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GARLAND CONTEXT
Garland is in the heart of the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex and is one of the region’s largest cities with
many vital transportation routes within and surrounding the city. Garland also has several natural features
including Lake Ray Hubbard, the Duck Creek Greenbelt, the Spring Creek Preserve, and the Rowlett Creek
Preserve that can be leveraged to provide new non-motorized transportations routes throughout the city.

PURPOSE OF THE PLAN
Purpose
The purpose of this plan is to conduct an
assessment of and recommend improvements to
the overall trail and bikeway network in Garland.
This plan serves as a framework for development
of on and off-street facilities, design standards and
policies, and a prioritized implementation plan for
the recommended trails and bike accommodations.
Additionally, the plan provides guidance for
future expenditures for trail and bikeway facilities.
Implementation of the plan elements will enhance
Garland’s local and regional connectivity through
alternative transportation routes.

xii

Plan Content
The master plan was developed in three distinct
phases, the results of which are compiled in
six chapters. The initial phase (chapters 1-3)
concentrated on community engagement and
system assessment. In this phase a variety of
stakeholder and public input methods were used to
gather information and simultaneously, the existing
system was evaluated through data gathering
processes and feasibility studies. The next phase
(chapters 4-5) focused on the development of trail
and bikeway system recommendations, determined
by information obtained in the initial phase. The
final phase (chapter 6) produced prioritized action
items to guide future implementation of facility
recommendations in the short, medium, and long
term.

Chapter 1 - Introduction:
Page 1

Chapter 4 – Trail & Bikeway
System Network: Page 93

Chapter 2 – Community Context:
Page 11

Chapter 5 – Trail & Bikeway
Design Standards: Page 121

Chapter 3 – Trail & Bikeway
System Needs: Page 35

Chapter 6 – Implementation:
Page 143
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KEY COMPONENTS ADDRESSED
BY PLAN
Trail and Bikeway Local and
Regional Connectivity

Feasibility Assessment of Key Trail
Corridors

Providing a comprehensive system of pedestrian and
bicycle connections within Garland is the primary
goal of this plan and it is achieved by ensuring key
destinations are made accessible, existing system
gaps are filled, and routes that allow for multi-modal
mobility across the city are established. Garland is
positioned in the DFW Metroplex where connections
to the trail and bikeway systems of surrounding cities
could be easily expanded or created. During the
recommendation and implementation process, the
creation of interjurisdictional connections largely
informed where facilities were proposed and the
associated level of prioritization. Additionally, offstreet trails are proposed along routes designated
on NCTCOG’s Regional Veloweb, which is dedicated
to enhancing regional connectivity throughout
the DFW region; therefore, increasing connections
within Garland and into surrounding communities.

In addition to an assessment performed for the
citywide trail and bikeway system, further study
was done for seven key trail corridors identified by
the city to determine their feasibility for future offstreet trail projects. All of the identified corridors,
if implemented, would provide key connectivity
either throughout the city, along the Lake Ray
Hubbard shoreline, or to several key destinations.
The primary factors considered for each corridor in
determining feasibility were the existing conditions
that would impact development, implementation
considerations such as trail alignment, necessary
structures, and environmental barriers, and
estimates of probable costs to use for preliminary
budgeting.

Identification of Critical Gaps
The existing trail and bikeway system doesn’t
provide sufficient connectivity through the entire
City due to gaps in the network. A major component
of this plan was identifying where significant gaps
exist, both on and off-street, and understanding the
associated safety and accessibility issues. Locating
these barriers helped to inform where pedestrian
and bicycle facilities should be recommended to
develop a more comprehensive system of nonmotorized transportation connectivity.

Design Standards and Policies
The recommended bicycle and pedestrian facilities
proposed for the system vary in function and the
user groups they serve. Therefore, it is necessary
to have defined design standards and policies in
place to ensure the safety and accessibility for all
users. The design standards and policies outlined
in the plan cover areas such as standard widths,
amenity requirements, safety and maintenance,
as well as proposed policy changes to support
identified recommendations. The intent is that
after this master plan is adopted, the City will
incorporate the recommended standards into the
applicable development regulations.

“I see a lot of people of all ages riding bikes in my neighborhood
for pleasure and for personal transportation. In my opinion the
entire city, especially the older neighborhoods, could use some
serious updating to make it more walking and bike friendly.”
				

- Current Garland trail and bikeway user
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EXISTING SYSTEM SNAPSHOT
The following figures summarize the total mileage of existing trail and bikeway facilities in Garland today. The
majority of Garland’s off-street trails are paved, found within the Duck Creek Greenbelt and the Spring Creek
Preserve. Shared-use lane bikeway accommodations constitute the majority of existing bikeways located on
Main Street from Garland Avenue to 7th Street, on Glenbrook Drive between Main Street and Miller Road,
and on Guthrie Road between Broadway Boulevard and Heatherbrook Drive.

Off-Street
Trails

On-Street
Bikeways

18.75 miles
of existing
off-street trails*

14.27 miles
of existing
on-street bikeways

14.55 miles
of existing
paved trails

2.86 miles
of existing
bike lanes

4.2 miles
of existing
soft-surface trails**

11.41 miles
of existing
shared-use lanes

*Includes paved and soft-surface trails.
**Excluding the Rowlett Creek Preserve DORBA Trails

xiv
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MASTER PLAN VISION
This master plan is guided by six overarching goals developed after the needs assessment and engagement
phase.

Plan Goals

1

Connectivity - Create a connected system of trails and bikeways to provide a 		
		
viable active transportation network.

2

Safety - Ensure the trail and bikeway system is safe and comfortable for users of
all abilities.

3

Awareness - Improve education and awareness of trail and bikeway system users.

4

Coordination - Improve coordination amongst city departments and with outside
		
agencies to achieve a connected trail and bikeway system.

5

Sustainability - Design, construct, and maintain trails and bikeways in a 			
		
sustainable manner.

6

Funding - Pursue traditional and non-traditional sources of funding for trails and
bikeway development.

xv

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
The following figures quantify the overall recommendations in the plan for off-street trail facilities, on-street
bicycle facilities, and pedestrian facilities. These recommendations are informed by the planning process,
which involved public and stakeholder engagement, assessment of the existing city, and analysis of current
and future trends, on-going City projects, and regional connectivity opportunities. As providing quality
alternative transportation routes remains a priority of the City of Garland, the proposed pedestrian and
bicycle facilities will provide guidance for planning and prioritization of future projects. See pages 94-97 for
an explanation of these different facility types.

Off-Street Trails
59 miles of proposed Off-Street Trails
•

31.9 miles of proposed Spine Trails

•

27.1 miles of proposed Sidepaths

On-Street Bikeways
73.1 miles of proposed On-Street Bikeways
• 60.5 miles of proposed Shared-Use Lanes
• 10.3 miles of proposed Bike Lanes
• 2.3 miles of proposed Cycle Track

Enhanced Sidewalks

68.5 miles of proposed Enhanced Sidewalks

xvi
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IMPLEMENTATION PRIORITIES
High Priority Projects
As part of this master plan, a set of prioritization criteria was established for the different facility types. This
criteria was applied to each of the recommended corridors to determine a list of high, medium, and low
projects. High priority projects are intended to be initiated in the first five years of plan adoption and many
of the identified corridors already have funding identified for implementation. The following map depicts the
off-street trails, on-street bikeways, and enhanced sidewalks recommended as high-priority corridors in this
plan. See pages 161-167 for additional information on each priority corridor.

High Priority Facilities Map

xvii
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OVERVIEW
The Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan identifies a city-wide network of on-street bikeway and offstreet trail facilities to be implemented over time. The facilities recommended in this plan provide safe
routes for bicycling, walking, running, and other non-motorized transportation modes throughout the
City. This is the first ever comprehensive trails and bikeways master plan the City has developed, and
subsequently replaces the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan map adopted in 2015.

PLAN BACKGROUND
The City of Garland is an ‘inner-ring’ suburb of the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex that is primarily built-out. At
the time much of the City was developed, trail and bikeway facilities were not in high demand like they are
today. Therefore, much of the City was developed without the dedicated space for trails and most roadways
do not accommodate cyclists. Today, the demand for trail and bikeway facilities is increasing in Garland,
both for recreation and commuting purposes.
This demand was evident in 2019 when residents passed a substantial bond package that included over
$118 million for parks and recreation improvements. To prepare for these future improvements, the City
embarked on an update to the Parks and Recreation Master Plan in 2018, which was adopted in February
of 2020, initiating the development of this Trails and Bikeways Master Plan in 2019. Once both of these
plans are completed, City staff will have a prioritized list of parks, recreation, trail, and bikeway projects to
implement over time.
Current trail and bikeway facilities in Garland include the North-South Bikeway, Duck Creek Greenbelt,
Spring Creek Preserve, and various walking trails within parks. While these facilities are great amenities for
the active transportation community, they are not well-connected with the rest of the City or surrounding
communities. This plan identifies an overall network of connected facilities to safely accommodate trail
and bikeway users and connect them to key destinations such as schools, transit, employment centers, and
neighborhoods.

The primary objectives of this master plan include:

•
•
		

Conduct a needs assessment to determine where trail and connections are 		
warranted

•

Identify a comprehensive and connected network of on-street bikeways and 		
off-street trails;

•

Provide guidance for updating facility design standards and policies; and,

•

Prioritize recommended trail and bikeway improvements.

		

2

Seek community input on desired trail and bikeway connections;
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Benefits of Active Transportation
The benefits of active transportation are well-documented. The development of connected trail and
bikeway corridors can result in healthier lifestyles, economic benefits, and safer roadways.

Health Benefits

With the number of obese individuals on the
rise, physical activity is more important than
ever. By making walking and cycling more
convenient through improving facilities, it is
easier for individuals to incorporate physical
activity into their daily routines, whether
that’s commuting to work or running an
errand.

Source: A Cost-Benefit Analysis of Physical Activity Using Bike/Pedestrian
Trails, Health Promotion Practice

Source: https://www.saferoutespartnership.org/
healthy-communities/101/facts

Chapter 1
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Economic Benefits
Proximity to parks and trails can have a positive
impact on property values. Additionally, there
is increasing demand for more walkable
places, as evidenced by the popularity of
developments such as Legacy West, Bishop
Arts, and West 7th in the DFW area. Finally,
individuals can save money typically spent on
gas and wear and tear on their car by choosing
active transportation options.
Source: Investing in Place for Economic Growth and Competitiveness, American
Planning Association, May 2014

For every $1
invested in trails,
the City of Dallas
saw a return
of investment
of $50.

