georgia Avenue Aspen Hill Proposed High Provides good access to midcounty from east

rcadway (MD28) (MD97) county, including connections to numerous
Countywide Bikeways; requires only signage
improvements

5P-30 311 Bel Pre Road - east Shared use palh Georgia Avenue Layhill Road Aspen Hill Existing, bul in poor Moderate Pravides good access 1o midcounty from east

(MDB7) {(MD182) condilion in places county, including connections 1o numerous
Countywide Bikeways.
8L-17 S-12 Banifant Road Bike lanes Layhill Road Good Hope Aspen Hilt; Cloverly Existing, but needs High Connects MD650 bike lanes with Bel Pre
(MD182) Road

shared use path and Layhill Road bike lanes;

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) )
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Layhill Road (MD182)

Georgia Avenue
(MDI7)

Norbeck Road
(MD28)

Existing belween
Wintergale Drive and
MDS7; proposed
between MD28 and
Winlergate Drive

Major connection la Glenmont Metrorail
station; connections lo several Countywide
Bikeways

in segments, mostly
proposed

SP-31 Ednor Road/Layhill Road |Shared use path Norbeck Road  [New Hampshire Aspen Hill; Olney, Cloverly Exists atong E Moderale Provides connection to several Countywide
(MD28) Avenue (MD650) Hampshire Greens Bikeways; will be implemented as part of
property only future roadway improvements, by developers
and/or as independent CIP praject
SR-34 Parkland Drivef Signed shared Viers Mill Road |Bef Pre Road Aspen Hill Proposed High Pant of alternalive route along Conneclicut
Chesterfield Road roadway (MDS86) Avenue; pravides connection to Rack Creek
Trail; Requires only signage improvements
SR-35 Bauer Drive/ Healhfield Signed shared Norbeck Read  [Georgia Avenue Aspen Hilt Proposed High important connection between MD28 and
Roada roadway (MD28) {MD97) MD97; Requires only signage improvemenis
SP-32 Emory Lane Shared use path  |Muncaster Mil Georgia Avenue [Olney Existing, except for Moderate Gap lo be completed when Emory Road is
Road (MD115) {MD97) missing 800' gap realigned, forms part of alternalive park trait
connecling to MD115 route to avoid sensitive environmental
resources in the Rock Creek North Branch
BL-19 Hines Road Bike lanes Cashell Road | Georgia Avenue Ciney Exisling Provides neighborhood connection to MO97
{MD97)
SP-33 Hines Road-North Branch |Shared use path  [Rock Creek's  |Cashell Road Olney Proposed Maderate Important park trail conneclor; will be required
conneclor North Branch __=..$:m: Norbeck Country Club is redeveloped
Trail
BL-20 Bowie Mill Road Bike lanes Muncaster Ml }Oiney- Upper Rock Creel/Ciney Proposed High Part of importast connection from Qiney lo
Road (M0115) |Laylonsville Shady Grove Metro Station (via Needwoocod
Road (MD108) ; Road); shoulders already exist in segments
SP-34 S-68 Ciney-Laytonsville Road {Shared use path Olney Mill Road [Georgia Avenue Olney Existing, both sides F important local conneclor to Qiney Town
(MD108) - OIney West (MDS7) Cenler
SP-35 Olney-Sandy Spring Road |Shared use path Georgia Avenue |Daclor Bird Road Olney Existing, both sides F Imporiant local connecior to Oiney Town
(MD108) - Olney East (mMBg7) Cenler
SP-36 Olney-Laytonsville Road |Shared use path Laylonsville Oiney Mill Road 0iney Proposed F Maderate Provides conneclion lo Rock Creek Trail
{MD108) - Laylonsville Town boundary syslem as well as 10 Olney lown cenler via
exisling shared use paih; Wili be implemented
incrementally as gart of future roadway
improvements, by developers andior as
. independent CIP project
SP-37 Olney-Sandy Spring Road |Shared use path Layhill Road Howard Counly |Sandy Spring/Ashton Shared use palh exists [F Maoderate Part of connection to Olney and Ashion town
(MD108) - Ashton (MD182) }ine

centers; Will be implemented incrementally as
part al future roadway improvements, by
developers and/or as independent CiP project

