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Chapter 2: Goals, 

Objectives, and 

Policy 

Recommendations 

This Chapter identifies Goals and 
Objectives for this Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan. The 
task of meeting these goals and 
objectives will be assisted by the 
infrastructure improvements identified 
in Chapters 5 and 6, and can also be 
assisted by policy decisions related to 
County practices, development policy 
and program activity, all of which are 
described in this chapter. The goals 
and objectives are derived from and 
support the goals and objectives of the 
County’s adopted 2020 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 
while the policy recommendations are 
derived from various “best practices” 
that may be applicable Cobb County’s 
needs and its aspiration to provide true 
multimodal options to its residents and 
visitors.  Finally, this chapter includes 
a synopsis of recommended 
amendments or updates to the existing 
plans and studies which are discussed 
in detail in Chapter 3. 

2.1 GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES 

Cobb County’s 2030 Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (CTP) was 
adopted in February 2008. The CTP 
established the following vision 
statement for Cobb County’s 
Transportation System: 
 

Cobb County’s 
transportation system will 
be a safe and efficient 
network providing 
multimodal service to 
coordinated land uses 
throughout the county, 
including to green space 
and “live-work-shop-play” 
communities.  

 
The CTP then proposes four goals that 
support that vision, which are in turn 
supported by specific objectives that 
are intended to assist in the 
achievement of those goals. 

 
This Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan is intended to follow 
the lead of the CTP and focus 
attention more specifically on non-
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motorized modes of transportation. 
The vision for this plan, then, is the 
same as the vision of the CTP. The 
goals and objectives of this plan will 
also be derived from the goals and 
objectives developed for the CTP, but 
more sharply focused on non-
motorized modes. 
 
In order to provide a direct link to 
established priorities for transportation 
in Cobb County, this section quotes  
the goals of the CTP and any 
supporting objectives that are relevant 
to improving bicycling and pedestrian 
conditions. These excerpts from the 
CTP (printed in italics) are then 
followed by proposed goals and 
objectives that are specifically tailored 
to bicycling and walking. These new 
goals and objectives are intended to 
serve as more sharply focused 
extensions of the general goals and 
objectives described in the CTP. 

 
The following objectives outline 
specific and measurable steps that 
should contribute to the achievement 
of the goals, which in turn should 
assist in Cobb County realizing the 
vision it has established for its 
transportation future.  

2.1.1 SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 
AND SAFETY 
 
GOAL FROM CTP: 
Improve the overall performance and 
safety of the transportation system. 
  
Objectives from CTP: 

 Maximize use of public transit. 
 Reduce number of pedestrian 

and bicycle accidents. 
  
NON-MOTORIZED SYSTEM 

PERFORMANCE GOAL: Improve the 
overall performance of Cobb County’s 

streets to make bicycling and waking 
viable transportation options for 
bicycling and walking along Cobb 
County’s major thoroughfares (Arterial 
Streets, Major Collectors, and Minor 
Collectors), local streets, and shared 
use paths. 
  
Performance Objectives: 

 Achieve Bicycle Level of 
Service “C” on an additional 
20% of bicycle study network1 

                                            
 
 
1 The study network is defined in the 
prioritization methodology in Chapter 4. The 
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miles by 2030. 
Achieve Pedestrian Level of 
Service “C” on an additional 
20% of pedestrian study 
network2 miles by 2030.  

 Identify a network of 100 
additional miles of “Family 
Friendly Routes” by 2030.3 

 Require accommodation of 
bicycles and pedestrians to 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Levels 
of Service “C” in all new 
development and 
redevelopment projects. 

 Require accommodation of 
bicycles and pedestrians to 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Levels 
of Service “C” in all new 

                                                               
 
 
study network for bicycling includes both 
roadways and proposed shared use paths and 
totals approximately 677 miles. At the time of 
this study, 77 miles of study network roadway 
were found to meet or exceed Bicycle Level of 
Service “C”, or approximately 13% of the 564 
miles of the roadways of the study network. 
2 The study network for pedestrian facilities 
includes only roadways and equals 
approximately 564 miles. At the time of the 
study, 102 miles of roadways were found to 
meet or exceed Pedestrian Level of Service 
“C”, or approximately 18% of the 564 mile of 
study network roadways. 
3 A “family-friendly” bicycle route shall be 
comprised of a continuous sequence of local 
streets, shared use paths and major 
thoroughfares that serve locally identified 
destinations. Such routes shall have a Bicycle 
Level of Service of “B” or better, and safe 
crossings where necessary.  A “family-friendly” 
pedestrian route shall also be comprised of a 
continuous sequence of local streets, shared 
use paths and Major Thoroughfares with a 
Pedestrian Level of Service of “B” or better, 
and safe crossings where necessary.   

roadway construction and 
reconstruction projects. 

 Establish a baseline measure of 
bicycle and pedestrian traffic 
volume on Cobb County’s major 
thoroughfares and shared use 
paths by 2015.4 

 Increase bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic volume by 10% by 2030. 
 

NON-MOTORIZED SAFETY GOAL: 
Improve the safety of biking and 
walking along Cobb County’s major 
thoroughfares (Arterial Streets, Major 
Collectors, and Minor Collectors). 
 
Safety Objectives:  

 Reduce the crash rate between 
bicycles and motor vehicles on 
Cobb County’s major 
thoroughfares, once a baseline 
statistic has been established. 

 Reduce the crash rate between 
pedestrians and motor vehicles 
on Cobb County’s major 
thoroughfares, once a baseline 
statistic has been established. 

 Develop, promote and 
implement programs to promote 
bicycle and pedestrian safety in 
Cobb County. 

                                            
 
 
4 This baseline measure of volume will provide 
a context for the crash data being evaluated in 
the safety objectives, as raw crash numbers 
alone do not account for the increased 
exposure occasioned by increased levels of 
walking and bicycling. It is expected that 
crashes might increase if bike and/or 
pedestrian volumes increase dramatically, due 
to the increased exposure. A method of 
tracking volumes will allow the incidence of 
crashes to be normalized as rates against 
those volumes.  
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2.1.2 MULTIMODAL 
 
GOAL FROM CTP: 
Develop a multimodal system in which 
each mode is optimized by providing 
the citizens of Cobb County with 
attractive and realistic travel 
alternatives. 
 
Objectives from CTP: 

 Increase bicycle connections to 
activity centers. 

 Increase supply and upgrade 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

 Increase alternatives to use of 
private vehicles. 

 Reduce/moderate increases in 
annual vehicle miles traveled. 

 Increase the flexibility of the 
transportation system to serve 
all the members of the 
community. 

 
NON-MOTORIZED MULTIMODAL GOAL: 
Provide transportation options by 
providing the citizens of Cobb County 
with attractive and realistic 
opportunities for bicycling and walking, 
and, by extension, improve access to 
public transit. 
 
Multimodal Objectives: 

 Achieve Pedestrian Level of 
Service “C” on 30% of Study 
Network segment miles which 
are served by or intersect with 
Cobb Community Transit 
Routes by 2030.5 

                                            
 
 
5 As of 2009, only 2.1 miles of the 143 miles 
(1.5%) of Study Network segments that are 
served by or intersect Cobb Community 

 Achieve Bicycle Level of 
Service “C” on 30% of Study 
Network segment miles which 
are served by or intersect with 
Cobb Community Transit 
Routes by 20306. 

 Double the rate of trips under 
five miles made by bicycle by 
20307. 

 Develop a policy to provide 
secure bicycle parking at Cobb 
Community Transit stops, 
based on transit stop volumes 
and characteristics. 
 

 

 

                                                               
 
 
Transit routes perform at Pedestrian Level of 
Service “C” or better. 
6  As of 2009, only 1/2 mile of the 143 miles 
(less than 1%) of Study Network segments 
that are served by or intersect Cobb 
Community Transit routes perform at Bicycle 
Level of Service “C” or better. 
7 According to the 2001National Household 
Travel Survey, 1% of trips under five miles in 
metropolitan Atlanta were made by bicycle. 
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2.1.3 TRANSPORTATION/LAND 
USE CONNECTIVITY 

 
GOAL FROM CTP: 
Develop a transportation system that 
is appropriate to the land uses it 
serves. 

 
Objectives from CTP: 

 Increase mixed use 
developments that optimize 
both use of land and 
transportation resources. 

 Increase greenspace set asides 
within new developments and 
increase greenways. 

 Increase higher density and 
mixed use development along 
major transportation corridors. 

 Increase transportation facilities 
that will encourage mixed use 
developments. 

 
NON-MOTORIZED LAND USE GOAL: 
Establish development standards to 
provide a higher level of 
accommodation for bicyclists and 
pedestrians within areas defined as 
“Activity Centers” on the Future Land 
Use Map developed as part of Cobb 
County’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Land Use Objectives: 

 Require that all new 
development and roadway 
reconstruction within the areas 
identified as “Activity Centers” 
on the Cobb County’s Future 
Land Use Map accommodate 
pedestrians to Pedestrian Level 
of Service “B”, and 
accommodate bicyclists to 
Bicycle Level of Service ”B”. 

 Incorporate bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities into all new 
greenway projects. 

 Require or incentivize the 
inclusion of long and short term 
bicycle parking in development 
agreements for commercial 
property.  

 Require or incentivize the 
inclusion of showering and 
changing facilities for bicycle 
commuters in development 
agreements for commercial 
property.   
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2.1.4 FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT AND SYSTEM 
PRESERVATION 
 
GOAL FROM CTP:  
 Ensure that adequate financial 
resources are available to properly 
maintain the transportation system and 
to grow and adapt the system in 
keeping with changes in land uses. 
  
Objectives from CTP: 

 Increase availability of funds to 
make improvements to the 
transportation system. 

 Increase use of public- private 
partnerships to fund 
transportation improvements. 

 Implement countywide impact 
fees to fund transit and road 
improvements. 

 Increase investment to a level 
that will bring all roads to at 
least LOS D. 

NON-MOTORIZED FINANCIAL GOAL: 
Ensure that adequate financial 
resources are available to maintain 
facilities for non-motorized 
transportation and to grow and adapt 
the non-motorized system in keeping 
with changes in land uses. 
 

Financial Objectives: 
 Dedicate a specific share of 

funds from Cobb County’s 
Transportation budget for 
improvements to the system of 
facilities for non-motorized 
transportation. 

 Seek outside grants as well as 
public-private partnerships to 
fund improvements to the 
system of facilities for non-
motorized transportation. 

 Include accommodation of 
bicyclists and pedestrians in 
Development Agreements. 

 Include accommodation of 
bicyclists and pedestrians in 
impact fee calculations, and 
dedicate a specific share of 
impact fees for investment in 
facilities for non-motorized 
transportation, when impact 
fees are implemented. 
 

NON-MOTORIZED SYSTEM 

PRESERVATION GOAL: Maintain new 
and existing facilities for non-
motorized transportation so that they 
serve residents of and visitors to Cobb 
County for years to come. 
 
System Preservation Objectives: 

 Develop a maintenance 
protocol for Cobb County’s 
bicycle system. 

 Develop a maintenance 
protocol for Cobb County’s 
pedestrian system.  

 Develop a maintenance 
protocol for Cobb County’s 
system of shared use paths. 
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2.2 POLICY 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The goals and objectives listed in the 
preceding section will provide Cobb 
County with ideals and attainable 
milestones as it seeks to improve its 
bicycling and walking conditions.  
Needs for improvements to existing 
infrastructure are established in 
Chapter 4, and opportunities for 
implementing such improvements are 
outlined in Chapter 5. In addition to the 

specific facility improvements, 
however, governing policies should be 
considered by the county that will 
place the infrastructure improvements 
within a context of expected bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodation, 
supported not only by investment in 
infrastructure, but also in the practices 
of County departments. The County 
should promote programs of 
encouragement and education that will 
demonstrate to the public how 
bicycling and walking are viable 
transportation choices in Cobb County. 
Additionally, enforcement measures 
should be enacted that will help 
ensure that those who choose these 

modes—and the motorists who 
interact with them—do so in safety and 
in compliance with all applicable laws. 
An effective policy context will 
contribute greatly to realization of the 
goals described above and help Cobb 
County achieve a future that includes 
active lifestyles for its residents as well 
as greater transportation options. This 
section describes some of these 
policies and programs and how they 
work in a general sense, and provides 
examples of local best practices, 
where applicable. These best 
practices can serve as a guide for the 
County as it considers which forms of 
these policy initiatives are most 
appropriate for development in Cobb 
County. 
 
Additionally, it should be noted that in 
the Atlanta Regional Commission’s 
(ARC) Bicycle Transportation and 
Pedestrian Walkways plan, adoption of 
bicycle and pedestrian friendly policies 
by local jurisdictions was identified as 
a likely factor in assigning priorities for 
project funding assistance. The ARC 
Plan did not include a specific formula 
for scoring policies, but suggested the 
types of policies that would be given 
recognition for being bicycle or 
pedestrian friendly; the policy rating 
would then be worth up to 10% of the 
total benefit score given to a segment. 
ARC has indicated an intention to 
develop a checklist or certification 
process for local communities. The 
policy recommendations in this section 
cover many of the types of policies the 
ARC document identifies as possible 
criteria for determining the “bicycle 
friendliness” of local jurisdictions, 
including: 



 

2-8 
T:\08\8183-08 Cobb County Bike_Ped Improvement Plan\task 4\FINALfeb10\Ch 2 Doc.doc  

 
 adoption of performance 

standards for accommodation; 
 adherence to AASHTO design 

guidance or equivalent for 
facilities; 

 land development policies for 
accommodation and access; 

 bicycle parking requirements; 
and 

 bicycle programs. 

 
The ARC document also mentions 
agency staffing commitments such as 
hiring a bike-ped coordinator, which is 
not specifically recommended at this 
time. Training of engineers and 
planners in facility design is also a 
possible staffing commitment, which is 
recommended among the education 
programs. The ARC document also 
names consideration of the relative 
proportion of the jurisdiction’s 
transportation budget to non-motorized 
facilities and programs, identification of 
specific funding targets is among this 
Plan’s objectives, described in section 
2.1. 
 

2.2.1 PLANNING 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Policy Recommendation: The 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan shall be 
integrated into all relevant existing 
plans, and shall be reviewed for all 
related projects.  
 
Numerous Cobb County planning 
documents refer to pedestrian and 
bicycle improvements and even make 
recommendations. Cobb County has 
been including an emphasis on Bicycle 
and Pedestrian facilities and 
infrastructure in all levels of its 
planning documents, from corridor 
plans to the Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan. For example, the 
Six Flags Drive Corridor Study lists as 
one of its short term goals adding 
sidewalks and pedestrian refuge 
islands, and long term, a Multi-Use 
Trail. The Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan creates a strong 
framework for the identification and 
analysis of facility needs, as well as 
policy recommendations.  Additional 
plans that include an emphasis on 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
include the Canton Road Corridor 
Main Street Design Principles Plan 
and Recommendations, the Historic 
Mabelton Preservation and 
Improvement Plan, the Macland Road 
Corridor Study and the Cobb County 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This new Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan develops the 
County’s vision to such a degree that it 
should be the reference guide when 
reviewing all relevant existing plans or 
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planning for new projects. The facility 
recommendations of this plan should 
be should be reviewed in conjunction 
with any county roadway project to 
insure facilities are added whenever 
possible, with the knowledge that the 
particular opportunities presented by a 
specific project may actually exceed 
those envisioned in this long range 
plan. 
 
Policy Recommendation: The 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan shall be reviewed 
and revised to ensure it is changing 
to address the needs of Cobb 
County as it grows. 
 
This document reflects the nature of 
Cobb County at the time of its writing. 
Recommendations for facility 
improvements have been identified 
based on numerous factors and reflect 
the manner in which the County 
intends to grow. The adoption of the 
Complete Streets policy and the 
emphasis on ARC’s LCI program in 
the County’s Comprehensive Plan 
acknowledge the increasing 
importance of developing Cobb 
County as a community with very high 
quality of life standards. To ensure that 
the Plan continues to support the 
efforts of the County, it should be 
reviewed at a regular interval to 
confirm that it continues to reflect the 
County’s needs and goals. This 
interval may be coincident with the 
revisions for the Long Range 
Transportation Plan or may be on its 
own schedule. 
 

Policy Recommendation: 
Treatments and policies should be 
evaluated for effectiveness and 
modified as necessary. 
 
To affirm the application of the plan, all 
recommended treatments and policies 
should be evaluated to determine that 
they are achieving the desired goals. 
Surveys and analyses should be done 
after construction to gather information 
regarding community usage. This 
feedback is critical to building on the 
support that already exists for the Plan 
and it has been shown that popular 
facilities build support for the overall 
vision. All new policies and policy 
changes should be evaluated the 
same way and adjusted as necessary. 
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2.2.2 FACILITY 
PERFORMANCE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Policy Recommendation: Practice 
routine accommodation by 
including bicycle and pedestrian 
needs in resurfacing and 
reconstruction projects. 
 
Like Complete Streets, Routine 
Accommodation incorporates bicycle 
and pedestrian modes of travel into 
roadway projects. An important 
element of any implementation plan is 
to coordinate the meeting of bicycle 
and pedestrian needs with other 
projects scheduled by the County, 
GDOT, one of the municipalities, or 
private developers.  If careful steps are 
taken to insure the needs of bicyclists 
and pedestrians are met in all phases 
of projects, from planning to 
construction documents, the goals of 
improving system performance for 
these modes will be more quickly 
achieved. Every resurfacing project 
presents the opportunity to review all 
aspects of the roadway to determine 
whether adjustments could be made to 
allow for better accommodating of 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 
Please see Section 5.1 of this 
document for additional discussion 
about Routine Accommodation. 
 
Policy recommendation:  Review 
and revise the existing Complete 
Streets policy. 
 
On January 27, 2009 the Cobb County 
board of Commissioners adopted an 

agenda item requiring the Cobb 
County DOT incorporate complete 
streets concepts in future 
transportation projects to ensure safe 
access for all users. The policy was 
effective immediately; it reads as 
follows. 
 

Cobb County will 
implement the Complete 
Streets concept by 
considering safe access 
for all users, to include 
motorists, bicyclists, 
pedestrians and transit 
users, including 
individuals with physical 
disabilities and senior 
citizens, in the planning, 
design, construction and 
operation of streets 
within its jurisdiction. 

 
Communities are beginning to 
understand the impact that well 
designed streets have on their 
communities. The Cobb County 
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Complete Streets policy approaches 
the effort from a safety perspective, 
recognizing what well designed streets 
have the potential to reduce injuries. 
Other communities across the country 
are taking a more holistic approach to 
streets in terms of safety and quality of 
life.  Denver, Colorado is implementing 
a “Living Streets” program where they 
define them as not only streets that 
maximize trip efficiency but are also 
integrated with the use and form of 
adjacent development to achieve great 
destinations. They go on to describe 
how Living Streets can simultaneously 
promote healthier living, economic 
development, and increased mobility.8 

Broadening the understanding of a 
street to be a place and not simply a 
thoroughfare allows the integration of 
many characteristics that will have 
multi-faceted community benefits.  
 