Source: Economic Value and Benchmarking Study of the Dallas Park System, City of Dallas, February 2016

Safety Benefits
When incorporating bicycle accommodations
on a roadway, often the travel lanes will be
narrowed slightly to accommodate the bicycle
traffic. Narrower travel lanes lead to reduced
travel speeds, which improves the safety of the
cyclists. Additionally, intersections are often
the most dangerous spots for pedestrians and
cyclists. When improvements are made for
pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, this
will often include intersection improvements
such as more defined crosswalks or pedestrian
activated signals.

Source: “Impact Speed and a Pedestrian’s Risk of Severe Injury or Death,”
Brian Teft, September 2011, http://aaafoundation.org/wp-content/
uploads/2018/02/2011PedestrianRiskVsSpeedReport.pdf

4
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PLAN PROCESS
The planning process took approximately 20-months to incorporate various methods of public and
stakeholder engagement and to allow for detailed review of recommendations. The major phases of the
planning process are described below and a timeline is shown in Figure 1.1.
Assess Existing Conditions: The first phase included an inventory of existing trail and bikeway facilities to
determine the existing condition and potential improvements of trails and bikeways in Garland. The project
team toured many of the existing facilities to assess current conditions and potential improvements.
Engage the Community: Public and stakeholder feedback is critical to any planning process. Various
engagement methods were used to solicit input from all residents and stakeholders in Garland, regardless
of whether they use trails and bikeways today. Input methods ranged from in-person public workshops, a
Citizen Steering Committee, and online engagement.
Determine System Needs: In addition to public input, a quantitative needs assessment was conducted
to determine areas in the city that need improvements related to addressing safety issues, overcoming
barriers, and increasing comfort. The results of the needs assessment, combined with the public input,
shaped an overall opportunities map that was refined during the recommendations phase.
Develop Recommendations: This stage involved developing a recommended network of on-street bikeways
and off-street trails based on a defined list of prioritization criteria. In addition to the recommended
network, guidance was established for updating facility design standards and policies related to trail and
bikeway development.
Refine & Prioritize Actions: In recognition that not all of the recommended facilities can be implemented
at once, this phase involved prioritizing the actions based on their relative importance and ease of
implementation. An overall implementation action plan identifies short, medium, and long-term action
items to be implemented by the City and partnering agencies.

Figure 1.1, Plan Process Timeline
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Master Plan Contents
Executive Summary: Presents a high-level summary of the plan process, key recommendations, and
implementation priorities.
Chapter 1, Introduction: Describes the plan purpose and background and presents the plan vision and
goals.
Chapter 2, Community Context: Analyzes context in Garland today that can influence the provision of trail
and bikeway facilities, such as demographics, the built environment, and natural resources. This chapter also
reviews past planning efforts that relate to trails and bikeways.
Chapter 3, Trail and Bikeway System Needs: Documents the analysis undertaken to determine needs
for additional trails and bikeways by assessing crash data, level of service, traffic stress, barriers, and
opportunities.
Chapter 4, Trail and Bikeway System Network: Presents a recommended network of proposed on-street
bikeways and off-street trails to be implemented over time.
Chapter 5, Trail and Bikeway Design Standards: Provides guidance for updating design standards and
policies related to trail and bikeway development in Garland.
Chapter 6, Implementation: Includes a prioritized list of trail and bikeway projects with estimated costs.
This chapter also includes information on potential funding sources and implementation partners.

PLAN VISION & GOALS
Visioning was a substantial part of the public engagement process; meeting attendees and survey takers
were asked how they envision walking and cycling in Garland in the future. The collective responses from
these visioning questions were used to develop an overall vision for this plan as well as supporting goals.
Together, the vision and goal statements describe the community’s desired future for the trail and bikeway
system in Garland.
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Goals & Objectives

1

CONNECTIVITY
		

- Create a connected system of trails and bikeways to provide a 		
viable active transportation mode.

1.1: Establish regional connections to surrounding cities.
1.2: Connect to neighborhoods, schools, parks, job centers, and transit centers.
1.3: Increase trail level of service to create a more accessible network.
1.4: Establish a hierarchy of trail types to serve different users and functions.
1.5: Conduct a sidewalk inventory to locate gaps within the system.

2

SAFETY

- Ensure the trail and bikeway system is safe and comfortable for users of 		
all abilities.

2.1: Address areas of concern for cyclists and pedestrians, particularly intersections.
2.2: Improve user comfort throughout the trail and bikeway system.
2.3: Implement Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 			
strategies to ensure a safe environment for trail and bikeway users.
2.4: Address areas identified as critical connections and key barriers.
2.5: Consider users of all abilities when designing trails and bikeways.

3

AWARENESS

- Improve education and awareness of trail and bikeway system users.

3.1: Initiate a bicycle safety awareness campaign that educates cyclists and motorists.
3.2: Implement experimental projects to test feasibility and public perception of 		
bikeway facilities before making them permanent.
3.3: Create a trail counter program to determine heavily used trail and bikeway segments.
3.4: Implement wayfinding signage throughout the trail and bikeway network to 		
encourage users to interact with and experience the natural beauty of Garland.
3.5: Implement trailheads and trail amenities at key points along the system.
3.6: Utilize existing and future advocacy groups to spread awareness.
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4

COORDINATION
			

- Improve coordination amongst city departments and with outside 		
agencies to achieve a connected trail and bikeway system.

4.1: Establish and maintain partnerships for trails and bikeways with surrounding cities, 		
the county, TxDOT, NTTA, NCTCOG, and utility providers.
4.2: Update the thoroughfare plan to address bicycle and pedestrian accommodations.
4.3: Update development standards to require trails of a specified width are 			
implemented in new developments.
4.4: Explore innovative solutions to implement trails and bikeways.
4.5: Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations as roadways are reconstructed.

5

SUSTAINABILITY
			

- Design, construct, and maintain trails and bikeways in a 			
sustainable manner.

5.1: Update design and maintenance standards to ensure quality trails are provided and
maintained.
5.2: Establish a routine maintenance schedule to update on-street bicycle markings.
5.3: Develop trails that are context-sensitive to the natural environment.
5.4: Develop a program for mitigating litter along trails.

6

FUNDING
		

- Pursue traditional and non-traditional sources of funding for trails and 		
bikeway development.

6.1: Apply for grant funding where feasible.
6.2: Increase funding for active transportation through partnerships.
6.3: Seek sponsorships from corporations or non-profits.
6.4: Continue major capital initiatives for trail and bikeway development projects.
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COMMUNITY OVERVIEW
Planning Area
Garland is one of the largest cities within the
Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex and is considered
a first ring-suburb. Given it’s location, the City’s
transportation system is a regional asset for
accessing major employment and commercial
centers. Garland is located in the northeastern
part of Dallas County along State Highways 66
and 78 and is approximately 15 miles northeast of
Downtown Dallas, as shown in Figure 2.1. Garland
contains many natural features such as Lake Ray
Hubbard located along the eastern border of
the City, as well as several natural preserves and
greenbelts. These natural resources create unique
recreational opportunities for city residents and
visitors.
Firewheel Town Center.

Figure 2.1, Regional Context
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The North Central Texas land that is now Garland
was originally occupied by two rival communities,
Duck Creek and Embree in the 1870s. The primary
competition between the two communities was
over the establishment of a new post office. In 1887
Congressman Joseph Abbott resolved this conflict
by proposing the post office be located between
the two communities, this new site was named
after U.S. Attorney General Augustus H. Garland.
This decision led to the dissolution of Duck Creek
and Embree to form the City of Garland. In its early
days agriculture was the economic foundation of
Garland, and having depots for both the Missouri,
Kansas and Texas Railroad and the Atchinson,
Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad made the city a hub
for the transport of goods.

During the 1930s several businesses moved their
operations to Garland and this spurred immense
growth in the city. Until the 1980s the primary
development focus for Garland was on diversified
industries and new businesses and industries were
on the rise. During World War II, war production
provided an economic boost to the city. As
the City rapidly expanded in the 1900s smaller
surrounding communities were absorbed. The first
park, Central Park, was purchased in 1948 and by
1960 the city had a total of 15 parks. By the mid1900’s Garland’s population had reached 10,000,
and since then has experienced exponential
growth. Today there are many businesses, sports
facilities, and entertainment centers that provide
for the quality of life of Garland residents.

Harris Hollabaugh Park.

Duck Creek Greenbelt.

Lake Ray Hubbard.
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City History

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
Growth Trends
Similar to neighboring cities in the Dallas-Fort
Worth Metroplex, Garland experienced a population
boom during the 1950s to 1970s. The growth rate
during this three-decade time period was 670%,
however, in more recent years, population growth
has tapered off as the City has approached buildout. By 1980 the City’s population had surpassed
100,000 and 20 years later in 2000 the population
was over 200,000. As of 2018 the population of
Garland is 239,684, which constitutes 9.4% of
the total population for Dallas County. Figure 2.2
depicts population growth over time in Garland.

Looking to the future, it is estimated that in 2030
Garland’s population will increase to 241,767, as stated
in the Envision Garland 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
Dallas County is also predicted to have a substantial
increase in population within the next 10-20 years.
The projected population growth will consequently
create a greater demand for an expanded trail and
bikeway network. The popularity of trails and bikeways
as both a recreational activity and commuting option
has continued to grow. This trend is predicted to
continue in the future, requiring cities to implement
appropriate infrastructure to accommodate demand.
For this section, the 2013-2017 American Community
Survey (ACS) Five-Year Estimates were used. This
represents the latest data available at the time of
report development.

Figure 2.2, Historical Growth (1930-2019)

250,000

200,000

150,000

100000

50,000

0
1930

1940

1950

1960

1970

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Age & Gender Characteristics
In 2017, the age groups with the largest percentages
were individuals between the ages of 0-9 years
and 10-19 years; each age group equals 15.8% of
Garland’s population, and combined make up 31.6%
of the total population. Large numbers of people
in the 20-54 age group reveals that a significant
part of the total population is within the labor force
participation age group. The next largest age groups
is the 18 years old and younger population, making
up almost 30% of the total population. A large
youth population combined with a large labor force
age population indicates that there are a significant
number of families living in the city.

Females make up 51% of the overall population,
surpassing their male counterparts in most age
groups over 35 years. The median age for Garland
residents in 2017 was 34.5 years, which aligns
closely with the Texas median age of 34.3 years
but is younger than the national median age of
37.8 years. Over time the median age for Garland
has steadily increased; in 2000 the median age
was 31.7 years and in 2010 the median age was
33.2 years; this can indicate an aging population.
Figure 2.3 depicts the composition of Garland
based on age and gender.