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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1978'Route | Bikeway-Name
¢ - | #-reference I S
Doclor Bird Shared use path Oiney-Sandy Existing path between [Ng score Moderate Connects Olney communities with communiies
Road/Norwood Road (MD182) Spring Road MD108 and Norwood in eastera county; will be implemented
(MD182) {MD108) Road, other segments incrementally as par of luture roadway
proposed improvements, by developers andfor as
N independent CIP project
BL-21 Norwood Roag Bike lanes Layhifl Road New Hampshire Cloverly Exisling path between Moderate Connects Olney communities with communiies
(MD182) Avenue (MD850) MD108 and Norwoad in easlern county; will be irmplemented as part
Road; proposed path of fulure roadway improvements
from Norwood Road lo
MD182; proposed bike
lanes from MD182 (o
MDES0
SP-39 Georgia Avenue (MD97}- 1Shared use path Clney-Sandy Brookeville Rpad Olney Proposed, existingin _ |No score Moderate Pravides good connection from Brookville to
Brookevilie Spring Roag short segments Olney
{MDt08
aL-z2 Georgia Avenue {MD97) - |Bike lanes Brookeville Howard County Qiney New proposal E Moderate Wil be implemented as par of any future
Upcounty Bypass line raadway improvements
SP-40 ICC bike palh Shared use palth _ 1i-37¢ lerminus  |Prince George's [1998 Countywide Park Trails Proposed Moderale Will be built ifiwhen ICC is built
County line Plan
Rockville and Gaithersburg Vicini ty
SP-41 P-20 North Bethesda Trail shared use path; |Cedar Lane Twinbrook North Bethesda-Garrelt Park; |10 palh exists betweer) High Maijor connection between Rochville and
' signed shared Metrorail sialion Bethesda-Chevy Chase Marinetli Road and Bethesda: capilal Project underway in 2003 1o
roadwayibike lanes Grosvenor Lane, complele most segements, but some gaps will
bridges over 1-495 and still remain, trail continues north via Woodglen
; 1-270 compiete; other Avenue shared roadway, Marinelli Road
segments also exist shared uwe path, MD3s5 shared use pal,
Bou Avenue shared use palh and Chapman
Avenue bike lanes to Twinbrook Metrorail;
NBT also includes Fleming Avenue signed
shared roagway and segments of shared use
path atong Beech Avenue, Olg Georgetown
Road
SR-36 Grosvenor Lane Signed shared 0ld Georgetown Rockville Pike  FNorth Belhesda/Garrett Park Proposed High Provides important connection to both the
roadway Road (MD355) Naorth Bethesda Trail and Grosvenor Metrorail
station; could be implemented quickly by
simply installing signs.
8L-23 S§72-A, $-72-8 Tuckerman Lane Bike lanes or Falls Road 0id Georgetown |Polomac Subregion; North Good shoulder exisis High Part of mafor cannection 1o Grosvenor
shared roadway Road wmnzmmnmhzm: Chase for most of road Metrorail station; connects lo many olher
countywide bikeways, including Fernwood and
Seven Locks; signed shareg roadway could be
implemented quickly with only signage
5P-42 872-A, 8.72-8 Tuckerman Lane Shared use palth  |Oig Georgetown [Rockville Pike North Belhesda-Chevy Chase |9 sidewalk on north High Major connection 1o Grosvenor Metrorail
Road (MD3ss) side mostly complete, station; connects 1o North Bethesda Trail;
some gaps candidale road for “road diel” to accommodate
bike fanes or wide outside lane {see page 28
for explanalion)

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) h
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Grosvenor Connector

Shared use path

Beach Drive

Preposed

Shared use palh or wide sidewalk from Beach
Drive lo Grosvenor Metro station via MD355
jughandie at Grosvenor Lane and east side of
MDA55 up ta Tuckerman Lane

BL-24 Tilden Lane Bike lanes Hounds Way Nicholson Lane |North Bethesda-Garrelt Park  |Proposed Moderate Provides connection 1o White Flint Metrarail
Station and Norh Bethesda Trail; adequate
road space exisis for both bike lanes and on-
sireet parking .