Policy recommendation: 
Appropriate performance 
thresholds for accommodating 
bicycling and walking should be 
incorporated into the County’s 
Technical Standards and 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The facility recommendation section 
outlines potential projects for 
improving existing roadways to 
community supported performance 
standards of Bicycle Level of Service 
“C” and Pedestrian Level of Service 
“C” for facilities on the Plan’s Study 
Network and Bicycle Level of Service 

                                            
 
 
8 Denver Living Streets Initiative, 
http://denverlivingstreets.org/ 

“D” and Pedestrian Level of Service 
“D” for all other Major Thoroughfares. 
 
On newly constructed or reconstructed 
existing roadways, the County should 
seek to meet or exceed a performance 
standard of Bicycle Level of Service 
and Pedestrian Level of Service “C” on 
all Collector and Arterial Roadways, 
following the facility design guidelines 
outlined in Chapter 6 of this plan. The 
Cobb County Development Standards, 
section 401.20 Major Thoroughfares 
should also be updated to reflect the 
goal of providing bicycle/pedestrian 
Level of Service “C” in projects of this 
type. 

Section 400 of the Cobb County 
Technical Standards should be 
updated to include references to the 
newly adopted Complete Streets 
policy.  Section 401.20.05 (Bikeways) 
should be updated to reflect the 
County’s goals to achieve a minimum 
Level of Service “C” on identified 
facilities. It should refer to the 
recommended facilities of this plan for 
any resurfacing projects, and should 
mention the expected performance of 
Level of Service “C” on any 
reconstruction or new construction 
project. This section should also refer 
to the Design Guidelines developed as 
part of this Plan. If Bicycle Level of 



 

2-12 
T:\08\8183-08 Cobb County Bike_Ped Improvement Plan\task 4\FINALfeb10\Ch 2 Doc.doc  

Service “C” cannot be reached, 
provision of a 6-foot bike lane should 
be considered a reasonable 
accommodation. 
 
Sidepaths are an increasingly popular 
option in many communities, and are 
recommended in this plan as potential 
improvements to constrained existing 
roadway. It should be noted, however, 
that the provision of a sidepath should 
not preclude the inclusion of an on-
street facility. Bike lanes are the 
preferred facility type for many 
bicyclists and should be considered on 
new construction projects whenever 
possible to further develop the 
County’s on-street bicycle network and 
maximize the options available to 
cyclists of all skill levels. 

Section 4001.20.06 (Non-Motorized 
Accommodation) should be updated to 
reflect the county’s goals to provide a 
minimum Level of Service “C” on all 
pedestrian facilities. If Pedestrian 
Level of Service “C” cannot be 
reached, then a minimum 6-foot 
sidewalk, placed a close to the limits of 
ROW as practicable, should be 
considered.  
 
The Cobb County Comprehensive 
Plan affirms the link between land use 
and transportation and details various 

operational improvements that can be 
made to the County’s existing 
transportation network, including the 
installation of sidewalks or bicycle 
lanes. It also incorporates various 
findings from the approved Livable 
Cities Initiative studies into the plan. In 
doing so the County, acknowledges 
the role of higher density areas, 
defined as Activity Center (AC). 
Activity Centers are a neighborhood or 
community focal point with a 
concentration of commercial/retail 
activities and a potentially higher 
residential density than the 
surrounding areas. They also tend to 
have open space or other areas that 
promote public gathering and social 
interaction. The Comprehensive Plan 
acknowledges that pedestrian activity 
is critical to the success of the ACs 
and that designing them requires a 
comprehensive strategy ensuring 
pedestrian facilities throughout the 
activity enter and requires connections 
to existing established neighborhoods, 
stating that  “Pedestrian facilities in 
these areas should be developed in a 
manner that provides a level of safety 
in its interaction with the vehicular 
traffic and is well-connected to 
facilitate movement between 
buildings.”9 Given the emphasis on 
pedestrian safety and even more 
significantly on pedestrian activity as a 
function of these areas, it is 
recommended that the County 
consider striving for a higher level of 
pedestrian accommodation in these 
areas, perhaps equal Pedestrian Level 

                                            
 
 
9 Cobb County Comprehensive Plan, P 10 
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of Service “B”, to be implemented as 
part of designs associated with 
development within these areas.  
 
Policy Recommendation: Crossing 
conditions should be considered in 
all roadway and intersection design 
projects; midblock crossing 
treatments should be considered on 
long blocks or in areas of 
demonstrated demand. 
 
Cobb County has a number of major 
thoroughfares that present challenges 
for pedestrian crossing due to their 
width and traffic conditions. While this 
Plan identifies needs for longitudinal 
walking conditions in great detail, it is 
important to recognize that pedestrian 
trips usually require crossing the road 
to access important destinations and 
transit stops. Design of roadways 
should include consideration of 
crossing needs, either at intersections 
or at midblock locations. 

Accommodation of mid-block 
pedestrian street crossings should be 
considered on blocks longer than 660’ 
and at locations with demonstrated 
high demand for crossing assistance. 
The Design Guidelines provide 
guidance on mid-block crossing 
design. 
 

Policy recommendation: Bicycle 
Parking and other end-of-trip 
facilities shall be considered on all 
new and redevelopment projects. 
 
Surveys of bicyclists or would-be-
cyclists show that parking and the 
availability of end-of trip facilities 
influence their willingness to ride. The 
Cobb County Development Code 
should be updated to reflect the desire 
to increase bicycle ridership by 
including requirements for bicycle 
parking and encouraging other end-of-
trip facilities such as showers and 
lockers.  The following paragraphs 
describe best practices from around 
the country that may help the County 
implement a practice that is effective 
and responsive to the specific 
development conditions of Cobb 
County. 
 
2.2.3 END-OF-TRIP FACILITY 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Policy recommendation: Provision 
of adequate and secure bicycle 
parking shall be considered in all 
County facilities and new land 
development projects in Cobb 
County.  
 
Bicycle Parking 
 
The current zoning code makes no 
provision for bicycle parking. In 
municipalities across the country 
bicycle parking requirements are being 
added or reviewed. In light of the need 
for bicycle parking, the zoning code/ 
development standards should be 
amended to require bicycle parking as 
a percentage of vehicle parking, 
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typically 3-5%. This may be made up 
by a combination of long and short 
term parking, each having slightly 
different needs. While the short term 
user may be running an errand and 
need a convenient, safe place to leave 
their bike for a few hours, commuters 
need longer-term, more secure bicycle 
storage.  Santa Cruz, CA has codified 
the differences in bicycle parking 
facilities and defines them as follows 
and then defines the percentage of 
type of facility at various development 
types:10 

                                            
 
 
10 Santa Cruz Bicycle Parking Ordinance, 
24.12.250 Bike Parking Requirements, 
Section 4. Classification of Facilities 

 
Class 1 bicycle facility 
means a locker, 
individually locked 
enclosure or supervised 
area within a building 
providing protection for 
each bicycle therein from 
theft, vandalism and 
weather. 
 
Class 2 bicycle facility 
means a stand or other 
device constructed so as 
to enable the user to 
secure by locking the 
frame and one wheel of 
each bicycle parked 
within. Racks must be 
easily usable with U- and 
cable locks and should 
support bikes in a stable, 
upright position. 

 
To set an example for the private 
sector in the county, bicycle parking 
should be required at all Cobb County 
Government buildings, school 
properties, County parks, shelter-type 
bus stops, and libraries. An audit and 
improvement plan should be 
developed for existing facilities, and 
such facilities should be mandated at 
all new facilities.  
 
Table 2.1 shows the off-street bicycle 
parking requirement from the Seattle, 
WA municipal code. It defines the 
number of spaces in relation to the 
land use of the building in question. 
The County may wish to consider this 
as a starting point for any 
requirements it chooses to develop. 
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Use Requirement 

Office 1 space per 5,000sf 
gross floor area of 
office use 

Hotel .5 spaces per hotel 
room 

Retail use over 
10,000sq ft 

1 space per 5,000 of 
gross floor area of 
retail use 

Residential 1 space for every 2 
dwelling units 

Table 2.1: Parking space requirements from 
Seattle, WA 
 
These spaces may be co-located 
(shared among developments), but 
must be within 100 feet of the location 
they are intended to serve, and must 
be in a safe, accessible and 
convenient location. For non-
residential uses, Seattle’s policy allows 
for a fee to be paid to a special fund if 
circumstances do not permit satisfying 
the location requirements. These 
requirements have been reviewed by 
Seattle for their most recent plan 
update; the requirements were raised 
to satisfy the increasing demand for 
facilities in Seattle.11 
 
As mentioned above, calculation of 
expected bicycle parking can be 
simplified to be a percentage of 
spaces or be a ratio of motor vehicle 
parking requirements. In Scottsdale, 
AZ, buildings with 40 or more spaces 
must provide one bicycle parking 

                                            
 
 
11 Seattle Bike Master plan, p.41; 
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/docs/bm
p/final/BikeMasterPlanCOMPLETE.pdf 

space for every 10 vehicle spaces. In 
areas where parking requirements 
may not be not easily satisfied, co-
locating parking within a reasonable 
distance should be considered. 
 
Bike racks are a key component in any 
bicycle parking plan. They are 
available in a number of different 
formations and are frequently specified 
as part of an urban design or 
streetscape enhancement program. 
The Canton Corridor Streetscape and 
Architectural Guidelines specify that 
bicycle racks should be provided 1 per 
land parcel. The length of a “rack” 
varies, so the number of spaces 
provided may also be variable. Racks 
for street parking are available in a 

variety of different forms, from the 
ribbon style specified in the Canton 
Corridor guidelines, to a simple 
inverted U, and conditions may dictate 
what type of rack is chosen. The 
Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Professionals has published a guide to 
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bicycle parking equipment and design, 
which is freely available on the 
internet.12  

 
Some local governments have 
developed programs to add bicycle 
parking in cooperation with local 
businesses and residents. The Seattle 
Department of Transportation runs a 
Bicycle Spot Improvement Program 
that installs racks in neighborhood 
business districts. The racks are 
installed according to certain criteria at 
the request of citizens and business 
owners. This program can also be 
managed as a partnership between 
the County and the property owners, 
with fees being contributed to a fund 
managed by DOT.  

In Activity Center areas and corridors 
that are being developed with a 
greater multi-modal emphasis, bicycle 
racks and storage should especially be 
encouraged, offering visitors a realistic 
alternative mode choice.  
 

                                            
 
 
12 
http://www.apbp.org/resource/resmgr/publicati
ons/bicycle_parking_guidelines.pdf 

Showers and Changing Facilities 
 
The availability of showers and 
changing facilities is critical to getting 
people to ride to work. To support 
commuting by bicycle, we recommend 
an audit be taken of all existing county 
buildings as a baseline and require all 
newly constructed county buildings 
contain two shower areas, one per 
gender. 
 
Shower facility and storage facilities 
requirements exist in development 
codes throughout the country and 
have been evolving for some time. 
Downtown Seattle currently requires 
one shower per gender in every 
structure for office user over 250,000 
square feet. The current proposal 
requires showers for every 100,000 
square feet of office use.13  Portland, 
OR worked to implement a program 
whereby shared facilities at the YMCA 
and various health clubs are available 
to 476 bicycle commuters.14  Palo Alto, 
CA handles their ordinance a little 
differently, specifying number of 
showers by use and square footage.15 

                                            
 
 
13 Seattle Bike Master plan, p41; 
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/docs/bm
p/final/BikeMasterPlanCOMPLETE.pdf 
14 Portland Bicycle Master plan, p12; 
http://www.portlandonline.com/Transportation/i
ndex.cfm?a=71843&c=34812 
15 Palo Alto, CA Zoning Code: Shower 
requirements 
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Use Gross Floor 
Area of New 
Construction 

Number of 
Showers 
Required 

Medical 
Professional 

0-9,999 sq ft No 
requirement

General 
Business 
Offices 

10,000-
49,999 sq. ft 

1 

Financial 
Services 

20,000-
49,999 sq. ft 

2 

 50,000 and 
up 

4 

Retail 0-24,999 sq ft No 
requirement

Eating and 
Drinking 

25,000-
49,000 sq ft 

1 

Table 2.2: Palo Alto, CA recommendations for 
shower facilities 
 
Incentives can be established for 
developers to include shower and 
changing facilities, in buildings and 
developments of less square footage 
as well. Expedited review time, density 
bonuses relative to the area added for 
the facilities or exemption from taxes 
for the facility square footage could be 
offered as part of the policy to 
encourage facility inclusion. 
 
2.2.4 CONNECTIVITY 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Policy recommendation: Pedestrian 
connectivity shall be required 
between and within developments 
wherever possible. 
 
On county property, for facility 
developments, schools, parks, and 
other uses with an expectation of 

public access, standard design scopes 
shall seek to maximize feasible non-
motorized access to any adjoining 
right of way or publicly owned property 
beyond the primary motor vehicle 
entrance. The goal is connect the 
parcels, thereby creating a pedestrian 
friendly environment. 
 
Private developments should be 
required to provide non-motorized 
connections between cul-de-sacs and 
to external streets, at intervals similar 
to those described in the ARC Bicycle 
Transportation and Pedestrian 
Walkways Plan. Frequently residents 
of subdivisions have to go significantly 
out of their way to walk to a nearby 
store or to see friends. Requiring the 
connections, wherever reasonable 
may help reduce roadway congestion, 
provide safer and more direct travel 
routes for bicyclists and pedestrians, 
and may provide safe routes to school 
for neighborhood children.   

Developers may be incentivized to 
include connections and/or trails by 
offering them open space credit for the 
area of the path or by offering them 
bonus density credit for the amenity. 
Any path or trail earning credit should 
comply with the design guidelines 
developed as part of this plan as well 
as the AASHTO Guide for the 
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Development of Bicycle Facilities, and 
must be publicly accessible. 
 
2.2.5 PROGRAM 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Policy recommendation: Cobb 
County shall support bicycling and 
walking in the community with a 
variety of programs including 
education campaigns, 
encouragement and enforcement. 
 
Safe and well maintained bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities represent only part 
of the effort to get people walking and 
bicycling. Communities all over the 
country are creating and supporting a 
variety of programs for adults and 
children. These programs can be 
categorized as education, 
encouragement, and enforcement. 
Descriptions of each type are included 
below. The County should look to 
maximize opportunities by 
coordinating across departments and 
agencies that may have some interest 
in or ability to administer such 
programs.  
 

Education Programs 
 
The County DOT and Parks, 
Recreation and Cultural Affairs 
Department can coordinate to plan 
and promote existing rides, events, 
programs and groups that promote 
bicycling. The County can be active in 
its support of events throughout the 
community. Taking part in national 
events like Bike-to-Work day is a great 
way to for the county to engage people 
who might want to try riding to work.  
 
Often information is needed to help 
riders feel comfortable, from routes to 
ways to connect with transit.  
 
Cities like Portland, OR and Seattle, 
WA16 have launched encouragement 
and information campaigns targeted at 
people that are willing to consider 
riding. Vancouver, BC offers an 
interactive map that lets users choose 
from routes that range from most 
efficient to least polluting.17 
 
Education and awareness should be 
promoted for users of all modes of 
transportation, so Share-the-Road and 
other awareness campaigns and 
dissemination of information regarding 
laws pertaining to riding and driver 
behavior are critical. All groups need 
to be educated and frequently 
reminded of the rules of the road. 
Those campaigns can take the form of 
PSAs or billboards, printed materials 
that can be handed out at community 

                                            
 
 
16 http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/waytogo/ 
17 http://www.cyclevancouver.ubc.ca/ 
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events or community education 
classes. Education and awareness 
can contribute to a reduction in 
crashes and to create safer more 
bicycle friendly environment. 
 
Educating young riders is critical and 
should be targeted with age-
appropriate lessons and teaching. 
While education is a component of 
Safe Routes to School programs, 
bicycle safety can be taught as part of 
most curriculums and can be 
encouraged as part of a community 
safety program. 
 
Finally, ongoing education and training 
for County employees in pedestrian 
and bicycle facility design should be 
encouraged to make sure County 
practices keep up with innovation and 
best practices. 
  
Encouragement Programs 
 
There are a number of innovative 
community-based programs being 
used around the country to encourage 
bicycling and walking. In Chicago, IL 
and Portland, OR, Sunday Parkways 
are essentially turning local streets into 
parks for a day or part of a day while 
providing a great way to get 
neighborhoods riding and walking.  
Selected roads are closed to vehicle 
traffic allowing the community can take 
advantage of a normally vehicle filled 
space and have fun doing it. Boulder, 
CO supports a Bike-to-Work Seek 
which includes snacks and beverages 
en route and a tee-shirt 
commemorating the effort. Many 
communities organize Bike to Work 

Days to raise awareness about the 
alternative options to get to work. 
 
International Walk to School Day is an 
increasingly popular program that 
encourages children to walk to school. 
This is often a significant event, 
coordinated by the schools and 
celebrated by entire communities. 
 
In addition to providing end-of-trip 
facilities, employers can support 
employees riding to work by offering 
incentives such as raffles or contests 
for most miles ridden. This sort of 
program can be held in conjunction 
with Bike-to-Work or on its own.  

 

Enforcement Programs  
 
Any enforcement program will need to 
target drivers, cyclists and pedestrians 
to enforce the appropriate laws. 
Typically, enforcement works in 
conjunction with an education 
campaign that raises the awareness of 
all users because most motorists and 
bicyclists are themselves unaware of 
the laws they often violate. 
 
Enforcement programs should also 
include training for law enforcement 
officers, who have an opportunity to 
educate the community while 
enforcing the laws. Specific training 
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programs should be designed to 
highlight the laws pertaining to 
bicyclists and pedestrians. Public 
education programs should be 
targeted at users to raise the level of 
awareness regarding bicyclist and 
pedestrian rights and responsibilities. 
Law enforcement should also be 
included in community events that 
focus on bicycling and safety. 

 
The effort to enforce the traffic laws as 
they relate to bicycle safety should be 
addressed in an overall, countywide, 
coordinated bicycle enforcement 
campaign.  Sporadic enforcement will 
not result in significant improvements 
to cyclist behavior and will likely result 
in resentment of law enforcement 
personnel. Those behaviors to be 
targeted should be determined at the 
outset of the law enforcement 
campaign. The following behaviors are 
recommended to be targeted: 
 

 riding at night without lights;  
 violating traffic signals; and 

 riding against traffic on the 
roadway. 