Figure 2.3, Age & Gender, 2017

85 years and older
80 to 84 Years
75 to 79 Years
70 to 74 Years

MALES 49%

FEMALES 51%

65 to 69 Years
60 to 64 Years
55 to 59 Years
50 to 55 Years
45 to 49 Years
40 to 44 Years
35 to 39 Years
30 to 34 Years
25 to 29 Years
20 to 24 Years
15 to 19 Years
10 to 14 Years
5 to 9 Years
Under 5 Years

10%

5%

0%

5%

10%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Race and Ethnicity Characteristics
or two or more races. The percentage of residents
that identify ethnically as Hispanic or Latino has
also increased considerably; since 2000 there has
been a 15% increase in Hispanic or Latino residents,
composing 41% of the population in 2017. Table 2.1
depicts the racial and ethnic composition of the City
over time.

In 2017, the majority of Garland residents (59%)
identified as white, followed by 13% of residents
identifying as Black or African American. Over the
past 20 years Garland’s population composition
has become increasingly diverse. There has been a
noticeable increase in the percentage of residents
identifying as Black or African American, Asian,

Table 2.1, Race & Ethnicity (2000-2017)

2000

2010

2017

Total Population

215,768

226,876

235,965

White

65.3%

57.5%

59.8%

Black or African American

11.9%

14.5%

13.7%

American Indian and Alaska Native

0.6%

0.8%

0.5%

Asian

7.3%

9.4%

11.0%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

0.1%

0.0%

0.0%

Some Other Race

12.0%

14.4%

11.1%

Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity (of any race)

25.6%

37.8%

41.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Streetscape in Downtown Garland.
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Compared to the state of Texas, Garland’s housing
stock has a significantly higher percentage of
occupied housing units, totaling 94.6%. The majority
of occupied housing units are owner-occupied,
equaling 62% and the remaining 38% are renteroccupied units. Over time the percentage of owneroccupied and renter-occupied housing units has
remained fairly consistent. A large percentage of
owner-occupied housing units typically correlates
with the large number of family households,
which accounts for 89.5% of all households. Of the

total housing units in Garland in 2017, only 5.4%
are vacant, which reflects past and anticipated
population growth.
The median household income for the City of
Garland in 2017 was $55,637, which has increased
steadily since 2000. This is higher than the Dallas
County median household income of $53,626
but has remained lower that the Texas median
household income of $57,051. Table 2.2 shows
various household characteristics over time.

Table 2.2, Household Characteristics (2000-2017)

2000

2010

2017

Total Housing Units

75,300

78,349

80,202

Occupied Housing Units

97.3%

92.6%

94.6%

Vacant Housing Units

2.7%

7.4%

5.4%

Owner Occupied Units

63.8%

64.8%

62.0%

Median Mortgage Cost ($)

$998

$1,401

$1,351

Renter Occupied Units

36.2%

35.2%

38.0%

Median Rent ($)

$672

$1,961

$1,013

Total Households

73,241

72,512

75,837

Median Household Income

$49,040

$52,389

$55,637

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

New residential development in Garland.
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Commuter Characteristics
in 2000 and 2010 and an increase to 0.2% in 2017.
This very low number of commuters using bicycles
as their mode of transportation, indicates that
bicycle infrastructure in Garland presently lacks safe
connections to employment centers.

In 2017, the total number of workers in Garland was
112,200. As stated in the age and gender section
the largest age group in Garland is of working
age; this percentage aligns closely with the total
percentage of workers in Garland (47.5%). When
considering the modes of transportation used
by Garland workers when commuting to work,
91.5% commuted by car, truck, or van in 2017. Of
that 91.5%, 79% drove alone and 12.5% carpooled.
Individuals who walked to work have remained a
small percentage of commuters since 2000. In
2000 only 1% of all commuters walked to work
and the percentage decreased to 0.8% in 2017.
Bicycle commuters have consistently made up the
lowest percentage of commuters with only 0.1%

The average travel time for Garland commuters in
2017 was approximately 28 minutes. Nearly 50% of
all Garland commuters travel 30 or more minutes
to get to work. A larger number of people traveling
long distances to get to work correlates with the
high percentage of commuters traveling by car,
truck, or van and a smaller percentage using other
modes of transportation that would be better suited
for shorter distances. Table 2.3 depicts commuting
characteristics over time in Garland.

Table 2.3, Commuter Characteristics (2000-2017)

2000

2010

2017

Workers (16 years and older)

104,402

108,460

112,200

Car, truck, or van

93.5%

92.4%

91.5%

Drove alone

78.3%

78.5%

79.0%

Carpooled

15.2%

13.9%

12.5%

Public transportation

2.0%

2.8%

2.7%

Walked

1.0%

1.2%

0.8%

Bicycle

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

Taxicab, motorcycle, or other means

1.0%

0.8%

1.1%

Worked at home

2.4%

2.5%

3.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Garland City Square.
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Regional Commuting Comparison
Given that bicycling is the mode of transportation used the least by Garland commuters, it is beneficial
to see how bicycling is viewed throughout the rest of the region. The North Central Texas Council of
Governments (NCTCOG) conducted a survey in 2017 across the 12 counties that constitute the DallasFort Worth Region to capture the public’s view on various aspects of bicycling. Key findings from this
survey highlight the reasons respondents cycled and how barriers and accessibility impacted ridership.
The below figures illustrate some of these key data points.
Figure 2.4, Regional Bicycling Behavior
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20%

18%

54%

56%

In the survey, respondents were classified by
their purpose for riding a bicycle. The four
categories used were determined by Roger
Geller with the City of Portland’s Bureau of
Transportation. Metro Portland was used as
an aspirational/model region that has high
ridership numbers. The cyclist categories
are defined below:

80%
33%
60%

1.

Utilitarian Cyclist - Individuals who
bicycle as a means of transportation.

25%

40%

2. Recreational Cyclist - Individuals who
bicycle just for leisure or exercise.
14%

10%

13%

16%

NCTCOG Region

Dallas County

20%

3. Non-Cyclist - Individuals who typically
do not bicycle for transportation or
recreation but may have cycled at least
once in the past 12 months.

30%
0%

Metro Portland
Utilitarian Cyclist

Recreational Cyclist Only

Non-Cyclist

Unable to Cycle

Figure 2.5, Perceptions of Safety and Comfort
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Feelings of safety and comfort while
using bicycle facilities were also analyzed
in this survey. Respondents were given
a list of hypothetical scenarios involving
various bicycle facilities and asked if they
would feel very uncomfortable, somewhat
uncomfortable, somewhat comfortable, or
very comfortable using them.

85%

A path or trail that is separated from a street

78%

60%

A major street with
with 22 or
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speeds of
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40 MPH
MPH and
and no
no bike
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4. Unable to Cycle - Individuals who are
unable to ride due to physical limitations.

100%

The graph to the left depicts a selection
of the facilities that a high percentage of
respondents reported they would feel very
comfortable or somewhat comfortable
using and the facility that was perceived as
the most uncomfortable. From this survey
question it is clear that many respondents
would feel most comfortable using facilities
that have a clear separation from motor
vehicles and are uncomfortable using
facilities along busy roads.

Source: NCTCOG 2017 Bicycle Opinion Survey Report of Results
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ESRI Tapestry Segmentation
The Environmental Science and Research Institute (ESRI) is a demographic and mapping company that has
developed a demographic assessment called Tapestry Segmentation to help identify consumer markets
per zip codes. Using Tapestry Segmentation, residential areas within the U.S. are divided into broad market
segments based on the socioeconomic and demographic composition. ESRI Tapestry segmentation is based
not only on demographics but also socioeconomic characteristics to better help understand markets. They
provide a broad analysis of populations typically living in the defined zip code. Figure 2.6 illustrates the
locations of zip codes in Garland. The most common tapestry segments found in Garland are described on
the facing page.

Figure 2.6, Garland Zip Codes

20

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

2

Zip Codes
75042 | 75043
American
Dreamers

Community
Context

Zip Codes
75040 | 75041
Barrios Urbanos

Communities classified as Barrios Urbanos are typically diverse, with
Hispanic residents making up a large majority of the population. Young
families with children and single-parent households are predominant
in this community, often living in multi-generational households. With
multi-generational households commonly found in Barrios Urbanos the
average household size is 3.62, which is larger than the national average.
Most residents occupy single-family homes that they own. Unemployment
is higher in these communities with labor force participation at only
61%. Residents tend to be more fiscally-conscious; spending tends to be
solely on necessities but make an exception when purchasing the latest
trends and brands.
The majority of American Dreamers are homeowners living in single-family
homes further outside the city. Choosing affordable housing outside on the
periphery of the city leads to increased distances in commutes to work,
typically via automobile. Households are typically comprised of younger
married-couple families with children and sometimes grandparents. This
community is diverse; many residents identify as Hispanic or Latino.
Living in multi-generational homes increases the average household size
compared to the rest of the nation. The majority of residents are high
school educated, and a considerable percentage have earned a college
degree. In these communities, unemployment is slightly higher and so is
labor force participation. Spending for these residents is primarily focused
on necessities.

Zip Codes
75044
Home
Improvement

Residents of Home Improvement communities are predominantly
married-couple families that own single-family homes. Similar to the
U.S. as a whole, diversity tends to be moderate. The median household
income for Home Improvement communities tends to be significantly
higher than the rest of the nation. Labor force participation is high,
with typically two or more workers per household and unemployment
is lower than the U.S. average. Many of the individuals living in these
communities would consider themselves as cautious consumers, where
much of their money goes towards student loans, home mortgages, and
vehicle gas and maintenance.

Zip Codes
75089
Soccer Moms

Residents belonging to the Soccer Mom community are affluent and
family-oriented. They prefer to live in newly built houses that are away
from the city center but close enough to commute for work in professional
job centers. These neighborhoods are primarily composed of singlefamily homes that have been built in newer neighborhoods. Educational
attainment is high among these residents, with a significant percentage
that have some college education. Labor force participation is higher
than the national average with households typically having two or more
employed people. Consequently, the median household income tends
to be considerably higher than the national average. Diversity among
these residents is lower than that or the rest of the United States, with a
population that is largely composed of one race.