BL-25 Executive Boulevard Bike {anes Woodglen. Monlrose Road  [North Bethesda-Garrett Park | Proposed Moderate Provides important connection to both the

Roaci/North North Bethesda Trail and White Flint Metrorail
Bethesda Trail station; can be implemented when road is
repaved and/or restriped

SP-d44 Easl Jefferson Street Shared use path Montrose Road |Rallins Avenue |North Bethesda-Garrelt Park Praposed Moderate Pravides imporlanl conneclion la both the .
Norih Belhesda Trail and White Fiint Metrorail
station; also provides connection to Rockville
bikeway systemn

SP-45 Marinelli Road Shared use path Execulive Nebel Sireet North Bethesda-Garrelt Park  {Existing Important connection ta White Flint Metrorail

Boulevarg station and the future "Norh Bethesda Town
. Center”
SP-46 0ld Georgelown Road Shared use path  {Rockville Pike [Nebel Street North Bethesda-Garrelt Park [Existing
{MD355)
D8-13 Nebel Street - south DUAL BIKEWAY; [Nicholson Lane |Old Georgelown |Norih Belhesda-Garrelt Park Existing shared use High for both [Part of important connection to White Flint
bike lanes and Road path bike lanes are Metrorail Station and the future "North
shared use path proposed Bethesda Town Center”
BL-26 Nebel Sireel - north Bike lanes Old Georgelown |Randoiph Road [North Bethesda-Garrett Park Proposed High Part of important cannection to White Flint
Road Metrorail Station and the fulure "Norih
Bethesda Town Center”
SP-47 Nebel Street exiended Shared use palh Randolph Road |Chapman NIA Propased High To be built as pant of CIP project # 500005
Avenue

SR-37 Nicholson Lane Signed shared Old Gecrgetown {Nebel Street North Bethesda-Garreit Park | Proposed Moderate Requires wider oulside Iravel lane that will be

wadway Road pravided when road is widened

BL-27 Nicholson Lane/Parklawn |Bike lanes Nebel Street Twinbrook Norih Bethesda-Garrell Park  |Proposee Moderate Provides part of conneclions to both White

Drive Parkway : Flint and Twinbrook Metrorail slations.
Requires reduced lane widlhs or wider road to
accommodate the bike lanes.

SP-48 Rock Springs Connector  |Shared use path Democracy Tuckerman Lane New proposal; axists in Moderate Important off-road connection lo Rock Springs

Boulevard segments induslrial Park. Sidepath along Old
Georgetown Road. I-270, Rockledge Drive
SP-49 Rockville Pike (MD355) - [Shared use path Halpine Road | Veirs Mill Road |Cily of Rockville Pravides imporiant connection lo destinalions
north (MD588) ) along Rockville Pike, including Twinbrook and
Norbeck Road Rockville Metrorail stations
(MD28)
BL-28 Twinbrook Parkway Bike lanes Fredenck Road |Veirs Mili Road [Norh Bethesda-Garrett Park Proposed Moderate Imperant cannection 1o Twinbrook Metrorail
(MD355}) (MDS86)

stalion. Road is very narrow, adequate ROW
may nol exist; signed shared roadway (wide
autside lane) should be provided at a minimum)

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26) -
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Montrose Road/Parkway |Shared use path Falls Road North Bethesda-Garrett Park; |Proposed Maderate Major conneclion to North Bethesda, reiatt
{MD5BEG) Patomac Subregion
as parl of Monirose Parkway project
SP-51 Gude Drive - east Shared use path Frederick Road |Norbeck Road  [Gity of Rockville, Upper Rock [Existing High Part of Millenium Trait; segment between
{MD355) {MD28} Creek MD355 and Southlawn should be re-bull by
N J City in 2003

SP-52 5-48 Norbeck Road (MD28) - |Shared use path  |Gude Drive Avery Road Upper Rock Creek Existing Provides good connection to Rockville's
wesl Millennium Trail

5R-38 S-46 Norbeck Road (MD28) - |Signed shared Avery Road Georgia Avenue [Aspen Hill Existing service road High Provides good conneclion ta Rock Creek Trait
easl| roadway {MDS7) on north side from and Rackville's Millennium Trail, Major gap