 
These three behaviors were chosen 
for two reasons. First, they represent 
particularly hazardous behaviors which 
result in many crashes. Secondly, and 
very importantly, the enforcement of 
these behaviors is easy to justify to the 
public. When coupled with (and in fact 
preceded by) a large scale education 
campaign, the public will understand 
the importance of the campaign and 
consequently will accept the 
enforcement activity.  
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2.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR AMENDMENTS OR 

UPDATES TO EXISTING 

STUDIES 

Numerous existing studies were 
reviewed by the consultant team in the 
course of this project. These are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 3; the 
following amendments or additions to 
existing plans and studies are 
recommended for continuity of the 
Cobb County transportation planning 
process: 
 
Cobb County Access to Jobs Plan 
(2001) 
 
A future study could look at access to 
transit and jobs from bikeable 
distances; The plan should be updated 
with respect to the findings of the 
bicycling conditions evaluation in the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement 
Plan 
 
Cobb County Senior Adult 
Transportation Study (2007) 
 
An update of the study should include 
both bicycling and walking as modes 
of transportation and could address 
the feasibility of the modes for those 
seniors willing to walk or ride. 

Cobb County Transit Development 
Plan (2003)  
 
In the context of the Livable Centers 
Initiative Studies and the role densely 
populated, walkable districts play in 
the complexity of transit operations, 
pedestrian and bicycling access 
should be integrated into the plan  
 
Austell Road Corridor LCI Study 
(2007)  
 
The filling of sidewalk gaps and careful 
intersection upgrades should be 
beneficial to pedestrian mobility. 
Improved access to the trail will 
improve recreational opportunities and 
bicycle commutes to destinations 
outside the study area. There is little 
mention of on-street bicycling 
conditions in the study area. Any 
possible improvements to the corridor 
identified in the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan should be 
incorporated to plans for the corridor. 
 
Six Flags Drive Corridor Study 
(2007)  
 
Any improvements in on-street 
bicycling conditions identified on the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement 
Plan should be incorporated into any 
plans for the corridor. One of the 
longer term objectives of the plan was 
the development of a shared-use path 
along the north side of roadway. As 
the road is improved, this goal should 
be addressed.  
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Macland Road Corridor Study 
(2007) 
 
Additional sidewalks and well-
designed paths would undoubtedly 
improve pedestrian and bicycle 
mobility in this area where such 
facilities are very limited. No mention 
is made of on-street bicycle 
accommodation in the study. Any 
opportunities for improving on street 
accommodations should be included in 
any improvement plans. Routine 
accommodation policies, which are 
described in this plan, would help 
Cobb County coordinate with GDOT to 
provide appropriate bicycle 
accommodation in GDOT widening 
projects.   
 
Canton Road Corridor Study (2005)  
 
Recommendations also include a 12-
foot wide shared use path through the 
corridor, intersection improvements 
such as crosswalk markings, turn lane 
channelization islands, signal 
improvements and ramp 
improvements. Many of the 
recommended projects should improve 
pedestrian and bicycle mobility. 
Access management not only benefits 
motorists, but reduces the number of 
conflict points where turning motorists 
cross the paths of bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Enhanced crossing 
treatments at intersections and 
channelization islands can be 
especially helpful for pedestrians 
attempting to cross such a fast and 
busy corridor. 
 

Delk Road Transit Oriented 
Development Study (2004) 
 
Un-met pedestrian demand in the area 
is made obvious by the presence of 
desire lines along some roadways. 
The study notes that neither on-street 
bicycle facilities nor shared use paths 
were found in the area at the time of 
the study. The study notes that with 
the existing density of development in 
the area, there is a strong potential for 
pedestrian activity, which would likely 
increase with the introduction of the 
BRT facility. Any plans for this area 
should incorporate bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 
 
ARC Connect Six (State Route 6) 
Corridor Study (2008) 
 
The proposed parkway sidepath for 
Hiram-Lithia Springs Road should, if 
properly designed, also benefit non-
motorized mobility and draw on the 
qualities of two regional attractors for 
outdoor recreation. It should be noted, 
however that many bicyclists prefer 
riding in the roadway over using 
sidepaths, so shoulders or bike lanes 
may be useful on such roadways as 
well. 
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Chapter 3: Existing 

Conditions 

3.1 EXISTING STUDIES, 

PLANS, AND CODES 

The Scope of Work section of the 
Professional Services Contract for this 
project calls for the consultant team to 
review numerous existing regional, 
County, and local plans, studies and 
ordinances to provide context for work 
associated with the development of the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement 
Plan. The following section includes 
summaries of those scope-identified 
studies, details their relevance to bicycle 
and pedestrian issues, and identifies 
ways in which portions of the current 
study will clarify issues raised or 
complement recommendations made by 
the existing studies. Where applicable, 
recommendations for potential 
amendments to these documents will be 
in Chapter 5, Implementation 
Opportunities and Recommendations. 
The documents reviewed include 
regional-scale planning and policy 
documents, County-wide planning and 
policy documents, specific corridor 
studies, and specific sections of the 
Official Code of Georgia and the Cobb 
County Code of Ordinances.  

3.1.1 REGIONAL PLANS 

ARC Bicycle Transportation and 
Pedestrian Walkways Plan (2007)  

 

This regional plan focused on the 
improvement of bicycling and walking 
conditions along corridors of the Atlanta 
Regional Commission’s (ARC) 
“Regionally Strategic Transportation 
System” (RSTS) and within ARC-
defined activity centers. These priority 
corridors and centers were chosen as 
priorities due to their ability to affect 
change on regional issues including air 
quality, congestion, and safety, and due 
to their relevance to other ARC 
initiatives on healthy living and creating 
livable communities. 

Figure 3.1: Cover of the ARC Bicycle 
Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways Plan 
(2007) 
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The plan’s goals and objectives focus 
on providing safe and convenient 
bicycling and walking access along the 
roadways of the RSTS, to the region’s 
schools and other high demand 
destinations. The plan’s existing 
conditions report described bicycling 
conditions (using the Bicycle Level of 
Service Model) on a study network of 
selected RSTS roadways including the 
following Cobb County Roadways: 

 Cobb Parkway 
 Veterans Memorial Highway 
 Bells Ferry Road 
 Austell Road 
 Roswell Road 
 Lake Acworth Drive 
 Powder Springs Road 
 Atlanta Road 
 C.H. James Parkway 
 North Main Street (Acworth) 
 Alabama Road/ Woodstock Road 

(SR 92) 
 South Cobb Drive 
 Powers Ferry Road 
 Chastain Road/ McCollum 

Parkway 
 Mableton Parkway 
 Canton Road 

 

The plan set an expectation for RSTS 
roadways to accommodate bicycling at 
Bicycle Level of Service “C” or better on 
RSTS routes, and Bicycle Level of 
Service “B” or better within the 
boundaries of activity centers (defined 
as those areas identified on the ARC 
Unified Growth Policy Map as either 
“regional places” or Livable Centers 
Initiatives (LCI) study sites) ; in Cobb 
County, only Cobb Parkway between 
Cumberland parkway and Roswell Road 

scored a Bicycle Level of Service “C,” 
but is within an activity area, and so is 
still determined to be in need of 
improvement. 

The plan included a regional scale 
Latent Demand evaluation, which 
examined many of the same corridors 
as the Bicycle Level of Service 
evaluation. In Cobb County, portions of 
Atlanta Road and Cobb Parkway scored 
in the highest two classifications for 
bicycling potential, while portions of 
Atlanta Road, Powder Springs Road 
and Lake Acwoth Drive scored in the 
highest two classifications for walking 
potential. The plan also included 
evaluation of sample pedestrian 
conditions in high demand areas. 
Atlanta Road, Powder Springs Road, 
and nearby South Cobb Drive were 
selected for this evaluation; most 
segments performed at Pedestrian 
Level of Service “C,” while a segment of 
Powder Springs Road with no sidewalk 
on one side and segment of Atlanta 
Road with sidewalk only four feet wide 
each scored as Pedestrian Level of 
Service “D.” The plan used the results 
from the Bicycle Level of Service, 
Pedestrian Level of Service, and Latent 
Demand evaluations as the basis of a 
methodology by which ARC will give 
priority to projects for funding assistance 
based on their contribution to meeting 
regional goals and objectives.  

The plan also includes the following 
regional policy recommendations: 

 Strategically target bicycle and 
pedestrian investments; 

 Implement the practices of 
routine accommodation and 
“Complete Streets”; 
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 Identify re-stripe candidates (for 
development of bike lanes and 
shoulders); 

 Improve crossings at un-
signalized intersections and mid-
block locations; 

 Increase availability of end-of trip 
facilities (e.g. bike parking, 
lockers and showers); 

 Improve neighborhood 
connectivity for bicycles and 
pedestrians; and 

 Promote bicycle and pedestrian 
planning and implement 
programs. 

  

ARC Regional Transportation Plan 
(2007)  

This Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) seeks to provide a strategy for 
preserving mobility as the Atlanta 
Region takes on an expected 2.3 million 
more residents over the next 25 years. 
Bicycle and pedestrian concerns figure 
into the plan in numerous ways, most 
notably as critical links to transit, as 
primary modes of circulation within the 
proposed “Livable Centers” and along 
the Beltline Corridor and as amenities 
popular with the public. Land use 
planning and bicycle and pedestrian 
system development are identified as 
strategies toward demand management, 
one of the priority investment areas that 
will help the region manage its 
continued growth. The plan also 
identifies the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
System as one of five major systems of 
the overall transportation network. The 
plan’s funding focus for this system is 
toward facilities that serve regional 
needs by serving priority corridors and 

centers. The Bicycle Transportation and 
Pedestrian Walkways Plan (see above) 
is identified as the principal document 
for describing bicycle and pedestrian 
oriented policies and identifying 
projects; the policy recommendations of 
the Bicycle Transportation and 
Pedestrian Walkways Plan were 
incorporated directly into the RTP 

ARC Regional Development Plan 
(2004)  

The Regional Development Plan (RDP) 
serves as the comprehensive land use 
plan for the Atlanta Region. Among its 
goals is to create incentives for the use 
of transportation alternatives. Section 7 
of the RDP’s Technical report, the 
Transportation Element, highlights 
funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities from the 2003-2005 
Transportation Improvement Program 
and maps then-existing facilities. The 
RDP reports that in 2004 Cobb County 
had 22.3 miles of “Bike Lanes” and 1.2 
miles of “Separated Greenway/Bike 
Path.”    

A more current and complete inventory 
of Cobb County’s bicycle facilities is 
provided later in this chapter, in Section 
3.2, “Existing Infrastructure.” 

ARC Regional Access to Jobs Plan  
 
This study was done in conjunction with 
the Cobb County Access to Jobs Plan 
(see below).  The plan examined the 
spatial relationships between recipients 
of Temporary Aid to Needy Families (as 
proxies for low-income families), transit 
stops, day-care facilities, and 
employment centers with need for low-
skilled workers. The study used a grid of 
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1000’ x 1000’ cells across the region to 
analyze the proximity of residences, 
day-care centers, and jobs to transit 
stops; the intersection of a cell of this 
scale with a transit route indicates a 
walkable proximity for the purposes of 
this study. 

The study makes recommendations for 
reaching unserved populations, but 
these are focused primarily on changing 
or supplementing Cobb Community 
Transit Service.  

The study methodology does not 
account for the quality of the pedestrian 
environment and assumes walkability to 
be consistent along the roadway 
network. The results of the existing 
conditions portion of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan will 
provide information about walking 
conditions along Cobb County’s Major 
Thoroughfares, which could 
complement a future update of the 
Access to Jobs Plan. This study also 
focuses on walking-transit combination 
trips as the principal alternative to trips 
in personal automobiles. A future study 
could also look at access to transit and 
jobs from bikeable distances; bicycling 
conditions will are evaluated as part of 
this Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan and could 
complement a future update of the 
Access to Jobs Plan. 

3.1.2 COUNTYWIDE PLANS 

Cobb County Bicycle / Transportation 
Plan (1993) 

This purpose of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan is to 
update this original 1993 plan. The plan 
was prepared in response to a request 
from the Atlanta Regional Commission 
(ARC) for member agencies to submit 
plans for inclusion in a regional plan, 
itself prepared to meet the requirements 
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991.  

Due to the accelerated timeline 
requested by ARC, the Cobb County 
plan was submitted as a “skeletal plan,” 
intended to be refined and amended 
later. The plan’s goals were to establish 
biking and walking as essential 

Figure 3. 2:Cover of the Cobb County 
Bicycle/Transportation Plan 
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components of Cobb County’s 
transportation system, plan a 
comprehensive system of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, develop an 
implementation process for bicycle and 
pedestrian oriented projects, and 
promote and enforce bicycle and 
pedestrian safety.  
The “skeletal plan” identified primary 
corridors for the development of 
facilities, and key destinations that 
would be served by improved access. 
The plan outlined funding sources and 
proposed design criteria for both shared 
use paths and on-street bicycle facilities.  
The new Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan updates the 1993 
plan in several ways. It examines 
bicycling and walking conditions on all of 
the County’s Major Thoroughfares, 
recommends and prioritizes 
improvement projects, and updates the 
County’s design criteria for facilities. 
 

Cobb County 2030 Comprehensive 
Plan (2007, revised 2008) 

“Mapping Our Future” is the title of Cobb 
County’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan, a 
document that “points Cobb County 
towards its preferred future” in a variety 
of areas such as growth management, 
neighborhood and economic 
development, and transportation. 

The plan’s Community Vision section 
names several ways in which attention 
to bicycle and pedestrian issues will 
contribute to Cobb County’s future 
aspirations. The County desires to be a 
place with quality recreational 
opportunities, a multimodal 
transportation system that is supportive 
of a variety of land uses, including 

“significant greenspace, and live-work-
play communities.”  The plan describes 
different Character Areas within the 
county, and describes the desirable 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities for many 
of them, depending upon their 
development patterns and intensity. 
Desired improvements include 
increased connectivity in Suburban 
Residential and Redevelopment 
Residential areas, improved crossing 
treatments along Corridors, and 

streetscape amenities and bicycle 
parking in Redevelopment Commercial 
Areas. The plan’s Transportation section 
identifies investment in bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities as important to the 
provision of transportation alternatives 
and overall operational alternatives. 
Policies recommended by the 
Comprehensive Plan which directly 
encourage investment in bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities include Policy 6.6, 
which encourages the development of 

Figure 3.3: Cover of the Cobb County 
2030 Comprehensive Plan 
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multi-use greenways, and Policy 7.6, 
which calls for the promotion of 
transportation alternatives. The 
Implementation section calls for the 
review and update of the County Trail 
Plan and the continual upgrade of 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 
The Comprehensive Plan clearly and 
explicitly endorses the continued 
improvement of bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure in the county in ways 
described above. Improved bicycling 
and walking conditions may contribute 
to other areas of concern outlined the 
Comprehensive Plan as well, including 
economic development and quality of 
life.   

Cobb County 2030 Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (2008) 

The 2030 Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (CTP) serves as the 
“blueprint” for Cobb County’s 
transportation investments until 2030.   
The plan outlines strategies for bicycling 
and walking, as well automobiles, 
transit, freight movement via truck and 
rail, and the County’s airport at 
McCollum Field. 

Designated bike lanes, sidewalks and 
“bike paths” were identified as desired 
areas for improvement by respondents 
to a telephone survey conducted in the 
course of the plan.  

 

Figure 3.4: Cover of the Cobb County 2030 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
 

Plan goals and objectives directly 
relevant to bicycling and walking include 
reducing the number of pedestrian and 
bicycle accidents, as well as increasing 
the supply of and upgrading pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities. The plan includes 
implementation strategies such as 
increasing safety by lighting the 
County’s trail system, coordinating land 
use decisions with parking, bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit access, and 
establishing a fund for bicycle and 
pedestrian facility projects.  

The plan analyzed the performance of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities by 
reviewing safety, connectivity and 
“predicted level of service for bicycle 
facilities.”1 The plan described the 
distribution of pedestrian crashes in the 
County and found a higher frequency on 
certain major roadways with limited 
crossing opportunities. The plan also 
identified priority areas for sidewalk 
coverage, based on proximity to activity 
centers, schools, transit stops and 
hospitals.  
                                                            
1 Cobb County Department of Transportation, “Cobb 
County 2030 Comprehensive Transportation Plan: 
Final Report,” 2008, pp. 5‐23 
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The plan’s analysis of bicycling 
conditions is based on a four point 
scale, with four being the best 
conditions for bicycling. All of Cobb 
County’s roadways—including local 
streets—were given points based five 
characteristics—roadway volume, 
roadway speed, roadway functional 
class, combined width of outside lane 
and shoulder, and percentage of truck 
traffic. The total score was then divided 
by five to assign each segment a final 
score. The suitability analysis 
determined that 21 percent of the 
County’s roadways have the best 
conditions for bicycling, 72.2 percent 
have medium conditions, 4.6 percent 
have difficult conditions, and 2.0 percent 
very difficult conditions.   

The Bicycle Level of Service model, the 
method of analysis used in this Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Improvement Plan, uses 
some of the same data points—volume, 
speed, and mix of traffic, total width of 
outside lane and shoulder—as the 
method used in the CTP, but also uses 
two additional data points: the width of a 
differentiated shoulder (if present) and 
pavement conditions. The model 
processes these data to assign a score 
based on the responses of actual 
cyclists judging actual roadways for how 
well those roadways accommodate their 
needs. The model has been used on 
tens of thousands of miles of roadway 
across the United States, and has been 
accepted as the basis of a methodology 
to measure bicycling conditions for the 
upcoming revision of the highway 
capacity model. Its use will provide 
Cobb County with an assessment of 
cycling conditions that is more easily 
compared to peer communities and will 

allow “pre-testing” to measure the 
benefit to cycling conditions occasioned 
by any proposed facility investments.   

The CTP’s main report is supplemented 
by technical reports which provided 
more detailed analysis and 
recommendations relative to each 
mode; Technical Report C3 deals with 
Bicycles and Pedestrians.  The report 
describes the existing (at the time of the 
CTP) policy environment relative to 
bicycles and pedestrians, identifies 
needs relative to each mode, and 
recommends new policies to assist in 
developing the transportation network to 
meet those needs. The existing policy 
environment cited the ARC Bicycle 
Transportation and Pedestrian 
Walkways Plan and the Livable Centers 
Initiatives (LCI) program, including 
studies conducted by Cobb County, 
local municipalities and the Towne 
Centre and Cumberland Community 
Improvement districts. Public input to 
the CTP identified increased mileage of 
bike lanes, sidewalks, and shared use 
paths, as well as end-of-trip facilities 
(such as bicycle parking) as needs for 
Cobb County. Trail and bike lane 
projects were identified from existing 
plans and studies, and then prioritized 
according to several factors. Trail 
prioritization included proximity to 
existing and proposed facilities, 
connection to LCI study areas, and, 
adjacency to proposed roadway 
widening projects. Bike lane 
prioritization included proximity to 
existing and proposed facilities, 
proximity to attractors, and results from 
the Latent Demand analysis from the 
ARC Bicycle Transportation and 
Pedestrian Walkways Plan. Pedestrian 
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needs were identified by analysis of 
crash locations and sidewalk coverage 
maps. Public input described needs for 
pedestrian accommodation in new 
roadway and residential development 
projects as well as improved crossing 
conditions on multi-lane roadways. The 
technical report describes several 
challenging walking conditions on Cobb 
County’s roadways including lack of 
sidewalks on many major arterials, 
intersection and mid-block crossing 
locations that are uncomfortable for 
pedestrians, and discontinuity in the 
sidewalk system. Sidewalk projects 
were identified from existing plans and 
studies and supplemented by 
opportunities associated with roadway 
reconstruction projects, along existing 
arterial roadways, and near certain 
attractors and activity centers. These 
projects were prioritized according to 
perceived safety needs, their having 
been identified in previous studies, or 
their proximity to certain activity centers 
and attractors. Crossing and 
signalization projects were identified 
from existing studies and from 
pedestrian crash data. Bicycle and 
pedestrian policies were borrowed 
directly from the ARC Bicycle 
Transportation and Pedestrian 
Walkways Plan (see above), and 
supplemented by a recommendation to 
require bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
in all future projects funded via the 
County’s Special Local Option Sales 
Tax (SPLOST). 