Zip Codes
75098
Up & Coming
Families

These communities are characterized by their younger, ethnically
diverse and mobile residents. Their neighborhoods are new housing
developments in the suburban periphery. Families choose to live further
outside the city where they can find more affordable housing while
accepting longer commute times. The majority of these residents have
some college education and participate in the labor force. Unemployment
for these communities is generally low, in fact most households have
two or more workers. The median household income for Up and Coming
Families is typically higher compared to the rest of the United States.
These communities have experienced substantial population growth in
recent years and can anticipate further growth in the future.
Chapter 2
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PLANNING GUIDANCE
Envision Garland Comprehensive Plan
Adopted in 2012, the Envision Garland Comprehensive Plan created a guide for future physical and economic
development within a 20-year horizon. The vision for this plan is to create a “distinctive destination” and
“strengthen identity as a sustainable community with a hometown feel.” The purpose of this plan is to prepare
for anticipated growth, through leveraging assets and establishing a position in the Dallas-Fort Worth region
as an attractive and economically prosperous city.
The framework of the plan is centered around a set of guiding principles, which is a planning tool intended
to help achieve consistent implementation. These principles highlight the importance of parks and trails to
the overall community vision by promoting an integrated mobility network that includes pedestrian and nonmotorized modes of transportation and creating a connected network of parks and open space. Of the eight
guiding principles, two are related to bicycle, pedestrian and connectivity needs in Garland:
•

Garland promotes an integrated regional mobility network for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, roadways,
and freeways efficiently linking neighborhoods and centers of activity and employment in the DallasFort Worth region.

•

Garland supports a connected open and public space network formed by parks, greenbelts, trails,
lakefronts, and public-private spaces.

The element of creating connections throughout the city is a focal point of Chapter 6: Transportation and
Infrastructure Elements. This chapter expands upon how the creation of complete streets and enhancing
public infrastructure will increase the connectivity, safety, and accessibility for travel off all user groups.
These ideas can be accomplished through the implementation of an updated trails and bikeway system.
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Garland Non-Motorized Transportation Plan
The Garland Non-Motorized Transportation Plan shows the system of primary and secondary trails
throughout the city. Additionally, existing and suggested inter-jurisdictional connections are shown along
the city boundary and key corridors. Many of these trail segments provide connectivity from the edges of
the city to downtown Garland and to the existing park system. This updated master plan will review the
recommended routes in the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan and make suggestions for modifications
or entirely new routes.
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Our Garland: Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Arts Strategic Master Plan
The City of Garland adopted an update to its parks, recreation, and cultural arts master plan in early 2020
to prepare the City for changing demographics and park and recreation needs in the future. Our Garland:
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Arts Strategic Master Plan reviews current and future demographics,
assesses system needs, summarizes the public engagement process, and presents recommendations, which
are divided into three major parts:
1. Plan implementation & prioritization of needs;
2. Individual park recommendations; and,
3. Action plan.
This plan establishes a framework for system-wide modernization of the City’s parks and recreation facilities.
There are four overarching goals established for this plan:
1.

Our parks, places, and spaces will connect people, build community, and create dynamic experiences for
current and future generations
2. Our programs, events and services will promote health and wellness, learning, creativity and fun to
enrich the lives of our diverse and ever-changing community.
3. Our residents, business, leaders and staff will work together to create and deliver innovative, accessible,
affordable, and inclusive experiences for our entire community.
4. Our department will implement modern best practices to ensure our people, policies, processes, finances,
and resources are aligned to fulfill our mission and realize our vision.
Adopted in early 2020, the plan will serve as a guide for future capital improvements to parks and recreation
facilities.
Figure 7.1: Priority Park Improvement Areas
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NCTCOG 2045 Regional Veloweb
The Regional Veloweb is an expansive network of off-street shared use paths that accommodate multiple user
groups including bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized modes of transportation. The Veloweb
is compiled and continuously updated by the North Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG). The
latest version of the regional network is included in the NCTCOG Mobility 2045 Plan and contains 1,883
miles of off-street trails. The Veloweb provides connections in North Texas for 105 cities within 10 counties.
The Veloweb trail alignments are established through cooperative planning efforts between NCTCOG and
local jurisdictions. Individual cities are responsible for securing funding and constructing trail segments
within their jurisdiction with varying levels of assistance provided by NCTCOG.
The Mobility 2045 Plan has established a hierarchy of existing, funded, and planned Veloweb trail segments.
The majority of Veloweb segments in Garland are categorized as ‘planned’, with a few existing segments
in the northern and southern regions of the city. Duck Creek Trail is the major trail segment within the
Veloweb network. The middle section, which would complete the north/south connection of Duck Creek
Trail, is currently incorporated in Garland’s future plans for off-street trail construction.
E. Mobility Options

Source: North Central Texas Council of Governments - Mobility 2045 Plan
Mobility 2045 I 245
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EXISTING TRAIL AND BIKEWAY SYSTEM
Figure 2.7 and Table 2.4 depict the existing off-street trails, on-street bikeways, and sidewalks in Garland.
Currently, there are roughly 17 miles of off-street trails and approximately 14 miles of on-street bikeways.
Additionally, there are over 1,110 miles of sidewalks located in the City. For the purpose of this inventory
the following facility definitions are used:
•

Off-Street Trails: Multi-use paths that accommodate a variety of users and are typically 8’-12’ in width.

•

On-Street Bikeways: Designated bicycle accommodations within a roadway such as bike lanes, shareduse lanes, and bicycle boulevards; bike lanes are typically a minimum width of 5’.

•

Sidewalks: Pedestrian accommodations that range from 4’-6’ in width and are located directly adjacent
or separated from roadways and include pedestrian crosswalks.

Trails in Garland primarily exist within the City’s parks and greenbelts. The longest continuous off-street trail
is located within the Duck Creek Greenbelt. The Garland on-street bicycle network is primarily composed
of the North-South Bikeway, which today connects Mesquite, Garland, and Richardson, primarily along
Glenbrook Drive. It is important to note that the soft-surface mountain biking trails located in the Rowlett
Creek Preserve are not included in the overall inventory since they are not multi-purpose and do not serve
a commuting purpose. They do, however, serve as a unique amenity for the city and greater region.
The overall connectivity of the current trail and bikeway system is lacking, specifically in terms of providing
connections to the eastern and western parts of the city. Generally, this system does not provide connections
into neighborhoods or provide safe access across major thoroughfares, resulting in a lack of accessibility
to key destinations via non-motorized routes.
As discussed in the Planning Guidance section of this chapter, the 2015 Non-Motorized Transportation
Plan did establish a network of planned trails and bikeways for the city. This plan identified approximately
36.56 miles of additional off-street trails and 69.88 miles of additional on-street bikeways. These planned
routes identify areas in the current trail and bikeway system that lack connectivity and attempt to fill the
gaps. Additional routes will ultimately increase city-wide connectivity as there are more opportunities for
users to comfortably and easily reach key destinations. The feasibility of these currently planned routes is
discussed in Chapter 3.

Table 2.4, Existing Bike & Trail Inventory

Type

Total Length in Miles

Total Length in Linear Feet

Existing Off-Street Trails*

18.75

99,000

Planned Off-Street Trails

36.56

193,036.8

Existing On-Street Bikeways

14.27

75,345.6

Planned On-Street Bikeways

69.88

368,966.4

*This excludes the Rowlett Creek Preserve DORBA Trail
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Figure 2.7, Existing Trail & Bikeway System
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Off-Street Trail Inventory
Table 2.5, shown below, summarizes the existing
off-street trails in Garland, the majority of which
are concrete. There are soft-surface nature trails,
primarily located within the City’s nature preserves
and greenbelts. The use of concrete makes these
trails more suitable for all weather, which increases
the overall usability and lowers the impact of
weather events, such as heavy rains and flooding,
from interfering with accessibility. Garland has
several trails that are, or have sections that are,

10’-12’, which provides enough space for walkers,
joggers, bicyclists, strollers and wheelchair users
to easily navigate and share the trail. In total there
are 18.75 miles of trail, the majority of those miles
are concrete or paved. Trails categorized as natural
or soft-surface limits accessibility by multiple user
groups and during specific weather conditions.
Figure 2.8, on the facing page, illustrates the
location of Garland’s existing and planned off-street
trails.

Table 2.5, Existing Off-Street Trail Inventory

Trail Name

Length in
Miles

Length in
Linear Feet

Width

Surface

1

Ablon Park Trail

0.9

4,752

8’

Concrete

2

Alamo Park Trail

0.3

1,584

6’

Concrete

3

Armstrong Park Trail

0.25

1,320

6’

Concrete

4

Audubon Park Loop

1.6

8,448

8’-12’

Concrete

5

Coomer Park Trail

0.5

2,640

6’

Concrete

6

Douglas Park Trail

0.2

1,056

6’

Concrete

7

Duck Creek Trail Loop

3.1

16,368

8’-12’

Concrete

8

Greenbelt Parkway

2.5

13,200

8’-12’

Concrete

9

Eastern Hill Park Trail

0.5

2,640

6’

Concrete

10

Embree Park Trail

0.5

2,640

6’

Concrete

11

Holford Park Trail

0.9

4,752

6’

Concrete

12

Hollabaugh Park Trail

0.4

2,112

6’

Concrete

13

John Paul Jones Park Trail

0.5

2,640

8’

Concrete

14

Pleasant Valley Road Trail

1.6

8,448

12’

Concrete

15

Spring Creek Forest Preserve Trail

2.1

11,088

12’

Paved & Natural
Surface

16

Spring Creek Greenbelt Trail Harris Section

0.8

4,224

8’

Concrete

17

Spring Creek Park Preserve Trail

2.1

11,088

Varies

Paved & Natural
Surface

Total Length

18.75

99,000

Total Length (excluding soft-surface)

14.55

76,824
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On-Street Bikeway Inventory
On the facing page, Figure 2.9 illustrates the existing and planned on-street bikeways in Garland as
presented in the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. The existing on-street bikeways primarily exist along
Glenbrook Drive and is known as the North-South Bikeway. The type of bike facilities included in the NorthSouth Bikeway varies; there are shared lanes and designated bike lanes. Shared lanes are characterized by
lane markings on the roadway used to inform motorists of the presence of cyclists in the lane. Many of the
planned bikeways extend into neighborhoods throughout the city providing much-needed east-west and
north-south connections.

Bike Lanes
A bicycle lane is a portion of the roadway that
has been designated with striping, signage,
and pavement markings for the exclusive use of
bicyclists. Bicycle lanes should be a minimum
5’ wide according to the Texas Department
of Transportation (TxDOT) and American
Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials AASHTO standards, but additional width
is preferred depending on roadway conditions.
12’-0”
lane

5’ bike
lane
(4’ min.)

signed bike route

bike lane marking

Designated bike lane in Downtown Garland.