Bauer Drive to Nadine between Nadine Drive and Avery Road
Drive, and south side
from Nadine Drive to
Geaorgia Avenue
SP-53 Crabbs Branch Way Shared use path Gude Drive Shady Grove Shady Grove Sector Plan New proposal High Widen west side sidewalk 1o 8. F orms parl af
Road {currently underway) direct connection to Shady Grove Metro
Station from Gude Drive shared use path
DB-14 p-27 Needwaod Road DUAL BIKEWAY: [Rediand Road Muncaster Mill  {Upper Rack Creek, Shady Proposed High for both |Farms part of important connection tq Shady
shared use path Road (MO115) |Grova Sector {currently Grave Melrorail station
and bike lanes underwsy}
BL-29 P-27 Redland Road - east Bike lanes Needwoad Road|Muncaster Ml |new Proposed High Provides direct conneclion to Shady Grove
Road (MD415}) melrarail slation
SP-54 P27 Redland Road - west Shared use path Shady Grove Needwood Road [new Proposed High Pravides direct connection 1o Shady Grove
Metrorail station metrorail station (proposed signed shared
roadway from Metrarall station to MDA55 as
part of fulure redevelopment}
BL-30 Shady Grove Road - east |Bike fanes Frederick Road |[Muncaster Mill Shady Grove Secior Plan Praposed High Part of a direct raute to Shady Grove Metrorail
(MD355) Road (MD115) station; segment betwean MD115 and Crabbs
Branch Way under construction in spring 2003
DB-15 Shady Grove Road - west [DUAL BIKEWAY: [Darnestown Frederick Road |Gaithersburg and Vicinity; Cily|Propased High for both [Forms part of imporant connection 1o Shady
shared yse path Road (MD355) of Rockville Grove Metrorait slatian: shared use path o be
and bike lanes imptemented by Rackville, bike lanes ta be
implemented by the county
5P-55 Afrpark Road Shared use path Muncaster Mill [Woodfield Road Gaithersburg and Vicinity Existing Forms part of important connection to Shady
Road (MD115) {MD124) Grove Metrorail station
BL-21 Fieldcrest Raad Bike fanes Waoodfield Road [Olney- '|Upper Rock Creek Proposed Moderate An important fink belween two counlywide
(MD124) Laytonsvitie bik ¥s. Few alternatives exists in this area.
\ Road (MD10B}

SP-56 Piney Meetinghouse Shared use path River Road Damestown Potomae Proposed |Maderate Requires additional ROW; may be better
Road/Shady Grove Road {MD130) Road suited for bikeable shoulders; includes Shady
extended ] Grove Road extended

SP-57 Fravilah Road Shared use path River Road Darnestown Gaithersburg and Vicinity; Praoposed, but exists in High Connecls to two major bikeways and lo

(MD190) Road (MD28)  {Polomac Subregicn segments on north side] several locat destinations; forms parl of
alternative route to CAO Canal {replaced the
Muddy Branch Trail recommended in 1998
CPTPY; project underway in 2003

{(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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T:n MD28