 

 

 

Cobb County Senior Adult 
Transportation Study (2007) 

This study focuses primarily on the 
needs of seniors who are transitioning 
away from driving and toward use of 
“provided” rides, whether from fixed 
route transit or subsidized door-to-door 
service. It makes no mention of bicycling 
or walking as primary modes. It does, 
however, acknowledge that lack of 
pedestrian access to transit can make 
transit an infeasible choice for those 
seniors who are willing or able to walk 
short distances. The lack of sidewalks 
was a point made by several 
participants at the plan workshops and 
in submitted comments. The plan’s gap 
analysis indicates that the distance to 
Cobb Community Transit stops is an 
impediment to residents with limited 
mobility. Upgrading bus stops to ADA 
standards and improving the “path of 
travel” to transit stops are listed as 
strategies in the plan of action. 
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Cobb County Transit Development 
Plan (2003)  

This plan focuses almost exclusively on 
transit routing, operations, and fleet 
maintenance. It makes no mention of 
pedestrian or bicycle access needs or 
issues. It does mention that Livable 
Centers Initiatives (LCI) Studies should 
benefit transit operations, by creating 
densely populated, walkable districts 
that will complement transit service.  

This Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan includes an 
assessment of pedestrian 
accommodations on Cobb County’s 
Major Thoroughfares, and proximity to 
transit is a factor in the Latent Demand 
Method, which is proposed to be used in 
determining project priority. Both of 
these elements will help Cobb County 
form a better assessment of transit 
related pedestrian needs. 

Cobb County Transit Planning Study 
(2006)  

The Transit Planning Study included a 
Bus Stop Inventory and Improvement 
Plan, which examined issues of user 
experience, accessibility and provision 
of amenities at Cobb Community Transit 
stops. As part of this inventory, sidewalk 
conditions around bus stops were 
evaluated and rated as “good,” “fair,” or 
“none.” Other characteristics of the bus 
stop environment were also recorded 
including:  

 width of sidewalk;  
 if sidewalk connects to an 

intersection, a crosswalk, and/or 
adjacent land use; 

 presence of a concrete pad at 
stop location; 

 presence and description of any 
nearby obstructions to access; 

 presence of a crosswalk; 
 presence of a curb ramp; and 
 presence of a bike rack. 

 

The plan recommended that Cobb 
Community Transit coordinate with local 
jurisdictions to repair or install sidewalks 
where necessary, with priority assigned 
according to the number of boardings at 
subject stops. The plan also 
recommends crosswalk marking 
improvements for three intersections 
near bus stops.  The existing conditions 
phase of the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan supplements the 
Transit Planning Study’s findings about 
the immediate vicinity of transit stops 
with broader findings about the level of 
accommodation for both pedestrians 
and bicyclists along the Major Figure 3.5: Cover of the Cobb County Transit 

Planning Study 
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Thoroughfares leading to those transit 
stops. 

Cobb County Access to Jobs Plan 
(2001)  

This study focuses primarily on the 
ability of Cobb County residents 
receiving Temporary Aid to Needy 
Families (TANF) to travel from their 
homes to employment centers in the 
County via public transit. The plan’s 
methodology determined that families 
who live outside of a walkable 
distance—which this study set as within 
the boundaries of a 1000’ x 1000’ 
square—of a Cobb Community Transit 
stop that can get them to an 
employment center in a timely manner 
to be unserved by the transit system. 
The study found that 58% of the 
County’s TANF recipients had job 
access as defined by the study. This 
percentage indicates that a “suitable” 
number of families are being served, but 
that basic access is still a major barrier. 

The recommendations are focused on 
things that Cobb Community Transit, 
employers, and social service agencies 
can do to better coordinate meeting the 
transportation needs of TANF recipients 
and other candidates for low-skill jobs. 
The study’s methodology does not 
account for walking conditions as it 
assumed the 1000 foot squares to be 
uniformly walkable terrain; there are 
likely squares that have few or poor 
sidewalks, for example. The existing 
conditions portion of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan will 
provide the County with information 
about walking conditions along the 
County’s major thoroughfares, which 

may be useful if the Access to Jobs Plan 
is updated. 

The Access to Jobs Plan is also focused 
on transit service as the principal 
alternative to private automobiles. The 
study focuses on trips that consist of 
walking from home to transit and then 
from transit to work, a similar study 
could be done considering bikeable 
distances to transit and employment 
centers. The Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan provides information 
about bicycling accommodation on the 
County’s Major Thoroughfares, which 
could be used in a revision to the 
Access to Jobs Plan. 

Cobb County Major Thoroughfares 
Plan (2006) 

This plan is the document by which 
Cobb County classifies roadways as 
Arterials, Major Collectors, or Minor 
Collectors. The document defines the 
functions of the various classifications 
with regard to their service of carrying 
longer-distance through traffic versus 
more local traffic and serving land 
access. 

The roadways identified in this plan are 
the roadways evaluated for bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodation later in this 
chapter. 
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3.1.3 CORRIDOR/LOCAL 
STUDIES 

Austell Road Corridor LCI Study 
(2007)  

The Austell Road Corridor Study 
examines an area centered upon a four 
mile stretch of Austell Road, from just 
south of Clay Road to just north of 
Milford Church Road. The roadway is a 
four-lane divided highway that carries 
close to 40,000 vehicles per day over 
most of its length. Austell Road’s 
intersection with the East-West 
Connector, which is about in the middle 
of the study area, has one of the highest 
accident rates in the State of Georgia, 
according to the study.2 The study area 
is home to a major community institution 
and employer, WellStar Hospital, and 
intersects the Silver Comet Trail. The 
commercial properties along the corridor 
are in a general state of decline, but the 
study notes that residential 
neighborhoods nearby are stable and 
well maintained. Sidewalks are present 
on both sides of Austell Road north of 
theEast-West Connector, although at 
the far north end of the corridor there 
are stretches that are narrow or in 
disrepair. South of the East –West 
Connector, sidewalks are only present 
on one or the other side of the road, 
depending on the exact location. (Cobb 
County has initiated design on new 
sidewalks to be constructed along an 
eastern segment of Austell Road from 
Seayes Road to Anderson Mill Road, 
south of the East-West Connector.) 
Sidewalk coverage is inconsistent on 

                                                            
2 Cobb County, “Austell Road LCI Study,” 2007, p.2 

intersecting roadways. The study makes 
no mention of on-street bicycle facilities; 
the Silver Comet Trail is the only 
existing shared use path in the area, 
and it runs perpendicular to the corridor. 
Austell Road crosses the trail on a 
bridge so there is no direct access from 
the corridor to the trail; the nearest 
access point is about one-half mile west 
on Anderson Mill Road.  

The study recommends a number of 
roadway widening and intersection 
improvements, including new turn lanes. 
The study also proposes access 
management and traffic calming 
strategies, which should lessen conflicts 
between motorists and pedestrians. The 
study proposes filling sidewalk gaps as 
well as pedestrian crossing and 
signalization upgrades at several 
intersections to improve pedestrian 
accommodation. The study’s 
recommendations for bicycle 
improvements focus on providing more 
access points to the Silver Comet Trail 
from the corridor. A proposed 
streetscape redesign for Austell Road 
includes sidewalks widened to 12 feet—
including planting areas—and 
maintaining four 12-foot travel lanes on 
the roadway with no on-street bicycle 
facility. 

The filling of sidewalk gaps and careful 
intersection upgrades should be 
beneficial to pedestrian mobility. 
Improved access to the trail will improve 
recreational opportunities and bicycle 
commutes to destinations outside the 
study area. There is little mention of on-
street bicycling conditions in the study 
area.  



                      

3-12 
T:\08\8183-08 Cobb County Bike_Ped Improvement Plan\task 4\FINALfeb10\Ch 3 Doc.doc  

Austell Road is a Major Thoroughfare 
and was subject to analysis and 
recommendations described in later 
portions of this Plan.  

Six Flags Drive Corridor Study (2007)  

This 2007 study was performed by the 
Planning Department of the Cobb 
County  Community Development 
Agency. The study area was a 1.1 mile 
section of Six Flags Drive, between 
Factory Shoals Road and Interstate 20. 
There are no signalized intersections 
other than at the terminal points of the 
study area. This 40 mph roadway is 
configured with four travel lanes and a 
two-way left turn lane. There are 
sidewalks on the north side of the road 
only. The corridor is served by Cobb 
Community Transit’s Route 30 Bus; 
there are eight transit stops on the 
corridor, three of which are not situated 
on sidewalks. The study cites both 
demographic and land use reasons why 
demand for transit access and bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodation may be 
high in the study area.  

The study recommends a number of 
projects to improve bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodation. Short term 
objectives include the following: 

 installation of five foot sidewalks 
along the south side of the road; 
and 

 development of six crosswalks 
with refuge islands and 
intersection safety improvements.  

 

Longer term objectives include: 

 development of a shared use 
path along the north side of the 
roadway; 

 development of a second, 
connecting path from the path 
described above northeast 
towards where Mableton 
Parkway crosses the 
Chattahoochee River; 

 construction of a landscaped 
median to replace the two-way 
left turn lane;  

 “decorative” street light upgrades; 
and  

 intersection “improvements” 
including an “optional right turn 
lane at the Factory Shoals Road 
at Six Flags Drive intersection, 
going eastbound.”  

 

The study also recommends land-use 
changes, including increasing housing 
density, promoting mixed-use 
development and the development of a 
library in the area. 

The study recommendations can all be 
conducive to the improvement of 
conditions for bicycling and walking. The 
desire lines—trails worn by pedestrians 
walking where no sidewalk currently 
exists—found on the south side of the 
road are evidence of the demand for 
new sidewalks there. The shared use 
path proposed by the corridor study is of 
the type commonly known as a 
“sidepath,” which is to say it is located 
parallel to a roadway. The AASHTO 
Guide for the Development of Bicycle 
Facilities cautions against the 
construction of such facilities, due to 
numerous operational problems 
associated with them. There are design 
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practices that can mitigate some of 
these operational concerns, however, 
and a well-designed sidepath on the 
north side can greatly increase bicycle 
and pedestrian mobility in corridors like 
Six Flags Drive. (The design guidelines 
in Chapter 6 of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan address 
these issues and other guidance from 
the AASHTO Guide, as well as research 
and best practices developed since its 
last revision.) Appropriate crossing 
treatments would also be beneficial, 
especially to bicycle mobility, if the 
sidepath is on the north side only. The 
plan did not make any mention of on-
street bicycling conditions; Six Flags 
Drive is a Major Thoroughfare and was 
subject to analysis and 
recommendations described in later 
portions of this Plan.  

Plans to alter intersections should 
carefully consider the needs of crossing 
pedestrians, as additional lanes and 
large radii can greatly increase crossing 
distances, thereby increasing 
pedestrians’ exposure to conflict with 
motor vehicles.  The land uses changes 
recommended for the study area, if 
implemented, could greatly increase the 
amount of pedestrian and bicycle 
activity in the area; facility improvements 
will have to be carefully designed to 
ensure that that increased activity is 
safely accommodated. 

Macland Road Corridor Study (2007)  

This 2007 Study was performed by the 
Planning Department of the Cobb 
County Community Development 
Agency. The study area was the entire 
seven mile length of Macland Road from 
the Paulding County line to Powder 

Springs Road. Macland Road is 
classified as an arterial roadway by 
Cobb County; from the Paulding County 
line to State Route 76 (approximately 
three miles) it is a two-lane undivided 
roadway with very limited shoulders, 
while from SR 76 to Powder Springs 
Road (four miles) it is a four-lane divided 
highway.  

Sidewalks are limited to two short 
stretches near intersections with SR 76 
and Old Lost Mountain Road. Traffic 
volumes range from 16,000 to 24,500 
vehicles per day, depending on the 
count location. The study notes that the 
County’s crash reports do not 
distinguish bike or pedestrian crashes, 
but that on Macland Road there were 33 
crashes classified as “other” between 
2004 and 2007. Due to a pending 
Georgia Department of Transportation 
project to widen the two-lane portion 
Macland Road to four lanes, the 
Corridor Plan does not make a specific 
recommendation regarding Macland 
Road, but instead focused on changes 
at intersections and adjacent roadways.  

Figure 3.6: Cover of the Macland Road 
Corridor Study 
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The study recommends “creating 
opportunities for walking and/or 
bicycling to destinations within the 
corridor.”3 These recommendations 
include sidewalks and shared use paths 
along Macland Road, which are to 
connect with sidewalks within adjacent 
developments. The study also 
recommends standard inclusion of 
sidewalks in future residential 
developments in the study area, and the 
prohibition of “unfinished” backs of 
structures from facing Macland Road, 
which, the study maintains, “does not 
welcome pedestrian access.”4  The 
study cites strong public feedback for 
improved walkability in the study area, 
and recommends three new shared use 
paths for the study area.  

Due to the pending widening of Macland 
Road, the study recommendations are 
very general in nature. Additional 
sidewalks and well-designed paths 
would undoubtedly improve pedestrian 
and bicycle mobility in this area where 
such facilities are very limited. Again, no 
mention is made of on-street bicycle 
accommodation; Austell Road is a Major 
Thoroughfare and was subject to 
analysis and recommendations 
described in later portions of this Plan. 
Routine accommodation practices, 
which are recommended in this plan and 
consistent with the County’s Complete 
Streets policy, would help Cobb County 
coordinate with GDOT to provide 
appropriate bicycle accommodation in 
GDOT widening projects.   

                                                            
3 Cobb County Community Development Agency, 
“Macland Road Corridor Study,” 2007, p. 42. 
4 Ibid. 

Canton Road Corridor Study (2005)  

This study examines the portion of 
Canton Road from the Sandy Plains 
Connector to the Cherokee County line 
(approximately five miles). The roadway 
is a Major Thoroughfare connecting 
Interstate 75 to southern Cherokee 
County; it is four lanes wide with a two-
way left turn lane. The study deals with 
many land use and aesthetic issues, but 
transportation issues are integral as 
well. Participants in public involvement 
sessions complained of high vehicle 
speeds and misuse of the two-way left 
turn lane as a passing or through lane 
during peak times. Access management 
was also a major concern due to 
numerous driveway cuts for commercial 
properties along the entire corridor. 
Business opposition at the outset of the 
project took any median proposals off 
the table, so alternative access 
management strategies had to be 
developed. The perception of 
“pedestrian friendliness,” or lack thereof, 
was considered a problem for the 
corridor. Challenges to pedestrian 
friendliness included discontinuous 
sidewalks, inadequate crosswalk 
treatments—including some with no 
marking whatsoever—at intersections, 
un-authorized midblock crossings (using 
the two-way left turn lane as a refuge), 
as well as the general high-speed, high 
volume character of the roadway. 

Traffic calming and access management 
are the primary foci of this study. 
Because of public opposition to 
constructing a median, planners instead 
proposed a strategy of driveway 
consolidation, inter-parcel circulation, 
and the construction of parallel access 
roads, possibly to be implemented in 
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redevelopment projects. Traffic calming 
was addressed by a proposal to apply 
textured and/or colored paving to 
sections of the two-way left turn lane, 
with the hope that the rumble-strip like 
effect of the textured surface would 
discourage continuous travel in the 
lane.5 Traffic calming was also identified 
as a benefit of a proposed narrowing of 
the vehicular travel lanes to 11 feet, 
which could “provide a less comfortable 
driving experience at higher rates of 
speed,”6 with the remaining pavement 
given over to a “bicycle friendly 
shoulder.” Recommendations also 
include a 12-foot wide shared use path 
through the corridor, intersection 
improvements such as crosswalk 
markings, turn lane channelization 
islands, signal improvements and ramp 
improvements. 

Many of the recommended projects 
should improve pedestrian and bicycle 
mobility. Access management not only 
benefits motorists, but reduces the 
number of conflict points where turning 
motorists cross the paths of bicyclists 
and pedestrians. Enhanced crossing 
treatments at intersections and 
channelization islands can be especially 
helpful for pedestrians attempting to 
cross such a fast and busy corridor. 
Well-designed shared use paths can 
also enhance mobility for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. It is a wise strategy to 
coordinate the median treatment and 
lane narrowing with the Local Area 
Road Program (LARP) Resurfacing 
schedule, as this greatly minimizes the 
                                                            
5 Cobb County Community Development Agency,  
“Canton Road Corridor ‘Main Street’ Design 
Principles Plan and Recommendations,” 2005, p. 31  
6 Ibid., p.10. 

cost of these changes, compared to 
implementing them independently. It 
would be good to study the 
effectiveness of the median treatments 
at reducing the undesirable behaviors, 
as there are no well-known studies on 
the subject; it would be important then to 
gather some data on the occurrence of 
the offending behaviors before the 
changes, so that the expected reduction 
can be measured. It is also important to 
note that narrowing lane widths to 11 
feet, independent of other traffic calming 
measures, has not been shown to 
reduce motorist speeds, according to 
recent studies. Additionally, while it is 
true that shoulders narrower than the 
AASHTO-recommended four-foot bike 
lanes are useful to certain types of 
bicyclists, it is not recommended that 
those shoulders not be narrower than 
three feet, and should present a smooth, 
rideable surface that is free from 
incursions by drain inlets. Also, concrete 
gutter pans are not considered part of 
the usable width of the shoulder in 
cases where there is less than five feet 
between the curb face and the edge 
stripe. The report made mention of 
difficulties related to mid-block 
crossings, but no improvements of this 
type were recommended. The report’s 
transportation analysis mentions that a 
raised median could improve pedestrian 
accessibility by providing safer 
opportunities for crossing, whether at 
intersections or mid-block locations. 
Medians and access management 
strategies can also improve safety for 
motorists. Whatever the resolution of the 
median issue, the county may wish to 
study the corridor in more detail to 
identify appropriate opportunities for 
mid-block crossing treatments that will 
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improve the safety of crossings many 
people are already making. 