Shared Lanes
Shared lane markings, or “sharrows,” are used
on existing roads that cannot accommodate
a separated bicycle lane. The markings inform
motorists of the presence of bicyclists on the
roadway, and suggest the bicyclist’s likely position
in the travel lane.

signed bike route

4’-0” Min.
sharrow markings
signed bike route

Sharrow pavement markings.
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sharrow markings

72”

72”

4’-0” Min.

112”

shared
lane

112”

shared
lane

40”
SHARROW MARKING
ENLARGEMENT

While sharrow
40”markings
should be min. 5’ from
SHARROW
gutter,
it is often MARKING
preferable
ENLARGEMENT
to place
them along the
centerline of the lane to
While sharrow
minimize
wear andmarkings
tear.
should be min. 5’ from
gutter, it is often preferable
to place them along the
centerline of the lane to
minimize wear and tear.
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Figure 2.9, On-Street Bikeways
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Sidewalk Inventory
Figure 2.10 on the facing page illustrates the existing sidewalk system in Garland; city-wide there is a
moderately complete network. Gaps in this system occur on major streets where the volume and speed of
traffic is typically higher compared to residential streets, which have more consistent sidewalk coverage.
Generally, the sidewalk network near schools and parks are more complete and extend into the surrounding
neighborhoods. While the map depicts the overall presence of sidewalks it does not reveal the quality of
these facilities. The photos below show a range of Garland sidewalk conditions. From these images it can be
concluded that there are areas throughout the city that could benefit from sidewalks that are wider, safer,
and unobstructed from utilities.

Sidewalk accommodations along Garland Avenue.

Utility pole interrupting sidewalk accessibility.
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Figure 2.10, Existing Sidewalks
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SYSTEM USERS
User Groups
An effective trail and bikeway system requires an understanding of multiple user groups and their preferences,
challenges, and limitations to meet the needs of the entire community. While it is important to consider and
strive to meet the unique needs of all user groups, the City’s primary goal should be to identify shared and
overlapping needs of those groups and build a system that most efficiently meets those needs.

Walkers
Typically, trails are utilized by pedestrians for recreational purposes and most trail users
fall into the walker category. Walking is a great passive recreation option because it
is affordable and accessible for most people. Therefore, it is crucial that trails provide
connectivity between neighborhoods and nearby destinations. When developing trails
for pedestrians it is important to design them to be enjoyable, attractive, safe, and
comfortable.

Runners & Joggers
Trail systems are also ideal for runners and joggers who seek opportunities for sports,
leisure, and fitness. Multi-use trails with minimum widths of 10’-14’ provide space for
runners and joggers to safely and comfortably pass walkers and provide enough space
for running groups and meet-ups.

Bicyclists
Bicyclists consist of three groups, the occasional rider (children and seniors), the
recreational rider (basic), and the more experienced on-street/off-street rider
(advanced). A connected on-street bikeway and off-street trail system provides mobility
for commuters as well as access to destinations and parks for recreational riders.
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Hierarchy of Bicyclists
Below defines the three groups of bicyclists that use bicycle facilities in Garland today.

Advanced
Typically, experienced bicyclists see riding as a mode of transportation and are more
comfortable using on-street bicycle facilities with adjacent motor vehicle traffic. These
bicyclists are confident on roadways and undeterred by various roadway conditions.
However, bike lanes and bikeway networks are preferred and supported by these
riders. Users within this group may be part of cycling organizations or a commuter
within the City of Garland. If advanced riders use trails implementing speed control
elements is needed to reduce the potential for conflict with other trail users.

Basic
Bicyclists who ride for leisure and recreation prefer off-street bike trails and shareduse paths adjacent to roadways. This user group is less likely to ride as a mode of
transportation since these users are generally less confident riders. However, they
will more likely ride on-street within residential neighborhoods and within parks and
open space areas.

Children and Seniors
Both youth and seniors are the most vulnerable user groups. They require easily
accessible trail routes that are simple and easy to navigate. When developing trails it
is important to provide spaces that are safe and comfortable for this group of users.

Chapter 3
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QUANTITATIVE NEEDS
ASSESSMENT
Condition of System
As discussed in Chapter Two, Garland currently
has approximately 18 miles of off-street trails
and approximately 14 miles of bikeways, all of
which have varying conditions throughout the
city. Condition of the system is determined by a
combination of the quality of the existing system,
impact of the surrounding environment, and level
of connectivity provided. Garland’s off-street trail
system exists primarily within the Spring Creek
Nature Preserve and the Duck Creek Greenbelt

and while they provide connectivity within these
locations they do not enhance overall connectivity
throughout the city.
The on-street bikeways in Garland are primarily
located on the North-South Bikeway that runs along
Glenbrook Drive and Duck Creek Drive. Although
this bikeway provided north and south connections
the quality of existing facilities and the presence
of motor vehicles traveling at high speeds create
conditions that would deter most from using the
facilities.

System Comfort
Comfort is a critical factor for pedestrians and cyclists; the more comfortable a facility is, the greater chance
that more people will use the facility regardless of their skill level. One way to identify facility comfort and
subsequently stresses is the Level of Traffic Stress (LTS). This measurement is a spectrum for evaluating the
comfort of pedestrians and cyclists when using trail and bikeway networks. The spectrum is broken down
into four categories:

LTS 1

Segments are the least stressful and therefore most suitable for users of all ages and abilities.

LTS 2

Segments are comfortable for the general adult population.

LTS 3

Segments are acceptable for more confident riders.

LTS 4

Segments are the most uncomfortable and tolerated almost exclusively by experienced users.

The factors that go into determining LTS include traffic volume and speed, presence and size of pedestrian
or bicycle facilities, barriers and gaps in the network, and intersection conditions. The goal of using the LTS
system is to identify areas of stress to prioritize improvements and ultimately minimize uncomfortable user
situations to encourage a broader population to participate in walking and cycling.
Figure 3.1 on the facing page identifies the LTS of the existing trail and bikeway segments in Garland today.
The primary segments of concern are located along the North-South Bikeway, which is understandable since
cyclists are in a shared travel lane for the majority of the route. Alternatively, the significant off-street trails
(Duck Creek and Spring Creek) show a low level of traffic stress since they are separate facilities designated
for the exclusive use of cyclists and pedestrians. Evaluating the conditions of these segments will help to
prioritize areas of improvement and lead to a more continuous and low-stress network that accommodates
users of all ages and abilities.
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Figure 3.1, Level of Traffic Stress
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Crash Data
they occurred along major roadways and primarily in
areas where there aren’t sufficient on-street bicycle
facilities or pedestrian accommodations, specifically
at intersections. The nearly 300 bicycle and
pedestrian crashes that occurred in Garland between
2013 and 2017 can be attributed to gaps in the city’s
bicycle and pedestrian network. Without adequate
facilities for cyclists and pedestrians to use, they
must take unsafe routes where motorized vehicles
are generally unfamiliar with their presence. Unsafe
intersection crossings are hot spots for bicycle and
pedestrian crashes, and in Garland two crossings
with a higher quantity of crashes, both fatal and nonfatal, are at the IH-30 and Broadway intersection and
the Arapaho Road and Jupiter Road intersection.
Another area of concern is a section of Centerville
Road as it approaches IH-635, where there is a large
concentration of crash incidents.

Evaluating previous bicycle and pedestrian crash
data can help identify potential safety issues within
the existing trail and bikeway system. The data used
in this section is the NCTCOG’s 2013-2017 bicycle
and pedestrian crash data for Dallas County,
which is informed by the Texas Department of
Transportation (TxDOT) Crash Record information
System (CRIS). The points displayed in Figure
3.2 represent locations of bicycle and pedestrian
crashes separated into two categories: fatal and
non-fatal incidents. Only reported crashes are
included in this map, unreported crashes are not
represented in the data.
Of all crashes that occurred during this time
period, the majority (71%) involved pedestrians
and were non-fatal incidents. Similarly, the majority
of crashes that involved bicycles were non-fatal.
A common thread among these crashes is that

Table 3.1, Bicycle and Pedestrian Crash Data

Crash Type
Non-Fatal Bicycle Crash
Non-Fatal Pedestrian Crash
Fatal Bicycle Crash
Fatal Pedestrian Crash

Number of
Crashes
81
209
1
20

Source: NCTCOG 2013-2017 Crash Data for Dallas County

Existing crosswalk.
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Figure 3.2, Bicycle & Pedestrian Crash Locations
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Existing & Future Trail LOS
Level of Service (LOS) is a calculated ratio used to compare the miles of trail within a community with the
total population. When determining the overall need for trails in Garland it is beneficial to compare the
city’s existing system to those of peer communities. The following section includes a comparison of the trail
systems in several cities similar to or adjacent to Garland.
Six benchmark cities were chosen for this comparison either as a result of proximity to Garland or because
they are comparable in size or overall development patterns. The following comparison only considers
existing hard-surface and soft-surface trails, but does not include the Rowlett Creek Preserve trails. In the
graphic below the trail mileage level of service (LOS) in Garland is compared to the benchmark cities through
a population-per-mile benchmark. A lower population-per-mile benchmark figure indicates there are more
miles of trail per capita in that particular city, resulting in a higher LOS. It is more desirable to have a lower
population-per-mile figure as this indicates a higher level of trail service city-wide. For the DFW region, a
regional benchmark has been established as 1 mile of trail for every 1,200 residents; this figure will serve as
the target for Garland in this study. Today, there is one mile of trail for every 12,781 Garland residents.
Looking at communities in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex of similar size and development composition,
Garland has a higher population-per-mile figure than most cities. This indicates that surrounding community
trail systems are more expansive in relation to their current population; however, this does not indicate the
overall quality of trails within cities.
Figure 3.3, Regional Benchmark Comparison
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Garland

Plano

1 mile per 12,781 residents
Population: 239,684
Existing Trail Miles: 18.75
City Area: 57.1 sq. miles

1 mile per 3,530 residents
Population: 286,143
Existing Trail Miles: 81
City Area: 71.6 sq. miles

Richardson

Irving

1 mile per 2,910 residents
Population: 116,783
Existing Trail Miles: 40
City Area: 28.6 sq. miles

1 mile per 1,489 residents
Population: 235,648
Existing Trail Miles: 29
City Area: 67.7 sq. miles

Mesquite

Grand Prairie

1 mile per 6,713 residents
Population: 144,118
Existing Trail Miles: 17
City Area: 46.2 sq. miles

1 mile per 6,216 residents
Population: 188,664
Existing Trail Miles: 30
City Area: 81.1 sq. miles

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

3
Trail & Bikeway
System Needs

43

Chapter 3

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER INPUT
Public engagement is a crucial part of any planning process. In order to create a well-informed plan vision and
goals it is important to consider input of those who use the trail and bikeway system. Various engagement
methods were used to seek input including a Citizen Steering Committee, stakeholder meetings, public open
houses, online survey, and interactive mapping. This section provides a summary of key input gathered from
each of these methods.