LT Discussion -
Dufief Mill Road Bike lanes Travitah Read  |Damesiown Gaithersburg and Vicinity; Extra-wide bike lanes, may naed to be
Road (MD28) Potomac Subregion redesigned
SP.58 Quince Orchard Road Shared use path Dufief Mill Read |Darnestown Gaithersburg and Vicinity; Exists In segmenis, High Provides direcl connection to Gailhersburg
Road (MD28} Potomac Subregion maostly proposed
DB-16 Darnestown Road (MD28) [DUAL BIKEWAY: |Seneca Road Greal Seneca Gaithersburg and Vicinlty Shared use path is 13 High tor both [Provides direct connection lo Rockville and
MNorth N shared use path Highway planned and exists in forms part of connection to Gaithersburg from
and bike lanes (MDT19) segments, remainder in{ Poolesville; SHA-provided 16' wide curb lanes
facility planning In should be striped as bike tanes
2003; bike lanes are
being implemented as
part of SHA
improvements
SP-59 Darnestown Road - south jShared use path Key West Waolton Gatthersburg and Vicinlty Propased Moderste Forms part of important connection to City of
Avenue (MD28B) {Parkway Rockville and Rockville Metrorail station
SP-60 Long Draft Road Shared use path Quince Orchard {Clopper Road | Gaithersburg and Viclnily Proposed Moderate Cannec!s 10 2 major bikeways and to City of
Road {MD117) Gaithersburg
DB-17 Clopper Road/Diamond  |DUAL BIKEWAY; |Summit Avenue Clarksburg Road| Gaithersburg and Vicinity; Cily|Proposed E High far both {Provides direct conneclion 1o Cily of
Avenue (MD117) shared use path {(MD121) of Gaithersburg Gaithersburg as well as to several MARC
and signed shared stations; Improverments by SHA underway in
roadway 2003 for impravements within Galthersburg
city limits
SP-61 Goshen Road/Brink Road |Shared use palh MidCaunty {Woadfield Road|N/A New proposat High Currently in facifity planning {2003)
Highway (MD124)
8P-82 Muddy Branch Road Shared use path Damestown Clopper Road Gaithersburg and Vicinity; City| Eexlsting 8' concrete High Provides direct connection to City of
Road (MD28)  f(MD117} of Gaithershurg sidewalk in segments, Gaitharsburg as we'l as an indirect cannection
path narrows in places o Gaithersburg MARC slation; need to
pravide consistent-width path for entire
. roadway
SP-63 S-85 Great Seneca Highway Shared use path Darnestown Middlebrook Gaithersburp and Vicinity: City}Existing Mo score NA Provides excellenl off-road connection
(MD119) Road (MD28) |Road of Gaithersburg between Germantown and Gailhersburg
SP-54 Frederick Road (MD35%) [Shared use path Gude Drive Watkins Mill City of Reckville, City of Exists in segments, F High Provides excellent conneclions lo downiown
Road Gaithersburg; Shady Grove  Imoslly proposed Rockville and Gaithersburg; Will be
Sectar implemented incrementally as part of future
roadway Improvements and by devetopers
SP-65 Richter Farm Road Shared use path  [Great Seneca  [Clopper Road  [N/A New proposal Moderate To be built incrementally by developers maslly
Highway (MD117)
(MD119)
SP-66 Corridor Cities Transitway fShared use path  |Shady Grove Frederick Road |1-270/US15 Comidor Study  |Proposed, although Moderate Connecls most of the major employment
bike path Melrorall Station | (MD355) [already exists in centers in the I-270 Corridor north of
segments as part of Rockville; 1o be implemented fully as part of
other bikeways CCT projecl
BL-33 Seneca Road Bike lanes River Road Darnestown Gaithersburg and Vicinity |Proposed, although Moaderat Connetls River Road dual bikeway with
(MD190) Road (MD28) portion exists st upcounty bikeway system
intersection f Seneca

("BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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Germantown & Clarksburg
SP-67 Germantown Road Shared use path Darnestown Germantown Modified proposal; EF High Major connection o and through Germantown
(MD118) Road (MD28) segmenl between Center
. Clepper Road (MO117)
and Germantown Park
Road is existing; other
segments proposed or
exist anly in short
{segments
SP-68 Father Hurley Shared use path Germantown Germantown Propased High Provides connection lo Germantawn Center;
Boulevard/Ridge Roag Road (MD118) segment of path will be built as parl of Father
Hurley Boulevard extension {project underway
in 2003)
SP-69 Observation Drive Shared use path  [Germaniown Germantawn Segment between High Provides direct connection through Clarkshurg
Road (MD118) MD118 and Little
Seneca Creek is
exisling: segment
batween Litle Seneca
Creek and MD355 is
proposed
SP-70 MidCounty Highway Shared use path ICC Clarksburg, Germantown, Proposed Moderate Major north-side off-road connection: may
Gaithershurg and Vicinity extend fo ICC; Will be built as part of future
roadway conslructon and/or improvements
SP-71 Middlebrook Road Shared use path Father Hurley Germantown Exisis in sements, Moderate Good conneclion to Germantown Genter
- Boulevard otherwise proposed
SP.72 Frederick Road (MD355)- [Shared use path Watkins Mili Germantown Exists in sements, B High Provides excellent connections 1o downtown
Upcounty Road otherwise praposed
Will be built Incrementally as part of fulure
SHA projecls as well ag by developers
DB-18 Clarksburg Road DUAL BIKEWAY: Clopper Road Germanigwn Proposed No score Moderate for |Provides gaod conneclions to Clarkshurg
(MD121Y Stringtown Road|shared use path {MD117) shareduse {Town Center, Black Hill Regional Park; path to
and shared path, high for [be built mostly by developers; shared roadway
[roadway signed requires only signage improvements
[shared
roadway
sp-73 Old Baltimore Road/New |Shared use palh Clarksburg Road Clarksburg Proposed Moderate Minor conneclion ta Clarksburg; part of
Cut Road (MD121) important connection to Black Hil Regional
Park
SP-74 Woatkins Milf Road Shared use path Frederick Road Germantawn Proposed; section Moderate Forms part of conneclion ta City of
’ {MD355) baty Seneca Creek| Gaithersburg
and MidCounty
Highway is a naw
proposal
BL-34 Riffieford Road Bike lanes Darnestawn New proposal Maderate Important connection to South Germantown
Raad (MD28) Park