Delk Road Transit Oriented 
Development Study (2004)  

This study examined the potential for 
redevelopment associated with a 
proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Station near the Delk Road interchange 
with I-75. The study area is roughly 
bounded by Marietta Parkway on the 
north, Powers Ferry Road on the east, 
Terrell Mill Road on the south and Cobb 
Parkway and Wylie Road on the west. 
The study area is bisected along a 
north-south axis by Interstate 75, and 
there are only three crossings of the I-75 
corridor in the 2.5 mile length of the 
study area. The presence of the 
interstate limits pedestrian connectivity, 
especially from residential areas east of 
the highway to the area of the proposed 
BRT station on the west side of the 
highway. The study was conducted 
under the auspices of ARC’s LCI 
program, which seeks to direct 
development towards areas with land 
use and infrastructure conducive to 
slowing sprawl and reducing vehicle 
miles traveled. Mobility for bicycles and 
pedestrians is a key concern of many 
LCI studies, and is especially important 
in this one which is centered on a major 
new transit facility.  

The vision for the study area includes a 
“series of walkable, mixed-use Town 
and Neighborhood Centers.”7  Among 
the goals serving this vision is an 
interconnected street pattern in the area 

                                                            
7 Basil Baumann Prost & Associates, “The City of 
Marietta Delk TOD LCI Study Final Report” Final 
Report, p. 14. 

west of I-75, with wide sidewalks for 
east-west connectivity. Goals also 
included general encouragement of 
pedestrian and bicycle mobility. It was 
noted in the study that while many of the 
existing roadways in the area are 
functioning fairly well for motor vehicles, 
they are not accommodating non-
motorized modes in any significant way. 
Sidewalks in the area are limited and 
discontinuous, crosswalks are seldom 
marked or served by pedestrian signals, 
and intersections crossings are often 
very wide. Un-met pedestrian demand in 
the area is made obvious by the 
presence of desire lines along some 
roadways.  The study notes neither on-
street bicycle facilities nor shared use 
paths were found in the area at the time 
of the study. The study notes that with 
the existing density of development in 
the area, there is a strong potential for 
pedestrian activity, which would likely 
increase with the introduction of the 
BRT facility.  

The study recommends programs, 
policies and projects to move the area 
toward the vision. Program 
recommendations include lighting, 
pedestrian signal and streetscape 
improvements. Policy recommendations 
include balanced investment in all 
transportation modes, provision of new 
sidewalks to be timed with the BRT 
development, adherence to GDOT 
pedestrian facility design guidelines, and 
developer requirements to improve 
sidewalks. Project recommendations 
include sidewalk construction where 
facilities are lacking, including design 
guidance on the different requirements 
for locating of street trees and other 
amenities on state roads versus local 
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roads. The study also recommends 
improving bicycle accommodation in a 
number of ways. First, it states that the 
development of new, interconnected, 
low-speed, low-volume roads in the area 
will benefit bicycle mobility. The plan 
also calls for new shared use paths 
through the study area, as well as a 
designated bike route along a low 
volume roadway to link several of the 
proposed paths. Typical sections (based 
on GDOT standards) shown in the study 
for recommended improvements to 
Franklin Road and for the proposed 
BRT station access road, both include 
four-foot bike lanes on each side of the 
roadway. 

The Delk Road TOD Study is very 
comprehensive and makes 
recommendations that will likely improve 
bicycle accommodation. Well designed 
sidewalks and pathways, greater 
interconnectivity and intersection 
improvements can be highly beneficial 
to bicyclists and pedestrians. If the 
development of the area proceeds 
according to the vision described in this 
study, utilization of both modes may well 
increase. The report does not deal with 
on-street bicycling conditions on the 
higher volume roads in the area; several 
of the roads in the Delk Road TOD 
Study area are Major Thoroughfares 
and are subject to analysis and 
recommendations described in later 
portions of this Plan.  

Historic Downtown Mableton Study 
(2001)  

This study examined the possibilities for 
redevelopment of the historic community 
of Mableton in South Cobb County.  The 
study area is centered on the area if the 

original nine-block plat for Mableton, just 
northwest of the intersection of Clay 
Road and Veterans Memorial Highway. 
The study focuses on redevelopment 
opportunities associated with Mableton’s 
historic character and proximity to a 
proposed commuter rail station, which 
would connect it to downtown Atlanta. 
The core study area is very compact 
and could become a pedestrian 
oriented, walkable-scale activity center 
with the proposed redevelopment.  

The study notes that several of the 
original platted streets are in disrepair or 
undeveloped, and many are lacking 
sidewalks on both sides. The study 
recommendations include the following: 

 repairing streets in disrepair and 
connecting any discontinuous 
sections; 

Figure 3.7: Historic Downtown Mableton 
Study (2001)
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 installing sidewalks where 
necessary, and making ADA-
required upgrades for curb ramps 
where needed; 

 development of a “bicycle-
corridor” through the center of the 
historic district, along the rights-
of-way of two very narrow and 
undeveloped platted streets; and  

 traffic calming and crossing 
improvements for some of the 
higher speed roadways at the 
edges of the district, as well as 
the provision of bike lanes on 
these busier roadways, to allow 
access between the district and 
surrounding areas and 
destinations, including the Silver 
Comet Trail, which is 
approximately two miles to the 
north along Floyd Road. 

 

The study recommendations are fairly 
comprehensive and should all improve 
bicycle and pedestrian mobility in the 
area. The possibility of developing bike 
lanes on the nearby arterials will be 
evaluated in later portions of this Plan.  

ARC Connect Six (State Route 6) 
Corridor Study (2008) 

State Route 6 is a major regional 
roadway that cuts through the southwest 
corner of Cobb County, passing close to 
the communities of Powder Springs and 
Austell. Known locally as C.H. James 
Parkway, SR 6 in Cobb County is a four-
lane divided highway that extends seven 
miles through Cobb County. The overall 
length of the study corridor is 32.5 miles, 
through Paulding, Cobb, Douglas and 
Fulton Counties. This study predicts the 
State Route 6 Corridor will continue to 

be an area of significant growth through 
2030, including a 52 percent increase in 
population and a 45 percent increase in 
employment. Most of Cobb County’s 
section of State Route 6 is in the study’s 
“Segment 1,” which runs from the 
Paulding County Line to Westside Road, 
at the south end of the Norfolk Southern 
Intermodal Terminal. Segment 1 is 
characterized in the study as “exurban 
in nature,” presently at the beginning of 
the cycle of intense residential and retail 
development. Nevertheless the study 
identifies the Cobb County portion of 
Segment 1 as both a major origin and a 
major destination for trips on the total 
corridor. The study notes that the 
corridor is currently lacking in bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodation. 
Sidewalks are very limited, but desire 
lines show that pedestrians are present. 
Crossing improvements are rare and 
crosswalks are frequently unmarked. 
Transit stops generally do not have 
sidewalk access. There are no 
designated bicycle facilities on the 
corridor roadways. The Silver Comet 
Trail does intersect the corridor just 
northwest of Powder Springs, but there 
are limited points of connection. 

The study recommends the 
development of a parkway along Hiram-
Lithia Springs Road to serve as an 
alternate route parallel to State Route 6; 
the proposed cross section includes 
“eight- to ten-foot wide multiuse side 
paths” on both sides of the road.8 This 
facility is seen as a possible link to 
connect the Silver Comet Trail with 
Sweetwater Creek State Park in 
                                                            
8 Atlanta Regional Commission, “Connect Six: State 
Route 6 Corridor Study, Final Report,” March 2008, 
pp. 3‐13. 
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Douglas County. Recommendations for 
State Route 6 itself include an access 
management plan, with special attention 
to access by developing parcels on the 
north side of Powder Springs, near 
Florence Road. The study also 
recommends the general improvement 
of pedestrian access to transit stops. 
The study recommends against 
developing new pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure directly on State Route 6, 
and instead focuses on providing 
facilities on “connecting and parallel 
roadway network and between 
developments.” Specifically, the study 
recommends developing a connection 
between the Silver Comet Trail and 
Sweetwater Creek State Park, either via 
a greenway alignment or via sidepaths 
along Hiram-Lithia Springs Road, 
providing sidewalks and bicycle lanes 
along frontage or backage roads 
associated with new development, and 
developing facilities to allow access 
between the Silver Comet Trail and the 
State Route 6 Corridor. 

The study deals with providing 
accommodation for bicycles and 
pedestrians in an environment that is 
often understood to be inhospitable to 
their needs, and consequently where 
little demand is assumed. In such an 
environment, it is prudent to concentrate 
on providing facilities in coordination 
with development, and the provision of 
facilities on access roads and streets 
that intersect State Route 6 will improve 
mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians. It 
should be noted, however, that certain 
cyclists will use the main corridor for 
longer trips and for access between 
destinations. State Route 6 is a Major 
Thoroughfare and was subject to 

analysis and recommendations 
described in later portions of this Plan.  

The proposed trail connections should 
benefit both bicycle and pedestrian 
mobility. The proposed parkway 
sidepath for Hiram-Lithia Springs Road 
should, if properly designed, also benefit 
non-motorized mobility and draw on the 
qualities of two regional attractors for 
outdoor recreation. It should be noted, 
however that many bicyclists prefer 
riding in the roadway over using 
sidepaths, so shoulders or bike lanes 
may be useful on such roadways as 
well.  

Cobb County Rail to Trail Master Plan 
(1997) 

This document outlined the steps 
necessary to develop the Silver Comet 
Trail, including the use of design criteria 
from the AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities, which 
it identifies as the “legally defensible 
design manual for bicycle facilities.”9 
The extent of the trail proposed in the 
Master Plan is from Florence Road to 
Mavell Road. This portion was built 
including a connection further westward 
from Florence road into Paulding 
County. 

                                                            
9 Cobb Land Trust Inc., “Cobb County Rail Trail 
Master Plan,” 1997, p. 



                      

3-20 
T:\08\8183-08 Cobb County Bike_Ped Improvement Plan\task 4\FINALfeb10\Ch 3 Doc.doc  

Alternatives for the extension of the trail 
eastward into Fulton County from Mavell 
Road are considered in Chapter 7A of 
this plan.   

3.1.4 OTHER DOCUMENTS 

Cobb County Multi-Use Systems Trail 
Plan (2008)  

This map depicts the network of existing 
Cobb County Trails and National Park 
Service Trails in the Chattahoochee 
River National Recreation Area and 
Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield 
Park. The map also depicts selected 
programmed and proposed trails. The 
map also indentifies Cobb Community 
Transit lines that provide access to 
existing trails.  

CCT Shelter and Bus Stop Inventory  

See Transit Planning Study (above). 

Cobb County Code of Ordinances  

The Cobb County Code of Ordinances 
addresses bicycle and pedestrian 
concerns in a number of specific 
ordinances. In numeric sequence these 
include the following: 

 Section 30-1, a local amendment 
to the Georgia Constitution, 
which authorizes the County to 
provide for the construction and 
maintenance of sidewalks and to 
assess the costs to owners of 
abutting property; 

 Section 6-22, which allows for the 
creation of community 
improvement districts for the 
provision of governmental 
services and facilities, including 

sidewalks and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities; 

 Sections 106-91 through 106-98, 
which require the construction of 

sidewalks along certain roads in 
new developments; 

 Sections 106-112 and 106-113, 
which allow for the creation of 
sidewalk districts and describe 
the funding thereof; 

 Sections 106-155 through 106-
168, which allow for the creation 
of pedestrian lighting districts by 
local property owners and 
describes the funding and 
operation standards thereof; 

 Section 118-33, which authorizes 
officers of the police department 
“or such officers as are assigned 
by the director of public safety, 
including school crossing 
guards,” to direct traffic in certain 

Figure 3.8: Cobb County Trail Map
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situations, including the 
safeguarding of pedestrians; 

 Section 118-49, which authorizes 
the County’s traffic engineer to 
designate and maintain 
crosswalks at intersections where 
there is “particular danger to 
pedestrians crossing the roadway 
and at other such places as he 
may deem necessary,” and also 
directs the traffic engineer to 
study existing crosswalks not at 
intersections and to “abolish 
those which he deems 
unnecessary;” 

 Section 118-50, which authorizes 
the County traffic engineer to 
establish, designate, and 
maintain safety zones for the 
protection of pedestrians; 

 Section 118-54, which directs the 
traffic engineer to place 
pedestrian control signals at 
places designated by the code or 
“any other law or ordinance,” and 
declares drivers of vehicles 
subject to rules prescribed in the 
Official Code of Georgia 
Annotated (O.C.G.A.) when 
signals are placed; 

 Section 118-87, which prohibits 
human powered and animal 
powered vehicles, including 
bicycles and tricycles, from 
operating on the limited access 
highways of the County; 

 Section 118-89, which regulates 
the operation of bicycles on a 
specific roadway known as 
Columns Drive, and allows for 
violators of these regulations to 
be banned from Columns Drive 
until the following day. 

 

Section 110-1, which defines terms 
relevant to subdivision development 
regulations, includes a definition of 
crosswalk, which reads as follows:  

Crosswalk means a right-of-
way within a block dedicated 
to public use, ten feet or more 
in width, intended primarily 
for pedestrians and from 
which motor-propelled 
vehicles are excluded. It is 
designed to improve or 
provide access to adjacent 
roads and lots.   

This definition is a variance with the 
definition in O.C.G.A., which is as 
follows: 

(10) "Crosswalk" means: 
 
(A) That part of a roadway at 
an intersection included 
within the connections of the 
lateral lines of the sidewalks 
on opposite sides of the 
highway measured from the 
curbs or in the absence of 
curbs, from the edges of the 
traversable roadway; or 
 
(B) Any portion of a roadway 
at an intersection or 
elsewhere distinctly indicated 
for pedestrian crossing by 
lines or other markings on the 
surface. 

In the summer of 2008, the Cobb 
County Commission adopted a revision 
to the Official Code of Cobb County, 
which defines a type of zoning district 
known as a Continuing Care Retirement 
Community. Included in the regulations 
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for such districts is section 134-202.1 (6) 
which regulates the design of sidewalks 
in such districts. The regulation 
stipulates that in addition to being ADA 
compliant, sidewalks should “generally 
be wide enough to accommodate 
passing wheelchairs,” run along any 
public road frontage, and connect to 
nearby networks. The regulation also 
stipulates that any “joint use path (i.e. 
golf cart and pedestrian) must be at 
least 10 feet wide.”  

Official Code of Georgia 

The Official Code of Georgia contains 
numerous regulations pertaining to 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

Georgia code generally prohibits the 
operation of bicycles on sidewalks, 
though not directly: all vehicles are 
prohibited from sidewalks (except when 
crossing them in a driveway), vehicles 
are defined as any devices which 
people and property are transported, 
and bicycles are defined as devices. 
Bicycles are defined in Section 40-1-1 

(6) as “every device propelled by human 
power upon which any person may ride, 
having only two wheels which are in 
tandem and either of which is more than 
13 inches in diameter.” Section 40-6-
144, as amended in 2009, requires that 
every vehicle  

emerging from an alley, 
building, private road, or 
driveway within a business or 
residential district shall stop 
such vehicle immediately 
prior to driving onto a 
sidewalk or onto the sidewalk 
area extending across such 

alley, building entrance, road, 
or driveway or, in the event 
there is no sidewalk area, 
shall stop at the point nearest 
the street to be entered where 
the driver has a view of 
approaching traffic thereon. 
The driver of a vehicle shall 
yield the right of way to any 
pedestrian on a sidewalk. 
Except as provided by 
resolution or ordinance of a 
local government for 
sidewalks within the 
jurisdiction of such local 
government authorizing the 
operation of bicycles on 
sidewalks by persons 12 
years of age or younger, no 
person shall drive any vehicle 
upon a sidewalk or sidewalk 
area except upon a permanent 
or duly authorized driveway. 

The definition of a vehicle is in Section 
40-6-144 (75), and includes “every 
device in, upon, or by which any person 
or property is or may be transported or 
drawn upon a highway, excepting 
devices used exclusively upon 
stationary rails or tracks.” 

Georgia Code defines a sidewalk in 
Section 40-6-144 (57), as 

 “that portion of a street between the 
curb lines, or the lateral lines of a 
railway, and the adjacent property 
lines, intended for use by 
pedestrians.” 

A 2009 amendment to the code allowed 
for the local option of permitting 
sidewalk riding by children 12 years old 
and under. On July 14, 2009, the Cobb 
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County Board of Commissioners voted 
unanimously to authorize sidewalk riding 
on roadways by persons 12 years old 
and younger in unincorporated Cobb 
County. 

Georgia law does not define a shared 
use path.  Georgia law does, however, 
in Section 40-6-294 (d), give local 
governments the option to require 
bicyclists to use a path adjacent to a 
roadway and not use the roadway. If the 
local authorities choose to make such a 
requirement, the designated path must 
meet the guidelines for such facilities 

 “as set forth by the American 
Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials” 
(AASHTO), which publishes such 
guidance in its Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities. 

Georgia Code defines an "Electric 
personal assistive mobility device" or 
"EPAMD"  

as a self-balancing, two nontandem 
wheeled device designed to transport 
only one person and having an 
electric propulsion system with 
average power of 750 watts (1 
horsepower) and a maximum speed 
of less than 20 miles per hour on a 
paved level surface when powered 
solely by such propulsion system and 
ridden by an operator who weighs 
170 pounds. 

Section 40-6-320 (a) states that’  

such devices may be operated on 
highways and on sidewalks where a 
48 inch clear path is maintained for 
access for persons with disabilities, 
provided that any person operating 

such a device shall have the same 
rights and duties as prescribed for 
pedestrians.  

It goes on to say that no person shall 
operate any electric personal assistive 
mobility device on the roadway of any 
highway unless: 

The maximum speed limit of the 
roadway is 35 miles per hour or less; 
or the roadway has a separately 
striped bicycle lane and the device is 
operated within the bicycle lane, 
when traveling on any roadway of a 
highway, a person operating an 
electric personal assistive mobility 
device shall travel in the same 
direction authorized for motor 
vehicle traffic on such roadway. 

Georgia Code defines a "Motorized cart" 
as  

“every motor vehicle having no less 
than three wheels and an unladen 
weight of 1,300 pounds or less and 
which cannot operate at more than 
20 miles per hour.”  

Section 40-6-331 allows a local 
governing authority to designate certain 
public streets or portions thereof to be 
used by motorized carts and regular 
vehicular traffic but goes on to say that 
the ordinances shall not be effective 
unless appropriate signage is posted: 

Motorized carts may cross streets 
and highways that are part of the 
state highway system only at 
crossings or intersections designated 
for that purpose by the Department 
of Transportation. Motorized carts 
may cross streets and highways that 
are part of a municipal street system 
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or county road system and used by 
other types of motor vehicles only at 
crossings or intersections designated 
for that purpose by the local 
governing authority having 
jurisdiction over such system. 