Steering Committee
A citizen steering committee was formed at the
beginning of the planning process with members
assigned by staff. Committee members included
representatives from the Planning Commission,
Parks and Recreation Board, the Transportation
Department, Police and Fire, the City Engineering
Department, Planning Department, Parks and
Recreation Department, and bicycle advocacy
groups. Throughout the planning process the
committee met 3 times to provide direction and
ensure that the Plan aligned with the overall City
vision.

Steering Committee meeting held in February 2020.

Stakeholder Meetings
At the beginning of the planning process two
stakeholder visioning meetings were held to gain
input from various groups. The first meeting was
composed of representatives from the City and
entities within the region such as NCTCOG, Dallas
County, TxDOT, and Oncor. These entities will
play a critical role in implementation of the plan
so their participation is crucial. The attendees at
the second meeting represented a variety of city
organizations in Garland.

Stakeholder meeting held in October 2019.

Public Open Houses
Two initial public open house meetings were
held on October 29th and 30th, 2019. These
initial visioning meetings included an overview
presentation of the anticipated planning process
and interactive input activities. Through the
presentation and interactive station activities,
attendees learned about the overall purpose
of the trails and bikeway master plan and
provided their observations on opportunities
and constraints within the existing system.
Following the presentation attendees provided
input through a variety of vision board activities
focused on needs, concerns and preferences for
the City’s trails and bikeways.
A virtual public meeting was held in September
2020 to present the draft master plan and receive
feedback on draft recommendations.
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Public Open House Findings
The initial public open house encouraged attendees to provide input through a series of interactive
visioning boards. The boards focused on areas such as the current perception and future desires of trails
and bikeways in Garland, the level of comfort while using certain off-street trails, on-street bikeways,
and sidewalks, and preferences for trail amenities. Below summarizes some of the key findings from the
interactive boards.

Figure 3.4, Key Public Open House Input

What one word would you use to describe walking
and cycling in Garland today?

What one word would you use to describe how you
envision walking and cycling in Garland in the future?

What are your top preferred trail amenities?

KEY FINDINGS

Parking

Lighting

Wayfinding Signage

•

Many attendees emphasized the need for a
more connected system of trails and bikeways
throughout Garland that allow for utilitarian
and recreational usage.

•

Amenities such as wayfinding/directional
signage and drinking fountains increase
comfort level for all trail users and encourage
more users.

•

Overall safety and accessibility of pedestrian
and bicycle facilities play a crucial role in
encouraging people to utilize non-motorized
transportation options.

Drinking Fountains
Chapter 3
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Online Survey
Obtaining input from the public is a critical part of the planning process. To gain input from a wide
range of residents an online survey was developed and was available to Garland residents from late
October 2019 to mid-May 2020. During this time period there were are total of 1,097 responses. The
survey contained a variety of questions focused on aspects of using trails and bikeways in Garland. Key
results from the survey are illustrated below.
Figure 3.5, Key Online Survey Results

The majority of respondents consider the following facilities as either very important or important.

Very Important
or Important

Very Important
or Important

Very Important
or Important

Very Important
or Important

Very Important
or Important

If sidewalks and trails connected your residence to destinations what is the likelihood you would walk to each
for at least some trips?

22.68%

24.6%

Leisure or Exercise

30.04%

Parks,
Sports Fields,
Recreation
Facilities

77.32%

Very Likely
or Likely

Surrounding
Neighborhoods

75.4%

Very Likely
or Likely

34.7%

Entertainment, Dining,
Shopping, etc

69.96%

65.3%

Very Likely
or Likely

Very Likely
or Likely

If bikeways connected your residence to destinations what is the likelihood you would cycle to each for at least
some trips?
6.16%

Leisure or Exercise

93.94%

Very Likely
or Likely
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12.59%

20.72%

Parks,
Sports Fields,
Recreation
Facilities

87.41%

Very Likely
or Likely
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23.5%

Surrounding
Neighborhoods

Entertainment, Dining,
Shopping, etc

79.28%

75.5%

Very Likely
or Likely

Very Likely
or Likely
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Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place to walk and ride a bicycle?

Don’t Know
Very Poor
Poor
Fair
Good
Excellent

Rank the level of importance for the list of potential improvements for pedestrians and cyclists.
(Weighted scores shown below, higher scores represent higher importance.)

KEY FINDINGS
•

Survey respondents emphasized the importance of improving the existing conditions of the
overall trail and bikeway network to increase safety, accessibility, and connectivity.

•

More trails and bikeways connected to neighborhoods would encourage residents to use
non-motorized transportation options for some trips for various purposes.

Chapter 3
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Interactive Mapping Site
As a means of gaining further insight from the residents of Garland an interactive mapping tool was created
to allow respondents to indicate areas in the city where they currently use pedestrian and bicycle facilities
and areas that would benefit from improvements. A link to this site was made available on the Garland
Parks and Recreation website from early December 2019 until mid-May 2020, and received a total of 549
responses. Figure 3.6 on the following pages summarize the results from the interactive mapping tool.

Results
Garland residents who accessed the Interactive Mapping Site were prompted to answer three questions
addressing the current and future conditions of the City’s trail and bikeway network.

Q1

Where do you walk, run, or cycle in Garland today?

This question was posed to gain insight about areas in Garland that are currently used by
residents to walk, run, or cycle. Many respondents recorded existing pedestrian and bicycle
facilities such as the Spring Creek Preserve, Duck Creek Greenbelt, the North-South bikeway,
and residential sidewalks as places frequented for walking and cycling.

Q2

Where do you think improvements are needed in Garland to improve off-street trails?

A large number of respondents requested improvements to the Duck Creek Greenbelt,
specifically enhancements to existing trail widths, trail safety amenities, and overall
connectivity within Garland and into trail systems of surrounding cities. Creating connections
to key destinations, such as Firewheel Town Center, that are safe, comfortable, and easily
accessible was a common theme among respondents. Additionally, respondents were
interested in the ability to use trails along the Lake Ray Hubbard shoreline, which would
provide connections to several city parks.

Q3

Where do you think improvements are needed in Garland to improve on-street bikeways?
Many responses to this question focused on improvements to the overall safety and
accessibility of bikeways throughout the City, particularly in areas that have limited bicycle
accommodations. Respondents prioritized improvements relating to the long-distance
bikeways for recreational rides and commuting purposes and creating connections to key
destinations including schools, employment centers, and park and recreation facilities.
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Figure 3.6, Interactive Mapping Tool Results
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MAJOR BARRIERS AND OPPORTUNITIES
Major Barriers
The major barriers that exist in Garland today can be divided into three categories:
Visual Barriers: This type of barrier is created when users are unable to see potential obstacles within a trail
or along a bikeway, making it difficult to plan ahead to avoid conflicts. Type of visual barriers include steep
hills, sharp turns, unmaintained vegetation, and parked cars.
Impediments to Accessibility: This barrier addresses the general accessibility, safety, and comfort
experienced on a trail or bikeway. Obstacles such as uneven surfaces, the presence of debris, steepness of
slope, and overall infrastructure quality can discourage or deter people from using bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.
Connectivity Barriers: This barrier refers to areas where connectivity is largely disrupted due to an unsafe
or nonexistent crossing point. This barrier is typically located along highways where traffic is high-volume,
moving at a high speed, and spans long distances.
The visual barriers exist both in the trail and bikeway networks as shown in Figure 3.7. One of the most
concerning locations where there are visual barriers is at the intersection of Apollo Road and Jupiter Road,
where the Garland and Richardson city boundaries meet and where traffic is traveling at high speeds. In the
Duck Creek Greenbelt visibility is inconsistent throughout the trail with blind corners and lack of wayfinding
signage.
Impediments to accessibility occur along bikeway facilities where barriers such as uneven surfaces, steep
slopes, and unsafe or unmaintained infrastructure exist. This poses a challenge to those with physical
impairments. Along the North-South Bikeway the steep slope near Winters Park and the unmaintained
infrastructure along Glenbrook Road are two areas that deter users. Additionally, within the Duck Creek
Greenbelt portions of the trail have blind spots along corners, decreasing user visibility.
Significant connectivity barriers for bicycle and pedestrian mobility in Garland are the major thoroughfares
throughout the City, including IH-30, Highway 78, IH-635, and President George Bush Turnpike. Currently,
there aren’t accommodations to safely and conveniently allow cyclists or pedestrians to cross these major
roadways, limiting overall connectivity in Garland. The DART rail line creates a barrier with limited access
points for pedestrians and bicyclists traveling north and south. Garland is bordered by Lake Ray Hubbard
however there is minimal access to the majority of the shoreline. Currently, most properties along the lake
shoreline are owned by the City of Dallas, which proves an additional obstacle to providing future trail and
bikeway access to residents as an agreement between Garland and Dallas will be necessary.

Brand Road and PGBT intersection.
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Trail condition within Duck Creek Greenbelt.
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Figure 3.7, Major Barriers Map
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Opportunities
Based on the quantitative needs assessment and the public and stakeholder input, a series of opportunities
for the trails and bikeways master plan were identified. These opportunities serve as the framework for the
recommendations presented later in the document. This section identifies and discusses opportunities to
provide inter-jurisdictional connections, key crossings, needed connectivity, existing system enhancements,
potential trail and bikeway corridors, and feasibility corridors. Figure 3.8 on page 55 depicts the opportunities
in map form.

Interjurisdictional
Connections

Key
Crossings

Needed
Connectivity
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Inter-jurisdictional connections present the opportunity to link Garland’s
bicycle and pedestrian network to surrounding cities, specifically creating new
connections as part of the Regional Veloweb (described on page 25). These intercity connections would enhance regional connectivity in the Dallas-Fort Worth
Metroplex as well as increase accessibility for people outside of Garland to use
trails and bikeways within the city. Expanding trail and bikeways to meet up with
those of other cities will allow users to reach recreational destinations such as
White Rock Lake via non-motorized route alternatives. These connection consider
the accessibility to future facilities such as the future Shiloh Station in Plano, which
is part of the DART Cotton Belt Line. The map shows potential connections to
Richardson via the Duck Creek Greenbelt, two crossings along IH 635, and along
Brand Road, to Sachse along SH 78, to Rowlett near the Rowlett Creek Preserve
and along miller Road, towards Rockwall along IH-30, to Sunnyvale along a utility
easement, to Mesquite near IH-30 and Broadway, and to Dallas at S. Garland
Avenue.