(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)
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: - JErONY To- Ay 5 R ! R R
CCT-Black Hill connectar [Shared use path Crysta! Rack Black New proposal Moderate Connects the Carridor Cities Transitway and
Drive Regional Park Gemantown to Black Hill Regianal Park
Agricultural Crescent .
SR-39 Ridge Road (MD27) Signed shared Brink Road Howard County [N/A New proposal Na scare High Provides connection between Darnascus and
roadway line Germantown
DB-19 Woodfiald Road (MD124) JDUAL BIKEWAY; Ridge Road Midcounty Nia New propesal Mostly F, A, B {High for Provides connection between Damascus and
Damascus Signed shared {MD27) Highway shared Gaithersburg; Damascus Master Plan update
roadway and roadway; currently underway may only recommend
shared use path maderate for [signed shared roadway due to insutficient
shared use |{ROW
R path
SR-40 Barnesville Road Signed shared Clarksburg Road|Beallsvilie Road [N/A New praposal EF High Provides connection between Barnesville and
{MD117)/Barnesville Road |roadway {MD121) {MD109) Germaniown; needs shoulder improvements
SR-41 Darnastown Road (MD28} |Signed shared Seneca Road  |Beatsville Road [N/A New proposal F High Provides connection between Poolesville and
Paolesville roadway {MD109) Countywide Bikeway Network: needs shaulder
improvemanls
SR-42 Darnestown Road {MD28} |Signed shared Barnesville Fraderick County|N/A New proposal E High Connecls proposed bikeway along MD28 in
Dickersan roadway Road line Frederick County wilh Countywide Bikeway
Nelwork; needs shoulder improvements
SR-43 Laytonsvitte Road Signed shared New Hampshire | Town of N/A Naw proposal E High Provides part of connection between
(MD108) {roadway Avenue (MDE50) Laytonsville Damascus and Olney/Laytonsville; needs
shoulder improvements
SR-44 P-39, 5-79 Damascus Road Signed shared Ridge Road Sandy Spring- {1978 MPB Proposed E High Pravides one of only a few east-wesl
{MO10B)New Hampshire froadway (MO27) Ashion Road cannections in upper part of the county, needs
Avenue (MDE50) (MD108) shoulder improvemenis
SR-45 Whiles Ferry Road Signed shared Dameslown Beallsville Road |N/A New proposal E High Pravides part of cannection between
{MD107) roadway Road {(MD28)  |{MD109) Poolesville and the Gaithersburg and
Germantown area; needs shaulder
improvemenls
SR-46 Whilas Ferry Road - Signed shared Beallsvile Road [Whiles N/A New prapasal High Provides part of conneclion between
Poolesville cannector jroadway (MD109) Ferry/Potomac Poolesville and the Gaithersburg and
River Germantown area; needs shoulder
improvements
SR-47 Beallsville Road {MD109) |Signed shared Whites Ferry Barnesville RoadjN/A New proposal No score High Provides conneclivily between Pooleville and
roadway Road (MD107) [(MD117) Bamesville. Also provides impartant
connection to Bamesville MARG station;
needs shoulder improvements

{(*BLOC = bicycle level of comfort score for state highways, see p. 26)