Georgia code defines a “Moped” as:  

a motor driven cycle equipped with 
two or three wheels, with or without 
foot pedals to permit muscular 
propulsion, and an independent 
power source providing a maximum 
of two brake horsepower. If a 
combustion engine is used, the 
maximum piston or rotor 
displacement shall be 3.05 cubic 
inches (50 cubic centimeters) 
regardless of the number of 
chambers in such power source. The 
power source shall be capable of 
propelling the vehicle, unassisted, at 
a speed not to exceed 30 miles per 
hour (48.28 kilometers per hour) on 
level road surface and shall be 
equipped with a power drive system 
that functions directly or 
automatically only, not requiring 
clutching or shifting by the operator 
after the drive system is engaged.  

Per Section 40-6-350, drivers of mopeds 
are subject to the same rules as drivers 
of any vehicle. 

3.1.5 CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this section is to provide 
context of the existing plans, studies 
and ordinances in effect in and around 
Cobb County.  This review reveals that 
bicycling and walking have been 
addressed at many different levels in 
several of these studies and ordinances. 

Some are very comprehensive, while 
others have only tangential relevance. 
Some studies may benefit by being 
amended to deal with bicycle and 
pedestrian needs more directly. 
Recommended amendments to these 
studies are described in Chapter 2, after 
the discussion of recommended 
policies. 
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3.2 EXISTING 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

3.2.1 EXISTING 
ACCOMMODATION OF 
BICYCLING AND WALKING 

For the County and its residents to 
understand the progress of this plan as 
it is implemented, it is important to have 
a clear understanding of the conditions 
for biking and walking as they existed at 
the time the plan was developed. Any 
attempt to describe such conditions 
needs to be done in a manner that 
allows for continual monitoring, so that 
improvements recommended by the 
plan can be observed as they take effect 
and that measurable progress towards 
the plan’s objectives can be reported to 
Commissioners and taxpayers alike.  
This section of the plan reports on 
conditions for walking and bicycling 
observed on the County’s Major 
Thoroughfares between November 2008 
and February 2009. The methods of 
evaluation are two statistical tools that 
assign “grades” to roadway segments, 
using a pseudo-academic scale (A-F), 
based on how well  each of those 
roadway segments accommodates the 
needs of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
These methods, the Pedestrian Level of 
Service model and the Bicycle Level of 
Service model, have been used by 
counties and cities across the nation as 
well as regional, state and federal 
agencies, to evaluate in excess of 
200,000 miles of roadway. These 
methods were adopted by the national 
Highway Capacity and Quality of 
Service Committee as its official 

measures of pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodation. These methods were 
the same methods used by the Atlanta 
Regional Commission in its 2007 
Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian 
Walkways Plan, which includes results 
of these methods in its prioritization of 
member agency requests for funding 
assistance. 

The Pedestrian Level of Service and 
Bicycle Level of Service models are 
described in detail in Appendix A-110 of 
this plan. This section of the plan will 
discuss their results for Cobb County’s 
Major Thoroughfares as well as the 
general conditions that contributed to 
those results. The findings of this 
section of the plan are descriptive; they 
make no attempt to determine an 
appropriate level of accommodation or 
facility treatments on a given roadway. 
These issues will be addressed in 
Chapter 4, “Infrastructure Needs”.   

In order to apply these models, various 
types of data were gathered for input to 
the models. These data were field-
gathered by the consultant team, culled 
from existing records, or, in limited 
cases, estimated based on analogous 
observations. Field gathered data 
included  geometric data such as widths 
of lanes, roadways, gutters, buffers and 
sidewalks, as well as observed roadway 
characteristics including lane counts, 
configuration (one-way, undivided, 
divided, or use of a two-way left turn 
lane) posted speed limit, roadside 
profile, pavement condition, and cross-
section type (curbed or open shoulder). 

                                                            
10 Previously submitted as “Evaluation 
Methodology,” ultimately to be included as an 
appendix in the final plan. 
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Traffic conditions were applied from 
outside sources: traffic counts were 
provided by the County, and heavy 
vehicle percentages were estimated 
using a lookup table. In certain cases, 
where traffic counts were unavailable, 
volumes were estimated by applying the 
average count of other roadways in the 
study network of the same functional 
class (arterial, major collector, minor 
collector) having the same configuration 
and number of lanes. 

 

Figure 3.9: The consultant team collected data 
regarding roadway geometry and configuration 
as well as data regarding sidewalk presence, 
width and separation from the roadway 
 

The relevant data were collected for the 
County’s network of Major 
Thoroughfares (as of October 2008), 
which includes roadways classified as 
arterials, major collectors, and minor 
collectors. This network totaled 
approximately 790 centerline miles, but 
each segment was evaluated 
directionally, so that results are reported 
for each direction of travel in the 
roadway (for bicycling) and alongside 
both sides of the road (for walking), 
yielding a total of over 1550 directional 

miles evaluated. The distance-weighted 
average results for the study network 
are similar for bicycling and walking. 
The average mile of Cobb County 
roadway has a Bicycle Level of Service 
score of 4.13, equal to a grade of “D”, 
and a Pedestrian Level of Service Score 
of 4.20, also equal to a grade of “D”. 

The Bicycle Level of Service and 
Pedestrian Level of Service results for 
the Cobb County’s Major Thoroughfares 
are mapped in figures 3.10 and 3.11, 
respectively. 
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Figure 3.10: Cobb County Bicycle Level of Service Results Map 
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Figure 3.11: Cobb County Pedestrian Level of Service Results Map 
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Level of 
Service 

LOS Score 

A < 1.50 

B 1.51—2.50 

C 2.51—3.50 

D 3.51—4.50 

E 4.51—5.50 

F > 5.50 
Table 3.1: Bicycle Level of Service and 
Pedestrian Level of Service strata and 
corresponding scores 
  
While every community has different 
expectations regarding accommodations 
for biking and walking, as a general 
observation these results describe a 
challenging situation for biking or 
walking along a typical Cobb County 
road. This is not an unusual result for 
urbanized areas in the United States, 
however. Similar evaluations of roadway 
networks have been performed in 
metropolitan areas around the country. 
A sample of these results for bicycling 
conditions, including the result for Cobb 
County, is shown in Figure 3.12.   
Communities whose networks earned a 
Bicycle Level of Service grade of “C” 
include Lexington, KY (1999), 
Philadelphia, PA (1996), Gainesville, FL 
(2000), and San Antonio, TX (2000). 
Communities whose networks scored a 
grade of “D,” like Cobb County, include 
Baltimore, MD (1998), Jacksonville, FL 
(2004), Chicago, IL (2001), and 
Orlando, FL, (2001). The study network 
for the entire Atlanta region (comprised 

of roadways from the Atlanta Regional 
Commission’s Regionally Strategic 
Transportation System) scored a grade 
of “E” in 2006, as did the roadways of 
Collier County, FL (Naples metropolitan 
area) in 2004.  
A similar comparison of Cobb County’s 
Pedestrian Level of Service results with 
other study areas is shown in Figure 
3.13.  

As might be inferred from from the 
distance weighted averages (located on 
the next page), the distribution of 
mileage also reflects very challenging 
conditions for both bicycling and 
walking, with “E” being the grade for the 
greatest number of bicycle miles and “D” 
being the grade for the greatest number 
of pedestrian miles. The distribution of 
mileage for bicycling are shown in 
Figure 3.14, while the distribution of 
mileage for walking is shown in Figure 
3.15. 
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Figure 3.12: Distance Weighted Averages for Area-wide Evaluations of Bicycling Conditions with Bicycle 
Level of Service Model.       Source: Sprinkle Consulting Archives 

 

Figure 3.13: Distance Weighted Averages for Area-wide Evaluations of Walking Conditions with 
Pedestrian Level of Service Model.     Source: Sprinkle Consulting Archives 
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Figure 3.14: Distribution of Study Network Miles by Bicycle Level of Service Grade 
 

 
Figure 3.15: Distribution of Study Network Miles by Pedestrian Level of Service Grade 
 
 



                      

3-32 
T:\08\8183-08 Cobb County Bike_Ped Improvement Plan\task 4\FINALfeb10\Ch 3 Doc.doc  

Some general observations may be 
made about factors that contribute to the 
challenging character of bicycling and 
walking conditions along Cobb County’s 
Major Thoroughfares. It is important to 
note, however, that the Bicycle Level of 
Service and Pedestrian Level of Service 
models each consider a complicated 
interplay of contributing factors as they 
model a bicyclist’s or pedestrian’s 
perception of comfort and safety on a 
given roadway. No one factor is likely 
responsible for a segment’s result, and 
later sections of this plan will make 
recommendations about how to mitigate 
the existing conditions to improve 

accommodation where needed. But 
certain factors can be identified as 
contributing to the overall environment 
to provide some context beyond the 
numbers. First, traffic volumes on 
county roadways can be very high. Of 
the 787 centerline miles surveyed, over 
half reported volumes in excess of 
10,000 vehicles per day, a volume that 
can be translated into an experience for 
a bicyclist or pedestrian of being passed 

by a car approximately every six and 
one-half seconds.  
 
The County’s roadways do not typically 
feature shoulders or bike lanes which 
represent separate space in the 
roadway cross section which bicyclists 
can claim as their own operating space; 
only 50 miles of the study network 
feature shoulders three feet wide or 
greater on both sides of the road.  

 
Figure 3.17: Sharing roadways with higher traffic 
becomes very stressful for bicyclists 
 
On the remaining 730+ miles network, 
the average width between the edge of 
pavement and the stripe demarcating 
the outside lane is 11.7 feet, leaving a 
tight squeeze for bicyclists who try to 
share the road with cars. 
 
Only 43% of the network miles surveyed 
have full sidewalk coverage along at 
least one side of the roadway, and of all 
the sidewalks surveyed the average 
buffer separating that sidewalk from the 
roadway is just under two feet. 
Alongside those roadways without 
sidewalks or shoulders, it is not 
uncommon for the roadsides to fall 
quickly into ditches, leaving little room 

Figure 3.16: Bicyclists can feel well 
accommodated on higher speed, higher 
volume roadways if they have a wide shoulder 
area to use 
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for those who might choose to walk 
alongside them anyway, or little room to 
escape for those who choose to walk or 
ride a bike in the narrow roadway. 
Taken all together, these characteristics 
describe an environment which can be 
very stressful for those who attempt to 
walk or ride a bicycle along Cobb 
County’s roadways, limiting the viability 
of these modes to be experienced as 
real transportation options in the 
County. 
 
3.2.2 CHALLENGES TO 
BICYCLING CONDITIONS DUE 
TO RESURFACING PRACTICES 

In addition to the measurable 
characteristics that are used as data for 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Level of 
Service models, the consultant team 
noticed several other common 
characteristics of the Cobb County’s 
Major Thoroughfares that also 
contribute to the challenging 
environments for bicycling and walking 
in the county. These include differing 
outside lane widths in the opposing 
directions of the same roadway segment 
and resurfacing practices that do not 
result in a smooth longitudinal joint 
between the gutter pan and the paved 
travel way.  

Lane Width Variations  

Along with any shoulder that might be 
present, the outside lane is the primary 
space utilized by bicyclists who choose 
to ride on the roadway. The width of the 
outside lane is an important data input 
for the Bicycle Level of Service Model’s 
evaluation of how well a roadway 
accommodates bicyclists. The data 

collectors found quite often that there 
was a considerable discrepancy 
between the outside lane widths on the 
two directions of the roadway. The 
center stripe was frequently not at the 
actual center of the pavement and the 
outside lanes of the same roadway often 
had considerably different amounts of 
space to offer bicyclists. For example, 
the two lane roadways of the study 
network were divided in to 492 roadway 

segments. Of these, 218 segments 
(44%) had discrepancies of half a foot or 
greater between the two lane widths, 
and of those, 112 segments had 
differences of a foot or greater. In the 
example of a one-foot difference, 
bicycles traveling westbound are 
sharing 11 feet with the motorized 
traffic, while their counterparts traveling 
westbound are sharing 12 feet. The 
impact of this difference on bicycle level 
of service is varies—as lane width is not 
the only significant factor in the model—
but such a significant difference might 
cause a cyclist to choose different 
routes depending upon his or her 
direction of travel, an inconvenient and 
undesirable outcome. 

Figure 3.18: Bicyclists can feel well 
accommodated sharing a roadway with very 
low volumes
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Resurfacing Without Milling  

Another apparent resurfacing practice 
that impacts the bicycling experience is 
the finishing of the edge of pavement 
relative to the gutter pan. It appears that 
in some instances, the existing 
pavement was not milled prior to 
resurfacing, so that successive layers of 
pavement have been deposited one on 
top of another. In some cases, the new 
pavement forms a high lip along the joint 
with the gutter pan (see Figure 3.19). In 
other cases the new pavement has 
covered the gutter pan entirely and the 
pavement runs all the way to the face of 
the curb. The situation of leaving a lip is 
undesirable for a couple of reasons. 
First, it requires bicyclists to track a 
tighter line as they travel. If they notice 
the lip, they will be concentrating on 
avoiding the change in level and 
possibly ride farther out into the lane as 

a result. If they don’t notice it, they may 
well ride over it, dropping down onto the 
level of the gutter, and possibly have a 
difficult time getting out.  

This practice also has the potential of 
taking away some opportunities for bike 
lanes. The AASHTO Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities, 
recommends that a bike lane be 5 feet 
from the face of curb on roadways with 
curb-and –gutter cross sections. Within 
this dimension is an assumed 1-2 foot 
wide gutter and at least 3 feet of 
rideable surface on the pavement. Five 
feet apportioned between these two 
surfaces is recommended only if “the 
longitudinal joint between the gutter pan 
and the pavement surface is smooth.” 
The recommended 3 foot minimum 
width of paved area for this type of bike 
lane is less than the 4 feet 
recommended for an open shouldered 
roadway. In practice, a bike lane of 3 
feet could be placed along a two foot 
gutter pan, or a bike lane of 3.5 feet 
could be placed next to a 1.5 foot gutter. 
Assuming minimum lane widths of 11 
feet, careful resurfacing and 
maintenance of the seam between the 
pavement of the gutter pan could allow 
for bike lanes on 28 and 29 foot wide 
two-lane roadways, where otherwise 30 
feet would be needed for a full 4 foot 
bike lane.   

A paved-over gutter can create a false 
impression of a shoulder, if an edge 
stripe is placed on the road at the 
position of the joint (if the joint were 
visible). The appearance of pavement 
outside the white line is sometimes 
misunderstood by motorists and 
bicyclists as a shoulder intended for 
bicycle travel; such areas are too narrow 

Figure 3.19: Paving that does not leave a 
smooth joint with the gutter pan 
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to function effectively as rideable space. 
Those who attempt to ride in this zone 
may strike their pedals on the curb face. 
Also, those who ride in space suggested 
by this may suddenly have to swerve to 
avoid inlets that drain the gutter they are 
riding over (see Figure 3.20). Lastly, 
paving over the gutter can also lead to 
cracking of the pavement over the gutter 
edge, degrading the surface condition in 
the portion of the road most used by 
bicyclists.  

 

Figure 3.20: A paved over gutter suddenly drops 
into an inlet 

3.3 POTENTIAL FOR 
BICYCLING AND WALKING 
IN COBB COUNTY 

The Latent Demand method was 
employed to identify and quantify 
potential bicycle and pedestrian trip 
activity on a study network consisting 
of Cobb County’s “Major 
Thoroughfares” (Arterials, Major 
Collectors and Minor Collectors 
identified in the County’s Major 
Thoroughfare Plan), supplemented 
by proposed trails from the County’s 
Multi-Use Trail Systems plan. The 
Latent Demand Method is described 
in detail in the Evaluation  

Methodology document (and will be 
included as a technical appendix in the 
final plan document).  The results of 
Latent Demand Analyses for both 
bicycling and walking are shown in the 
maps here, full data results are found in 
Appendix C. Certain characteristics of 
Cobb County required some custom 
tailoring of the methodology to reflect 
local circumstances. These elements 
are discussed below.  

3.3.1 TRIP PURPOSES, 
GENERATORS, ATTRACTORS, 
AND THEIR RESPECTIVE 
BUFFERS 

The trip purposes for which potential 
demand was identified in this 
analysis include:  

 home-to-work; 

 shopping and errands (home- 
and work-based);  
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 home-to-school (elementary 
and middle schools);  

 higher education (Life 
University, Kennesaw State 
University, Southern 
Polytechnic State University 
and Chattahoochee Technical 
College); 

 as well as trips to transit; and 

 social/recreational trips.   

Using the study network, the County-
provided year 2030 Traffic Analysis 
Zone (TAZ) demographic and 
employment data, and the provided and 
GIS-mapped key trip attractors and/or 
generators (schools, colleges, transit 
routes, parks), all corridor segments 
were analyzed according to detailed 
methodology described in the Appendix 
A. Locally specific calibrations were 
made to the methodology in the 
following ways: 

 The potential for elementary and 
middle school trips was 
measured out to 1.5 miles from 
school locations, which equals 
Georgia’s pupil transportation 
exclusion zone, the distance 
under which the State 
Department of Education does 
not subsidize school bus costs. 
Potential trips were estimated 
based on an average number of 
students in elementary and 
middle schools in the Cobb 
County School District and 
Marietta City Schools, per the 
Georgia Department of Education 
Full-time Equivalent (FTE) Data 

Collection System (October 2008 
Data). 
 

 The potentials for shopping and 
work trips were estimated out to 
two miles (in half-mile 
increments) from each study 
network segment. In previous 
applications of the Latent 
Demand Method, trip potentials 
have been estimated to distances 
roughly twice the average trip 
length. However, due to the large 
scale of this study area, the 
number of intersections between 
the study network segments (and 
their incremental travel-shed 
buffers) and the TAZs (which 
provide data on population and 
employment) grew rapidly into 
the hundreds of thousands 
exceeding the computational 
capabilities of Microsoft Excel.  
As such, potentials were 
estimated in half-mile increments 
up to two miles, the same 
distance for social/recreational 
and transit trips. The potential for 
trips to higher-education 
destinations were also estimated 
up to two miles, due to the 
similarity of higher education trips  
 

 to work trips, as described in the 
technical Appendix It is not 
believed that this limitation will 
influence the overall results, due 
to the fact that the calculated 
probabilities drop off sharply as 
they approach average trip 
length.  Results were spot-
checked by adding potential 
increased demand in the affected 
categories and found minimal 
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changes in the raw scores, and 
negligible changes in the relative 
rankings among segments. 