Figure 3.8 highlights areas throughout the city that are critical connectivity
points that would close key gaps and enable residents to more safely access
key destinations. Currently these locations lack any type of accommodation
for cyclists or pedestrians to use and require overcoming connectivity barriers
discussed in the constraints section on page 50. In the northern part of the City,
two key crossings are of President George Bush Turnpike. One connection point
would provide access to schools and the Curtis Culwell Center and the other
would connect residential areas to the Firewheel Town Center. In the southern
part of Garland, the areas identified as key crossings are along Interstate 635,
which would create access along the City’s border with Dallas and tie into the
South Garland DART Transit Center.

Needed connectivity areas include parts of the city that currently lack significant
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, are key destinations that are not connected by
the existing trail and bikeway network or provide potential for new trails and
bikeways to be implemented. The neighborhoods surrounding the Spring Creek
Greenbelt and the Duck Creek Greenbelt are two areas in the city underserved
by trails and bikeways and could be better connected to the City’s greenbelt
trails. The City’s two DART rail stations and DART Transfer Centers are currently
not accessible by trails or bikeways; increasing non-motorized routes to these
stations would create a connected multi-modal system in Garland. Additional
areas to consider trail and bikeway connections are in the Firewheel Town Center
and east of Country Club Road where significant new residential development is
planned.
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Figure 3.8 highlights existing trail and bikeway corridors in the city that
would benefit from improvements to the current facility conditions. Facility
enhancements range from adding wayfinding and road signage indicating
appropriate bicycle use, refreshing pavement markings, and improving pavement
conditions. The section of bicycle facilities located along Apollo Road and the
North-South Bikeway are areas of major conflict for users and could be enhanced
by implementing a more protected bicycle facility. Trails within the Duck Creek
Greenbelt require improvements aimed to increase navigation and safety through
amenities such as wayfinding signage and lighting.

Opportunities to implement new trail and bikeway accommodations have also
been identified in Figure 3.8 One area to implement new facilities would be in
the neighborhood adjacent to the Duck Creek Greenbelt, which would provide
connectivity to the greenbelt, the North-South Bikeway, and to the South
Garland Transit Center. A new corridor along the shoreline of Lake Ray Hubbard
would provide a longer trail loop system that doesn’t exist in Garland today and
advance the development of a city-wide trail loop. Additional opportunities exist
along the Highway 78 rail corridor and Fifth Street. There is an opportunity to
develop a new facility along the rail corridor and First Street, which would in
combination provide connections from the Firewheel Town Center, Downtown
and its surrounding neighborhoods, the Downtown Garland DART Station, and
south towards IH-635 and the South Garland DART Transit Center.

As part of this master plan process, seven potential trail corridors will undergo
additional study to determine if they are feasible. These corridors represent areas
where future development of trail facilities would provide new connectivity routes
that expand the existing trail system to underserved areas of the city. Four of
the seven corridors to be reviewed are located near or along the eastern border
of the city. These areas for new sections of trail would provide connectivity in
the Firewheel neighborhood, through the Rowlett Creek Preserve and along the
shoreline of Lake Ray Hubbard, ultimately creating continuous trail connections
going north to south in Garland. The study corridor in the western part of Garland
runs through the Duck Creek Golf Club, providing the opportunity to create a
connection from City of Richardson to neighborhoods in the northeast section
of the city and to downtown. Additionally, the Rosehill area was assessed for
new trail opportunities. These corridors are discussed in more detail in the next
section. In addition to providing new trail and bikeway connections, a feasibility
study of safe pedestrian crossings will also be conducted. The primary locations
of concern for pedestrian crossings in Garland today is IH 30. As shown in Figure
3.8 in the previous section, IH 30 presents a major connectivity barrier as the
existing non-motorized transportation crossings are extremely dangerous. The
provision of safe crossing locations distributed at various points on IH 30 would
increase overall connectivity in the city.
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Near-Term
Implementation
Projects

These projects identified on Figure 3.8 are being implemented by the City and
are in various stages of implementation (e.g. under design, funded, or under
construction). These projects focus on increasing accessibility within Garland and
into neighboring cities. One highlighted project is the Duck Creek South Extension
that, when completed, will provide connections to Mesquite and Sunnyvale
along Garland’s border and includes a safe crossing at IH-30 along Broadway
Boulevard. The City has also identified the intersection of Rosehill Road and IH30 as a location for critical connection in the City’s trail and bikeway network.
Another project that is currently in the construction phase will enhance the safety
of the North-South Bikeway where the bikeway along Glenbrook Drive ends at
Centerville Road and continues again on Duck Creek Drive. Additionally, a nearterm project in north Garland looks at the feasibility of developing a connection
through the Bisby Utility Easement to create a more accessible route for bicyclists
to connect to the bikeway in Richardson.

Developing connections to the Spring Creek Preserve from surrounding neighborhoods.

Connections to the Downtown Garland DART
Station.
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Creating connections into neighboring cities.
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Figure 3.8, Trail and Bikeway Opportunity Areas
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TRAIL FEASIBILITY CORRIDORS
Introduction
As discussed in the Opportunities section, as part of this master plan several key corridors were identified
to assess the feasibility of developing trails over time. These corridors were assessed in more detail to
determine if they are feasible for trail development in the future. These seven corridors are shown in Figure
3.9 and include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Corridor
Corridor
Corridor
Corridor
Corridor
Corridor
Corridor

1: Duck Creek Trail Extension
2: Firewheel Trail
3: Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail
4: Shoreline Trail
5: Harbor Point Trail
6: Rosehill Area
7: Interstate 30 Crossings

Pages 58-91 include the following details on these seven corridors.
Existing Conditions: Describes various conditions that impact the likelihood of a trail being developed in
the corridor. This includes property ownership, topography, floodplain, and vegetation. Since the city does
not own all of the properties located within these corridors, property ownership is important to evaluate
to determine potential easements or access agreements to request. Topography, or the terrain of the site,
can impact the route and whether a retaining wall or other features are needed for the trail. While trails can
be built in the floodplain, it is important to identify areas that consistently flood to avoid routing through
if possible. Finally, vegetation is important to consider as heavily wooded areas can be costly to clear and
replace trees elsewhere.
Considerations for Implementation: In addition to existing conditions, there are additional considerations
to be cognizant of when routing a trail. This includes bridge or culvert crossings, conflict points, and
environmental considerations. Depending on the size of the creek or stream being crossed, either a box
culvert or bridge structure will need to be constructed. Conflict points are areas where right-of-way is
tight or other obstructions make routing a trail difficult. As these projects move into design, these areas
will need to be assessed more closely. Environmental features to be cognizant of in a trail project include
threatened and endangered species, wetlands and other water bodies, critical habitat, and areas of historical
or archaeological significance.
Estimates of Probable Costs: The following pages also include estimates of probable cost for each of
the trail corridors. It is important to note that these costs are at a pre-design and engineering level. As
additional details are fleshed out in the planning, design, and engineering phases, these costs will likely
change. These estimates are intended for use as preliminary budgeting estimates.
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Figure 3.9, Trail Feasibility Corridors & Study Area
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CORRIDOR 1: DUCK CREEK TRAIL
EXTENSION
Jupiter Road to Garland Road
3.7 miles
Duck Creek is a significant creek corridor running
through Garland and into Richardson to the
northwest. There is already an existing 3.1 mile
greenbelt trail running along the creek in the
southern portion of the City. The Duck Creek Trail
Extension would continue the trail from Central
Park to the city border with Richardson. The City
is also designing a southern extension of the trail
south of IH-30 and also adding trails within Central
Park and Rick Oden Park.

If both the southern and northern extensions of Duck
Creek Trail were built, it would be a 13 mile continuous
trail (with a small portion of on-street bikeway) within
Garland providing inter-jurisdictional connections to
Richardson, Mesquite, and Sunnyvale.
The entirety of the Duck Creek corridor is designated
on the 2045 Regional Veloweb, indicating the
regional importance of the trail. Major destinations
this trail would connect include Downtown Garland,
Duck Creek Golf Club, and numerous neighborhoods,
schools, and parks.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
The northern Duck Creek trail corridor poses
potential challenges to implementation related
to property ownership, topography, flooding, and
vegetation.
Property Ownership
In the northern part of the corridor, the Duck Creek
Golf Course is privately held. Therefore, a trail
could not be implemented in this section unless
the owner grants the City an easement or if the
property is purchased by the City were the golf
course to close in the future.
Between Buckingham Road and Garland Road, the
right-of-way between the creek and surrounding
residences or private businesses is very tight; in
some cases the private property lines abut the
banks of the creek.
Within the entire 3.7-mile corridor, the City of
Garland owns a minimal amount of land, posing a
barrier to implementation of the trail. Coordination
will also be needed with DART and TxDOT for
various infrastructure crossings along the corridor.
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Topography
The northern portion of the corridor within the
golf course is relatively flat. Throughout the rest
of the corridor, there are steep drop-offs from the
shoreline down to the creek. Additionally, in some
spots the creek is channelized with a concrete
apron or perpendicular walls.
Floodplain
Given that the proposed trail follows a creek, the
entire trail corridor is located within the 100-year
floodplain. This has implications for how the trail
is designed and means that the trail may not be
accessible after major rain events.
Vegetation
Heavily wooded areas can lead to added costs for
trail development for clearing and also replacing
trees according to the city’s tree preservation
ordinance, if applicable. There are some heavily
wooded areas along the proposed trail, particularly
between Buckingham Road and the DART rail.
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Top Left: Duck Creek through the golf course.
Bottom Left: Duck Creek at the Garland/Richardson
city border.
Right: DART railroad bridge above Duck Creek.