 
 Parks were stratified into five 

types for which there are per acre 
trip rates in the calculated in the 
Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ Trip Generation I (7th 
Edition). These types and their 
Trip Generation land use types 
(in parentheses) are: City Park 
(411), County Park (412), 
Regional Park (417), State Park 
(413), and National Monument 
(418). The categories of City and 
County Parks represent lower 
intensity-of-use parks of these 
respective jurisdictions, while 
Regional Parks represent higher 
intensity-of-use parks of either 
jurisdiction. Assignments of parks 
to these categories were made 
with the input of County Staff. 
 

 Trails were assigned the trip rate 
used for regional parks, 
calculated on an area derived 
from the average length of 
existing and programmed trails 
and an assumed right-of-way of 
100 feet. 

 

3.3.2 TRIP LENGTHS AND 
PROBABILITIES 

Once the potential “markets” for 
bicycling and walking trips were 
estimated, probabilities for making trips 
at various lengths were applied. These 
probabilities were calculated from 

average bicycling and walking trip 
lengths for various purposes as reported 
in the 2001 National Household Travel 
Survey. The trip lengths and 
probabilities for the various purposes 
are shown in Table 3.2.  

The full results for the Latent Demand 
Analysis of bicycling and walking in the 
Cobb County are listed in the 
accompanying databases. The results 
are displayed in the six trip-purpose-
specific columns, showing the potential 
market for each trip purpose on each 
network segment. These market 
numbers reflect the prevalence, 
proximity, and magnitude of the 
surrounding trip generators or attractors. 
The results are then normalized on a 
100-point scale (i.e., individual scores 
are calculated as a percentage of the 
highest score for that trip purpose). The 
last column displays the highest 
purpose-specific score for each study 
network segment.  These relative 
ranking results are depicted graphically 
on the accompanying maps (Figure 3.21 
for bicycling and Figure 3.22 for 
walking), with results stratified into five 
tiers according to their scores for 
bicycling and walking. These quintile 
groupings are shown in Table 3.3. 

The Latent Demand Score values will be 
used in the prioritization of projects, as 
one term in the calculation of a project’s 
benefit to the county, namely, the 
likelihood of that project being used by 
local residents if it were to be 
developed. The tier assignments are for 
map representation purposes only. 
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Table 3.2: Cobb County Trip Lengths and Probabilities for Modes and Purposes 

Table 3.3: Cobb County Ranges and Counts of Map Tiers for Bicycling and Walking Latent Demand 

Trip Lengths and Probabilities for Modes and Purposes 

 

Work/Higher 
Ed. 

School Shopping Social/Rec Transit* 

WALK BIKE WALK BIKE WALK BIKE WALK BIKE WALK BIKE

Avg. Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

0.85 2.93 0.62 1.2 0.55 0.88 0.95 1.9 0.43 1.57 

Probability 
@ distance 

          

0.5 miles 0.981 0.996 0.960 0.990 0.945 0.982 0.985 0.995 0.890 0.992

1 mile 0.635 0.985 0.269 0.864 0.143 0.667 0.731 0.962 0.015 0.924

1.5 miles 0.084 0.954 0.001 0.451 0.000 0.109 0.177 0.842 0.000 0.669

2 miles 0.001 0.881 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.007 0.591 0.000 0.288

Ranges and Counts of Map Tiers for Bicycling and Walking Latent Demand 

 Bicycling Walking 

Map Tier LDS Range Segment Count LDS Range Segment Count 

1 57-100 158 45-100 159 

2 43-56 156 32-44 166 

3 30-55 163 23-31 158 

4 20-29 174 14-22 158 

5 1-19 122 1-13 134 
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Figure 3.21: Cobb County Bicycle Latent Demand Results Map 
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Figure 3.22: Cobb County Pedestrian Latent Demand Results Map  
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Chapter 4: 

Infrastructure Needs 

Introduction 

The previous chapter described 
various ways in which the existing 
conditions for bicycling and walking 
have been analyzed, by reviewing 
the documents and ordinances that 
pertain to bicycling and walking, by 
describing the level of 
accommodation provided on the 
County’s roadways—as measured 
with the Bicycle level of Service and 
Pedestrian Level of Service 
models—and by examining the 
potential market for bicycling and 
walking with the Latent Demand 
Method. This chapter progresses 
from that description of the current 
situation to identifying specific needs 
for improvement to the bicycling and 
walking infrastructure in the county. 
This section explains the process by 
which needs for individual corridors 
were identified and the process of 
recommending infrastructure 
improvements to meet those needs.  

4.1 FOCUSING THE 

NETWORK 

The first step towards identifying 
needs was to focus on a study 
network that would be the primary 
focus of the County’s efforts to 
improve bicycling and walking 
conditions. The network of roadways 
that were studied for the existing 

conditions report consisted of all 
roadways designated as major 
thoroughfares (arterials, major 
collectors, and minor collectors) as of 
October 2008. These roadways totaled 
approximately 790 miles in length. In 
addition, approximately 160 miles of 
proposed trails were included in the 
Latent Demand Analysis, bringing the 
total network to approximately 950 
miles. Based on collaboration among 
the Project Management Team, the Key 
Stakeholder Group and the consultant 
team, a process was developed by 
which the a more focused study network 
was designated. The County’s 1993 
Bicycle/Transportation Plan identified a 
network of roadways and proposed trails 
that could serve as a core network for 
bicycling in the County (see Figure 4.1). 
This network was augmented by those 
roads and proposed trails that showed 
the highest potential for bicycling and 
walking according to the Latent Demand 
analysis (the highest scoring 20% of 
miles for each mode, see Figure 4.2), 
and by those roadways and proposed 
trails which received two or more votes 
from the public in via one of the 
methods of input used in the plan 
process (see Figure 4.3, and see 
Appendix D for details on the public 
involvement methods). These three 
selections were combined and the 
resulting network was reviewed by 
County Staff, who then augmented this 
network with a few more roadways 
selected to provide connectivity to any 
portions of the County that were not 
covered by the selection criteria. The 
resulting study network (Figure 4.4) 
includes approximately 656 miles of 
roadway and approximately 110 miles of 
trails, for a total of just over 675 miles.  
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Figure 4.1: Roads and Trails outlined as the core bicycling network in 1993 
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Figure 4.2: Roads and trails in the highest scoring 20% of mileage for bicycle and pedestrian modes 
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Figure 4.3: Roads and trails receiving more than two votes from the public 
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Figure 4.4: Project study network 
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4.2 EXPECTED 

PERFORMANCE 

THRESHOLDS AND 

NEEDS 

Based on input from the public at the 
Community Open House Workshops 
held in January 2009 and the guidance 
of the Key Stakeholder Committee, it 
was decided that Bicycle Level of 
Service “C” and Pedestrian Level of 
Service “C” would be adopted as 
thresholds representing acceptable 
levels of accommodation on the 
roadways of the Study Network. It was 
also decided that Bicycle Level of 
Service “D” and Pedestrian Level of 
Service “D” would be adopted as 
thresholds representing actable levels 
of accommodation on the remaining 
Major Thoroughfares of the County. 
With these expected performance 
thresholds established, a need for 
improvement can be identified on any 
roadway segment that fails to meet the 
appropriate threshold for 
accommodating either bicycling or 
walking.  For the Study Network 
roadways, just over 80 miles of 
roadway are already performing at 
Bicycle Level of Service “C” or better, 
leaving approximately 485 miles of 
roadway with need for improvement. 
Similarly, approximately 75 miles of 
study network roadway are operating 
at Pedestrian Level of Service “C” or 
better, leaving just over 490 miles of 
roadway in need of improvement. For 
the other major thoroughfares, there 
are currently just over 170 miles of 
roadway performing at Bicycle Level of 

Service “D” or better, leaving 
approximately 50 miles of roadway 
with need for improved bicycling 
conditions, while nearly 150 miles of 
roadway are achieving Pedestrian 
Level of Service “D” or better, and so 
just over 70 miles of roadway need 
improved pedestrian conditions. For 
an illustrative view of the distribution of 
needed improvements, see Figure 4.5. 
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Figure 4. 5: Needs on Study Network and Other Major Thoroughfares 
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4.3 FACILITY 

RECOMMENDATION IN 

RESPONSE TO NEEDS 

After establishing which segments 
have need for improvement, the 
consultant team identified facility types 
that could bring the facility’s 
performance to the desired threshold. 
There are three general facility types 
recommended for improving bicycling 
conditions and two general facility 
improvement types for improving 
walking conditions. More specific 
applications of each general type are 
indicated in the implementation tables 
in Chapter 5, based on the 
characteristics of each individual 
corridor. The general types for 
improving bicycling conditions are re-
striping for bike lanes, constructing 
paved shoulders, and detailed corridor 
studies. 

These improvement strategies were 
considered in ascending order of cost 
per mile. The least expensive facility 
improvement is re-striping the existing 
roadway surface with bike lanes or 
shoulders. This approach requires no 
new construction, only the placement 
of the appropriate pavement markings 
and spot maintenance or repair of the 
roadway surface as needed. While 
these costs are relatively small, they 
can effectively be reduced to zero if 
such projects are coordinated with the 
county’s regular schedule of roadway 
resurfacing; then the facility change is 
a design modification of a project for 
which the county has already allocated 
a budget. The next type considered 

was addition of a paved shoulder,(or 
the widening of an existing one) which 
typically includes some substantial 
construction cost, due to the 
installation of “new” asphalt and some 
minor regrading. Finally, the option 
presumed to be most expensive is 
identified as “detailed corridor study 
needed”, these are segments for 
which the previously mentioned 
strategies are not likely feasible, and 
will require more detailed individual 
study to determine an effective 
strategy for accommodating bicyclists. 
Further study may reveal a range of 
solutions, up to the development of a 
trail facility (which is the basis for the 
higher presumed cost).  
 
Pedestrian needs can be met either by 
the addition of sidewalk or by better 
buffering along an existing sidewalk if 
full coverage is already present.  
 
4.3.1 BICYCLE FACILITY 
RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
Re-striping for bike lanes was 
recommended for roadways where the 
width of the existing pavement is 
sufficient for the inclusion of four-to-six 
foot wide bike lanes alongside 11 foot 
(or wider) through travel lanes. Four 
feet is the minimum width 
recommended for a designated bike 
lane on open shouldered roadways.  
The Cobb County Department of 
Transportation employs a minimum 
11-foot lane width.  Widths of turn 
lanes were not considered or modified 
in the consideration of bike lane 
candidates.  
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Once candidate roadways were 
identified from among the roadways 
with need for improvement, the Bicycle 
Level of Service Score was re-
calculated based on the proposed lane 
widths.  The study network roadways 
which can achieve Bicycle Level of 
Service “C” are identified in the 
implementation tables, along with the 
recommended width of the bike and 
travel lanes that will bring the roadway 
to the desired performance threshold. 
Roadways which have sufficient 
pavement width for bike lanes but 
which would still not perform at Bicycle 
Level of Service “C” are also identified, 
as “interim re-stripe” candidates; these 
roadways will still need further study to 
determine the solution that will bring 
their performance to the desired 
threshold and the implementation 
database indicates recommended 
second steps for them. Segments of 
the remaining major thoroughfares 
which have sufficient existing 
pavement width for a four foot bike 
lane next to 11-foot travel lanes are 
also identified, and a minimum facility 
width is recommended for them.  

Building or widening paved 
shoulders was recommended for 
roadways which have a predominantly 
open-shouldered cross section. As 
was the case with the re-striping 
candidates, segments were 
recommended for shoulders between 
four and six feet wide next to travel 
lanes of no less than 11 feet.  The 
implementation tables differentiate 
further between paved shoulder 
candidates based upon the current 
profile of the roadside and the amount 

of grading that will be required to 
construct a paved shoulder. 

Segments which are predominantly 
lined with curb and gutter do not allow 
for construction of paved shoulders, 
and so have been indicated with a 
label of Detailed Corridor Study 
Needed. Bike lanes or additional 
shoulder space are not feasible for 
these segments and a more 
substantial facility improvement may 
be required. Quite often, it will be 
necessary to construct a shared use 
pathway along the roadway (also 
known as a “sidepath”). It may be 
possible on some corridors to divert 
users to a parallel roadway that serves 
the same destination, to add shoulders 
along any undeveloped portions found 
within the larger segment, or some 
other approach to accommodate 
users;  only a more detailed study of 
each corridor will provide the ultimate 
solution to sufficiently accommodate 
bicycle traffic. The implementation 
tables in Chapter 5 use costs based 
on the assumption that a construction 
of a sidepath is necessary, and 
differentiates between segments 
based on the current profile of the 
roadside and the amount of grading 
that will be required to construct a 
sidepath. 

4.3.2  PEDESTRIAN FACILITY 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
For improving pedestrian facilities, the 
approaches to improvement include 
either adding sidewalks or buffering 
improvements. Segments of the Study 
Network which already have full 
sidewalk coverage, but which are still 
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not meeting the desired performance 
threshold of Pedestrian Level of 
Service “C”, will require a detailed 
study to investigate possibilities for 
improved buffering of the existing 
sidewalks from the roadway. Those 
roadways which do not have full 
sidewalk coverage are recommended 
for adding sidewalks to provide full 
connectivity for pedestrians.    
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Chapter 5: 

Implementation 

Opportunities 

Introduction 
 
This Cobb County Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Improvement Plan has a 
stated goal of improving the 
performance of Cobb County’s 
networks of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Chapter 3 explained how 
such performance can be measured 
and describes the existing 
performance of the County’s Major 
Thoroughfares according to the 
adopted metrics: Bicycle Level of 
Service and Pedestrian Level of 
Service. Chapter 4 described needs 
that can be identified with regard to 
community expectations of system 
performance and how facility 
improvement types that should help 
meet those needs have been identified 
for the roadways of the Study Network 
and other Major Thoroughfares. This 
section will briefly discuss approaches 
to implementing facility improvements 
to help the County meet its goal of 
improving system performance for 
bicycle and pedestrian travel.  

5.1 OPPORTUNITIES 

THROUGH ROUTINE 

ACCOMMODATION 

 

The strategies identified in Chapter 4 
are based on what would be 
necessary to retrofit the existing cross 
section as a stand-alone project 
intended primarily to improve bicycling 
or walking conditions. Given a network 
the size of Cobb County’s Major 
Thoroughfares, however, such 
improvements would take a very long 
time—and be very expensive—if 
independently undertaken. An 
important element of any 
implementation plan is to coordinate 
the meeting of bicycle and pedestrian 
needs with other projects scheduled 
by the County, GDOT, one of the 
municipalities, or private developers.  
If careful steps are taken to insure the 
needs of bicyclists and pedestrians are 
met in all phases of projects, from 
planning to construction documents, 
the goals of improving system 
performance for these modes will be 
more quickly achieved. Such an 
approach is known as “Routine 
Accommodation” and is in keeping 
with the Complete Streets Policy 
adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners in January of 2009 
which states:  

Cobb County will implement the 
Complete Streets Concept by 
considering safe access for all users, to 
include motorists, bicyclists, 
pedestrians and transit users, 
including individuals with physical 
disabilities and senior citizens, in the 
planning, design, construction and 
operations of streets within its 
jurisdiction. 

Project types which can present 
opportunities for improving bicycle and 
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pedestrian conditions are listed in the 
following pages. 
 

5.1.1 RESURFACING 

The retrofitting project lists in this 
chapter identify roadways where bike 
lanes or shoulders will fit in 
combination with the existing through 
lanes being reduced to a minimum of 
11 feet. Those roadways have been 
identified under the assumption that 
other elements of the cross section—
such as the number of through lanes 
and the presence of turn lanes—will 
not change. Every resurfacing project 
should include a careful review of all 
lane assignments and assess their 
necessity and dimensions with respect 
to capacity and turning movements of 
the particular segment. Any 
unnecessary lanes or excessively wide 
lanes could yield space in the cross 
section which could be used by 
bicyclists or, in the case of a shoulder 
along a rural roadway without 
sidewalks, pedestrians. Resurfacing 
practices have other positive impacts 
for bicyclists as well. The surface 
condition of a roadway is a 
contributing data point to the Bicycle 
Level of Service Model and improving 
pavement condition can improve the 
performance of the roadway for 
bicycles. For example, a two lane, 
undivided, 24-foot wide roadway that 
carries 4,000 vehicles a day at 35 
miles per hour receives a Bicycle 
Level of Service score of 3.97 if its 
pavement is rated a “3” on the FHWA  
five-point scale, which is classified as 
a grade of “D”. That same roadway, 
however, receives a Bicycle Level of 

Service Score of 3.49, classified as a 
grade of “C”, if it is resurfaced and its 
new pavement is rated as a “5” on the 
FHWA scale. Finally, resurfacing 
practices can also benefit bicyclists if 
they include the milling of existing 
pavement so that the new surface is 
flush with the gutter pan at the edge of 
the roadway. Such careful practices 
can allow for narrower bike lanes 
adjacent to wider gutter pans provided 
that the distance to the curb is at least 
5 feet and the rideable surface is at 
least 3 feet as specified in the Design 
Guidelines (Chapter 6).  

5.1.2 RECONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

When the County is undertaking a 
project to totally reconstruct a 
roadway, careful consideration of the 
needs of bicyclists and pedestrians 
should be taken into account at all 
phases of the project. The projects 
identified in the retrofit lists in this 
chapter are all constrained by the 
assumption that existing curb lines are 
not likely to be moved for the sake of 
improving bicycling conditions alone. 
Many roadways have been 
recommended for detailed corridor 
studies and/or sidepaths based on the 
constraint of the existing roadway 
width. If the roadway is being 
reconstructed, however, opportunities 
for better accommodating bicyclists 
are no longer constrained and only 
minimally contribute to the cost of such 
projects. The Design Guidelines 
(Chapter 6) should be consulted on 
such projects and the consideration of 
multiple user types should be 
considered. If right-of-way allows, 
sidepaths may still meet the needs of 
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many users, provided that they are 
well-designed. It should be 
remembered that many users do 
prefer riding in the roadway over riding 
on trails. Reconstruction plans should 
carefully consider the option of 
including both bike lanes and 
sidepaths if right-of-way allows.  

5.1.3 REZONING, REDEVELOPMENT, 
AND NEW DEVELOPMENTS  

Frequently, a change in zoning or the 
development of a parcel or parcels 
offers opportunities to improve 
bicycling and walking conditions. This 
can take the form of adding a new 
facility or amenity, or it may mean 
improving an existing facility to 
achieve a higher level of service.  Any 
rezoning or redevelopment that occurs 
should include a condition requiring 
the construction of a segment of 
sidewalk or bicycle facility if one does 
not already exist. This is one way 
agencies can work to complete 
sections of sidewalk that they might 
otherwise be required to prioritize and 
fund.  

 
Simply having such a requirement as a 
condition may yield the result Cobb 
County is seeking, but even if not a 
condition of approval, developers can 
be incentivized to incorporate facilities 
that actually help Cobb County meet 
or even exceed its goals for pedestrian 
and bicycle accommodation.  The 
upgrade of an existing facility should 
be encouraged.  Examples of 
incentives include a reduction in open 
space requirements, reduced fees or 

the expedited approval of development 
plans.   
 
Non-facility amenities such as showers 
and secure bicycle parking should also 
be encouraged in redevelopment, 
rezoning and new development plans. 
The inclusion of these items, while 
less common, may be encouraged by 
offering any number of incentives such 
as a reduction in the number of 
parking spaces, the allowance for 
more compact spaces, or an expedited 
approval process.  Please see Chapter 
2, section 2.2 for additional policy 
suggestions. 

5.1.4 NEW ROADWAY 

CONSTRUCTION 

When the County is planning new 
roadways, bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodation should be considered 
in accordance with the Complete 
Streets Policy and this project’s 
Design Guidelines. The appropriate 
facilities can be identified with the 
same methods used for existing 
roadways in this study, using the 
assumed or design values for the 
various data inputs to the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Level of Service Models. 

 
Each one of these Routine 
Accommodation strategies, if followed, 
will make significant contributions 
towards the goal of improving the 
performance of Cobb County’s Major 
Thoroughfares with respect to the 
needs of bicyclists and pedestrians. 
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5.2 OPPORTUNITIES FOR 

IMPLEMENTATION 

THROUGH RETROFITS 

Facility improvement 
recommendations for all major 
roadways which are not currently 
meeting the appropriate performance 
criteria are described in Chapter 4. 
Any one of these roadways could 
coincide with one of the “routine 
accommodation” practices described 
in section 5.1 above. There are 
several options available to the county 
for scheduling the implementation of 
standalone projects as funding and 
budgets allow. The County can 
consider identified project types 
individually, compare them for the 
benefit they provide, or prioritize them 
according to the benefit they return 
relative to their implementation costs.  
The various retrofit strategies are 
discussed in the following sections. 

5.2.1SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION 

The vast majority of roadways in the 
study network have some need for 
sidewalk construction. Over 400 miles 
of roadway are indicated as not 
meeting the performance standard and 
not having full sidewalk coverage. 
When reviewing these potential 
projects for implementation, it will be 
important to also consider the 
recommended bicycle facility for a 
given segment. If a roadway is 

identified as likely needing a sidepath 
trail to accommodate bicyclists, then 
the trail will serve the function of a 
sidewalk on one side of the road. Such 
segments have been identified in the 
facility recommendation maps and the 
databases found in Appendix F. 
County planners should consider the 
timeframe for implementation of the 
trail project when planning and 
designing the sidewalk project to 
determine if a sidewalk is needed on 
both sides and also which side is best 
suited for the trail facility. Roadways 
needing a sidewalk on both sides are 
also identified on the Facility 
Recommendation Map and in the 
databases included  in Appendix F. 

5.2.2 RE-STRIPING 

Approximately 39 miles of roadway are 
identified as having potential for the 
inclusion of bike lanes with the re-
positioning of lane stripes within the 
existing cross section. These fall into 
three different categories. The first are 
Study Network roadways which could 
achieve the desired performance 
standard (Bicycle Level of Service “C”) 
if their surface were re-allocated to 
include a bike lane at least 4 feet wide 
and travel lanes no less than 11 feet 
wide. There are 10 such segments, 
which add up to just over 20 miles of 
roadway. These recommended re-
stripings were calculated to reach the 
performance threshold, and so have 
different specified lane widths 
depending upon other characteristics  
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of each segment. These segments are 
shown in Table 5.1 and are illustrated 
in Figure 5.1. Full details on the 
segments can be found in Appendix F. 
 
The second category consists of 
roadways that would not meet the 
performance threshold with installation 
of a bike lane, but nonetheless have 
room for such a facility in their existing 
cross section. These roadways are 
recommended for “interim re-striping,” 
which will provide a basic, inexpensive 
facility until such time as a more 
accommodating facility can be 
developed for the segment (the 
database in Appendix F contains 
second-step facility recommendations 
for these segments).  There are 9 of 
these segments which total 
approximately 17 miles. These 

segments are shown in Table 5.2 and 
illustrated in Figure 5.1. 

Segment  
ID 

Roadway 
 

Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended  
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width 

96.0 Cobb Pkwy Pine Mtn Bartow Co 7.6 6.0 11.4 

96.1 Cobb Pkwy Roswell St   Canton Rd 2.4 5.0 11.3 

120.0 Dallas Hwy John Ward Rd 
Garrison 
Commons 

1.7 6.0 11.2 

165.0 Frey Rd Campus Loop Chastain Rd 0.3 4.0 11.0 

220.0 
Interstate N 
Pkwy 

Powers Ferry 
Rd   

Fulton Co 0.3 5.0 11.1 

266.0 Macland Rd John Ward Villa Rica 3.7 6.0 11.1 

285.0. Macland Rd Villa Rica 
Lost 
Mountain 

0.3 6.0 11.1 

367.0 
Moon Station 
Rd 

Old 41 Hwy   Jiles Rd   1.7 4.0 11.3 

433.0 Polk St 
Burnt Hickory 
Rd  

North 
Marietta 
Pkwy   

1.6 4.0 11.0 

433.5 
South 
Marietta 
Pkwy 

Cobb Parkway I-75 0.7 6.0 11.0 

Table 5.1: Bike lane projects that will assist in achieving the performance standard (study networks segments) 
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Table 5.2: Interim bike lane projects

The final type of bike lane projects are 
found on non-study network roadways 
(“Other Major Thoroughfares”). These 
are not intended to meet a particular 
performance threshold, but were found 
to have room for a bike lane within the 
existing cross section.  
 

There are two such segments, both 
along Barrett Parkway, totaling about 
two miles. These are shown in Table 
5.3 and illustrated in Figure 5.1. 
 
 
 
 

Table 5.3: Interim bike lane projects (Other Major Thoroughfares) 

Segment 
ID 

Roadway 
 

Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended 
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width 

80.0 Cherokee St 
North Park 
Square Rd 

North 
Marietta 
Pkwy  

0.4 4.6 11.0 

80.1 Cherokee St 
North Marietta 
Pkwy 

Chicopee 0.5 5.3 11.0 

95.0 Cobb Pkwy Paces Mill Fulton Co 0.3 4.5 11.0 

96.2 Cobb Pkwy Canton Rd Barrett Pkwy 2.8 6.0 11.9 

120.1 Dallas Hwy 
Garrison 
Commons 

Paulding Co 5.8 6.0 11.4 

399.0 Roswell Rd Timber Ridge 
Fulton Co  
Line 

1.1 4.0 11.0 

399.4 Roswell Rd Old Canton 
E. Piedmont 
Rd 

1.1 4.4 11.0 

445.1 Stilesboro Rd 
Rose Hedge 
Way 

Old 
Stilesboro 

2.4 4.1 11.0 

445.3 Stilesboro Rd Pine Mountain Barrett Pkwy 2.4 4.5 11.1 

Segment 
ID 

Roadway 
 

Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended 
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width 

145.0 
Ernest Barrett 
Pkwy 

North Cobb 
Pkwy 

Old 41 Hwy  0.7 4.0 11.7 

146.0 
Ernest Barrett 
Pkwy 

Old 41 Hwy 
Stilesboro 
Rd   

1.0 4.0 11.7 
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Figure 5.1: Map of Potential Bicycle Lane Candidates 
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5.2.3 SHOULDER WIDENING  

Some roadways could be improved by 
the addition of pavement to 
accommodate a designated bike lane 
or shoulder. These roadways are 
currently too narrow for such a facility, 
but have open-shouldered cross 
sections that could be widened without 
too much difficulty. As was the case 
with bike lane re-stripe projects, these 
roadways were examined for the 
potential of a cross section that 
included a shoulder between 4 and 6 
feet wide and travel lanes a minimum 
of 11 feet wide, if such a cross section 
would allow the roadway to meet the 
performance standard. Projects were 
differentiated between those which will 
likely be easily constructed due to a 
reasonably flat and graded roadside 
profile (Roadside Condition 1 as 
described in the methodology 
description in Appendix A) and those 
which will likely require some 
regrading work and possible drainage 
engineering due to the presence of 
swales and ditches in close proximity 
to the existing roadside (Roadside 
Condition 2 in the methodology 
description).  The 12 segments 
(equaling about 17 miles) which can 
have shoulders added with minimal 
grading are shown in Table 5.4, while 
the 33 segments (equaling about 39 
miles) which will require more 
substantial re-grading are shown in 
Table 5.5; both are illustrated in Figure 
5.2. Full details for these segments are 
found in the database included in 
Appendix F. 
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Segment 
ID 

Roadway 
 

Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended 
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width 

9.0 Allgood Rd Scufflegrit Rd  Merritt Rd 1.0 16.0 5.0 

23.0 Baker Rd Jiles Rd  Cowan Rd   3.4 15.0 4.0 

66.2 Canton Rd Cobb Prkwy Cherokee St 0.6 15.0 4.0 

137.0 
East-West 
Conn 

Fontaine Rd   
South Cobb 
Dr  

2.4 16.5 5.5 

138.0 
East-West 
Conn 

Hicks Rd   Fontaine Rd  2.5 15.5 4.5 

162.0 Fontaine Rd Nickajack 
East West 
Conn   

0.6 15.0 4.0 

162.1 Roswell Rd Old Canton 
E. Piedmont 
Rd 

1.1 4.4 11.0 

179.0 
Greers 
Chapel Rd 

North Cobb 
Pkwy   

Barrett 
Pkwy   

0.6 15.0 4.0 

224.1 Jamerson Rd Trickum Rd Wigley Rd 1.3 15.0 4.0 

318.0 Old 41 Hwy 
Kennesaw 
Ave  

Barrett 
Pkwy   

1.6 16.0 5.0 

417.0 
Shallowford 
Rd 

Childers Rd   Fulton Co   1.1 16.5 5.5 

424.0 Six Flags Dr 
Blair Bridge 
Rd   

Factory 
Shoals Rd   

1.3 15.0 4.0 

Table 5.4: Potential shoulder widening projects with minimal regrading 
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Table 5.5: Potential shoulder widening projects with moderate regrading 

Segment 
ID 

Roadway Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended 
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width 

13.1 
Anderson Mill 
Rd 

Mc Duffie Austell Rd 1.0 15.0 4.0 

24.6 
Barnes Mill 
Rd 

Soaring Dr Millview 0.8 15.0 4.0 

31.0 
Bells Ferry 
Rd 

Piedmont I-575 SB  2.8 17.0 6.0 

33.0 
Benson 
Poole Rd 

Smyrna 
Powder 
Springs Rd  

South Cobb 
Dr  

0.8 16.0 5.0 

43.0 
Blue Springs 
Rd 

North Cobb 
Pkwy  

Old 41 Hwy 0.7 15.0 4.0 

44.1 Bob Cox Rd Ivy Manor 
Burnt 
Hickory 

0.9 15.0 4.0 

62.0 Callaway Rd Austell Rd   Al Bishop 1.1 15.5 4.5 

84.1 Church Rd Harris Rd   Foxwood 0.9 15.0 4.0 

139.0 
East-West 
Conn 

Powder 
Springs Rd   

Austell Rd   2.0 17.0 6.0 

162.0 Fontaine Rd Nickajack 
East West 
Conn  

0.6 15.0 4.0 

162.1 Roswell Rd Old Canton 
E. Piedmont 
Rd 

1.1 4.4 11.0 

171.2 Gaydon Rd Brand 
New 
Macland Rd 

0.6 15.0 4.0 

228.0 Jims Rd Steinhauer Rd  Wigley Rd   0.7 15.0 4.0 

262.1 
Mableton 
Pkwy 

Factory 
Shoals Rd 

Fulton Co 2.6 16.5 5.0 

264.1 
Macedonia 
Rd 

New Macland 
Rd 

Old Lost 
Mountain 
Rd 

0.5 15.0 4.0 

266.3 Macland Rd Barrett Pkwy John Ward 0.1 17.9 4.0 

296.0 
New McEver 
Rd 

Old 41 Hwy   
Hickory 
Grove Rd   

2.0 15.0 4.0 

316.0 Old 41 Hwy Barrett Pkwy   
North Cobb 
Pkwy  

0.7 16.5 5.5 

320.0 Old 41 Hwy 
North Cobb 
Pkwy   

Mccollum 
Pkwy  

0.9 16.0 5.0 

325.0 
Old Concord 
Rd 

Concord Rd   Church Rd 0.4 15.0 4.0 
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Table 5.5 continued: Potential shoulder widening projects with moderate regrading 

Segment 
ID 

Roadway Beginning 
Intersection 

Ending 
Intersection 

Length 
(mi) 

Recommended 
Bike Lane Width 

Recommended 
Outside Lane Width

343.0 
Olive Springs 
Rd 

Pat Mell Austell Rd   0.9 16.5 5.5 

343.2 
Olive Springs 
Rd 

Windy Hill 
Smyrna 
Powder 
Springs Rd  

0.5 15.0 4.0 

373.0 
Powder 
Springs Rd 

Macland Rd   
Bellemeade 
Dr   

2.2 16.6 5.5 

382.0 Powers Rd Woodlawn Dr   
Johnson Ferry 
Rd   

0.5 15.0 4.0 

391.0 
River View 
Rd 

Veterans 
Memorial Hwy   

South Cobb 
Dr  

2.5 15.0 4.0 

410.0 
Scufflegrit 
Rd 

Allgood Rd   
Sandy Plains 
Rd   

0.9 16.0 5.0 

411.0 
Sewell Mill 
Rd 

East Piedmont 
Rd   

Johnson Ferry 
Rd   

3.2 15.0 4.0 

426.0 Six Flags Dr Riverside Pkwy  
Six Flags 
Pkwy  

0.7 16.5 5.5 

462.1 Villa Rica Rd 
Friendship 
Church 

Barrett Pkwy 1.3 16.5 5.5 

470.0 
Wesley 
Chapel Rd 

Shallowford Rd  
Sandy Plains 
Rd   

2.1 15.0 4.0 

473.1 
West 
Sandtown 
Rd 

Dallas Hwy Hoyle Farm 1.4 15.0 4.0 

478.3 Whitlock Ave Windsor John Ward 0.9 16.5 5.5 

489.0 
Woodstock 
Rd 

Baker Rd   Cherokee Co  0.5 15.0 4.0 
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Figure 5.2: Map of Shoulder Widening Candidates
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5.2.4. DETAILED CORRIDOR 

STUDIES 

The remainder of the Study Network 
segments will require more detailed 
study to determine what sort of facility 
improvements will be required to 
improve their performance for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. Because 
their current cross sections are too 
narrow for addition of bike lanes and 
they are lined with curb-and-gutter 
(precluding the widening of their 
shoulders) these roadways may well 
require construction of a sidepath trail 
in order to accommodate bicycle 
traffic. Given that this is the most 
frequent facility recommendation and 
the fact that they are the most 
expensive project type, their 
implementation is best considered 
using a comparative analysis of some 
sort. Two such approaches are 
discussed in the following section.  

 

5.3 PRIORITY GROUPINGS 

FOR INDEPENDENTLY 

FUNDED BICYCLE AND 

PEDESTRIAN 

IMPROVEMENTS 

In order to choose which projects to 
develop first, the County can look for 
ways to compare the relative merits of 
the projects identified in the database 
included in Appendix F. These 
databases provide two separate 
approaches: considering the relative 
benefits of the projects, and 

considering the relative cost-
effectiveness of the projects via a neo 
traditional cost to benefit ratio.  

5.3.1 BENEFIT SCORES 

There are three classes of benefits 
that have been quantified in the course 
of this study: Improvement, Latent 
Demand, and Public Votes. An 
improvement score can be calculated 
as the difference between the Bicycle 
or Pedestrian Level of Service Score 
for a given segment, and the score 
that represents the performance 
threshold for segment (3.5, or Level of 
Service “C” for Study Network 
Roadways, 4.5, or Level of Service “D” 
for other Major Thoroughfares). This 
figure is then multiplied by the length 
of the project (in miles) to allow for 
comparison between projects of 
different scales.  Latent Demand 
scores represent potential for biking 
and walking based on the surrounding 
land use; the methodology is 
explained more fully in Chapter 3 and 
in Appendix A. Public Votes are 
compiled from input at this plan’s 
public workshops (including responses 
submitted in writing or electronically) 
and historical requests to the Cobb 
County DOT; additional “Bonus Votes” 
were applied to segments that have 
been the subject of previous study by 
the County or other planning agencies, 
including the Atlanta Regional 
Commission.  These benefit inputs 
have been assigned weights based on 
input from the stakeholder committee 
and County staff, and can be tabulated 
into an aggregate benefit score as 
shown below: 
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Benefit scores have been calculated 
for each segment and tables sorted in 
order of benefit score for both modes 
are included in Appendix F.  
 

5.3.2 NEO TRADITIONAL 

BENEFIT/COST INDEX:  
 
The segments can also be compared 
with respect to the benefit they provide 
in return for the level of investment 
required to implement them. Such a 
benefit to cost comparison would help 
the County select those projects which 
provide the best “bang for the buck”. 
This can be done by dividing the 
benefit scores described above by the 
estimated project cost. Typical project 
costs (per mile) were developed for 
the various facility types, which when 
multiplied by the project length can 
provide an estimated project cost.  The 
formula for calculating the benefit to 
cost index is shown below. This 
number is reported as a “Priority 
Score” in the tables included in 
Appendix F, two of which are sorted by 
this priority score, one for the bicycle 
mode and one for the pedestrian 
mode. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                30% (improvement x length) + 50% (latent demand) + 20% (votes)  
Benefit/Cost Index  =      ______________________________________________________ 

                                      (length x unit cost) 
 

A note about the Atlanta Regional 
Commission’s Bicycle Transportation 
and Pedestrian Walkways Plan 
 
In 2007, the Atlanta Regional 
Commission approved the Bicycle 
Transportation and Pedestrian 
Walkways Plan which identified a 
regional-scale network of bicycle 
facilities connecting major centers 
across the entire Atlanta Region. This 
network is comprised mostly of 
roadways of ARC’s Regionally 
Significant Transportation System 
(RSTS); the plan included evaluation 
and facility recommendations for its 
study network, which included numerous 
major roadways through Cobb County. 
While the ARC plan is more concerned 
with regional mobility than this current 
Cobb County Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Plan, there is a certain 
degree of overlap between the two 
plans’ objectives. In recognition of this 
common purpose, the corridors that 
were included in the ARC plan’s network 
are given the same “bonus weighting” 
(equivalent to 20 votes) as segments 
that were the subject of more localized 
planning studies. A map illustrating the 
ARC’s network in Cobb County is shown 
in Figure 5.3. 

 
   30% (improvement x length)  
+ 50% (latent demand)  
+ 20%(votes)  
100% (total benefit score) 
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Figure 5.3: Map of Cobb County Portion of ARC Regionally Strategic Bicycle Network 
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