3.7 Miles
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Figure 3.10 on the facing page and Figure 3.11 on
page 62 depict a detailed look at the corridor area
and identifies considerations for implementation
such as bridge crossings, conflict points, and other
potential issues.
Bridge Crossings
South of Buckingham Road, as right-of-way along
the creek corridor gets much more constricted,
the trail corridor must cross the creek in some
instances to take advantage of wider ROW on the
other side. In these instances, bridge structures are
needed.
Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential
conflicts for implementing the trail. Along the
proposed Duck Creek trail, the main conflict points
are limited right-of-way adjacent to the creek
throughout much of the corridor. In areas where
private residence property lines abut the creek, it
is infeasible to acquire easements from so many
property owners for trail implementation.
Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or
districts, no cemeteries, and no known threatened
or endangered species within the corridor area.
There are areas of thick vegetation along the
corridor.
Alternative Routes
Given that the proposed route will be very costly to
implement, the City should consider an alternative
route that goes on-street as an interim, nearerterm solution. While an off-street route is ideal
for increasing user comfort, there may be too
many constraints to move forward. The potential
alternative routes are shown in the opportunity
maps.
Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement the Duck
Creek Trail are shown in Table 3.2 on page 63. It is
important to note that these costs will change with
additional design and engineering.
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Top: Limited right-of-way adjacent to Duck Creek.
Middle: Topographic and vegetation challenges to trail
implementation.
Bottom: Limited right-of-way just to the north of
Central Park.
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Figure 3.10, Duck Creek Trail Extension Feasibility Analysis (Northern Segment)
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Figure 3.11, Duck Creek Trail Extension Feasibility Analysis (Southern Segment)
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Table 3.2, Estimates of Probable Cost, Duck Creek Trail Extension

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$506,200

Demolition

$666,800

Grading & Earthwork

$25,000

Paving* (3.74 miles)

$1,632,212

Structures

$2,325,000

Landscaping

$122,700

Irrigation

$41,700
Subtotal $6,332,000
Contingency (20%) $1,266,400
Total $7,598,400

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional design and
engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.
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CORRIDOR 2: FIREWHEEL TRAIL
Brand Road to Pleasant Valley Road
1.7 miles
The proposed Firewheel Trail is located in the
northeastern portion of the City near Firewheel
Town Center. New development has been occurring
in this area recently, and the proposed trail corridor
would link existing trails along Brand Road to
existing trails along Bunker Hill Road.

The proposed trail would provide a safe crossing
underneath Lavon Drive, which poses a barrier to safe
active transportation. As new residential development
continues to occur in this area, demand for new
trails will be critical to provide active transportation
connectivity.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
The Firewheel Trail corridor poses potential
challenges to implementation related to property
ownership, topography, flooding, and vegetation.
Property Ownership
The northern portion of the proposed trail runs
through the city-owned Firewheel Golf Course.
South of Lavon Road, much of the proposed
corridor falls within private property. In order to
implement the trail, the City will either have to
purchase the property or be granted an easement.
Topography
The land along the proposed trail corridor is
relatively flat, with steeper grade changes closer to
Rowlett Creek.

Floodplain
Given that the proposed trail is adjacent to Rowlett
Creek, the entire trail corridor is located within the
100-year floodplain. This has implications for how
the trail is designed and means that the trail may
not be accessible after major rain events.
Vegetation
Heavily wooded areas can lead to added costs for
trail development for clearing and also replacing
trees according to the city’s tree preservation
ordinance, if applicable. There are some heavily
wooded areas south of Lavon Drive.

Above: Internal network or pedestrian pathways within Firewheel Town Center.
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Top left: Clearing along corridor between Brand Rd.
and Lavon Dr.
Bottom left: Looking south towards PGBT along
corridor.
Right: Newly constructed trail segment.

1.7 Miles
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement the
Firewheel Trail are shown in Table 3.3. It is important
to note that these costs will change with additional
design and engineering.

Figure 3.12 on the facing page depicts a
detailed look at the corridor area and identifies
considerations for implementation such as bridge
crossings, conflict points, and other opportunities.
Bridge Crossings
Bridges are needed just south of Lavon Drive to
account for steep elevation changes. Bridged
structures will make for a more comfortable trail
route. Other than that section, no additional
bridges are needed.
Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential
conflicts for implementing the trail. Along the
Firewheel Trail, major conflict points include the
railroad bridge just north of Lavon Drive. The
bridge has relatively low vertical clearance. There
is also significant private property to the south of
Ben Davis Road.
Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or
districts, no cemeteries, and no known threatened
or endangered species within the corridor area. A
signage opportunity for the area is the confluence
of the Spring Creek and Rowlett Creek water bodies;
a scenic overlook and accompanying interpretive
signage should be added to educate trail users
about this important environmental feature.

Top: Railroad bridge just north of Lavon Dr.
Bottom: Low clearance under Brand Rd.

Table 3.3, Estimates of Probable Cost, Firewheel Trail

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$257,200

Demolition

$263,500

Grading & Earthwork

$25,000

Paving* (1.72 miles)

$703,500

Structures

$195,600

Landscaping

$66,600

Irrigation

$18,000
Subtotal $1,529,400
Contingency (20%) $305,900
Total $1,835,300

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional
design and engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.
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Firewheel
Town Center

Figure 3.12, Firewheel Trail Feasibility Analysis
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CORRIDOR 3: ROWLETT CREEK
PRESERVE TRAIL
Pleasant Valley Road to Miller Road
3.5 miles
The Rowlett Creek Preserve is a 97-acre park
owned by the City and features over 16 miles of
unpaved off-road biking trails maintained by the
Dallas Off-Road Biking Association (DORBA). The
off-road trails are popular for mountain bikers, and
other known users include trail hikers and runners,
fishermen, and birders. However, since the trails are
soft-surface, they are not fully accessible for nonambulatory users.

The proposed Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail is
approximately 3.5 miles long and would run adjacent
to the utility easement on the far eastern side of the
preserve. There are instances where the proposed
concrete trail would intersect with the DORBA trails;
in those instances, signage should be added to alert
users of both trails of the upcoming intersections.
The corridor is located on the 2045 Regional Veloweb
and if implemented, would complete a significant
portion of the proposed Garland Loop.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
The Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail corridor poses
potential challenges to implementation related
to property ownership, topography, flooding, and
vegetation.
Property Ownership
The entire corridor is owned by the City of Garland,
which will make implementation more feasible.
Coordination will be needed with TxDOT and DART
where the trail crosses road and rail infrastructure.
Topography
Since the proposed trail corridor generally follows
the utility easement, the corridor is mostly flat,
except in instances where the trail gets closer to
Rowlett Creek.
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Floodplain
Given that the proposed trail is adjacent to Rowlett
Creek, the entire trail corridor is located within the
100-year floodplain. This has implications for how
the trail is designed and means that the trail may
not be accessible after major rain events.
Vegetation
Heavily wooded areas can lead to added costs for
trail development for clearing and also replacing
trees according to the city’s tree preservation
ordinance, if applicable. Parts of the proposed trail
corridor are densely wooded.
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Left: Existing DORBA trails within the Rowlett Creek
Preserve
Right: Existing pedestrian bridge within the utility
easement.

3.5 Miles
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or
districts, no cemeteries, and no threatened or
endangered species within the corridor area. There is
thick vegetation in parts and some wetland areas, so
a permit through the USACE is likely needed.

Figure 3.13 & 3.14 on the following pages depict
a detailed look at the corridor area and identify
considerations for implementation such as bridge
crossings, conflict points, and other opportunities.
Bridge Crossings
Along the 3.5 mile corridor there are points in
which a bridge or culvert structure is needed.
The number of bridges is significantly more in the
southern section of the corridor. There is also a
wetland area just to the north of Rowlett Road that
may necessitate an elevated boardwalk to preserve
the natural wetland features.

Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement the
Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail are shown in Table 3.4.
It is important to note that these costs will change
with additional design and engineering.

Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential
conflicts for implementing the trail. There are
several instances where the proposed trail will
intersect with the DORBA mountain biking
trails. These intersections can be mediated with
additional warning signage when the concrete
trail is constructed. The DART rail line also poses a
conflict point as it is an at-grade rail crossing that
will require coordination with the agency.

Top: Low water crossing.
Table 3.4, Estimates of Probable Cost, Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$478,100

Demolition

$573,500

Utilities

$36,000

Transportation

$44,000

Grading & Earthwork

$25,000

Paving* (3.50 miles)

$1,528,900

Structures

$800,000

Landscaping

$232,900

Irrigation

$78,100
Subtotal $3,796,500
Contingency (20%) $759,300
Total $4,555,800

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional design and
engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.
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Figure 3.13, Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail Feasibility Analysis (Northern Segment)
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Figure 3.14, Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail Feasibility Analysis (Southern Segment)
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CORRIDOR 4: SHORELINE TRAIL
Miller Road to John Paul Jones Park
4.6 miles
Lake Ray Hubbard is a significant natural and
recreational feature in Garland. Along the shoreline
in Garland, there are some parks, but in most areas
there are private residences whose property lines
end very close to the shoreline. Many communities
in the DFW area have implemented shoreline
trails; the City of Garland seeks to implement a
continuous trail along the shoreline of Lake Ray
Hubbard to provide an active transportation
recreation opportunity close to nature.

There are pieces of existing 8’ wide trail within John
Paul Jones Park, but nothing exists currently to the
north of the park. This trail would connect to the
future Rowlett Creek Preserve trail to the north near
Miller Road and to the Harbor Point Trail to the south
to continue along the shoreline. A portion of this trail
is located on the 2045 Regional Veloweb, indicating
it’s regional significance. If constructed, this trail
would provide a safe, off-street north-south active
transportation corridor that connects the eastern
portions of the City.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Given that this corridor is over four miles long,
there are potential challenges to implementing the
trail related to property ownership, topography,
and potential flooding.

for the former golf course property and the handful
of residences whose boundaries extend all the way
to the shoreline. Coordination with NTTA will also
be needed to travel underneath PGBT.

Property Ownership
Lake Ray Hubbard is owned by the City of Dallas,
and therefore they own portions of the shoreline
as well. Between Miller Road and Rowlett Road, the
City of Dallas owns the majority of the shoreline
land and some of the parcels have a sub-lease
agreement. The former Eastern Hills Country
Club is still privately held but there is a proposed
residential development for the site; a portion of
the proposed trail does cross through the country
club land. Wynn Joyce Park, a City of Garland park,
is also within the corridor.

Topography
Most of the corridor is relatively flat with only
minor changes in topography, which is ideal for
trail construction. Within the former golf course
property there are more abrupt changes in
topography, particularly near the creek crossings.
Throughout the rest of the corridor, changes in
topography generally correspond with creek
crossings.

Between Rowlett Road and PGBT, the City of
Dallas owns the majority of the shoreline area, with
a few exceptions where the property boundaries
of private residences extend all the way to the
shoreline. The property boundary of John Paul
Jones Park, a City of Garland park, begins to the
north of PGBT and continues to Zion Road. In this
portion, the City of Garland has a long-term lease
from the City of Dallas for use of the land as a city
park.
Overall, the majority of the corridor is held by the
City of Dallas or is leased to the City of Garland for
use as parkland. Access agreements will be needed

Floodplain
Given that the proposed trail is adjacent to the
lake, there are significant areas within the trail
corridor located within the 100-year floodplain. To
the extent possible, the trail should be built outside
of the 100-year floodplain so the trail can be used
year-round and not have to be closed after major
rain events.
Vegetation
Heavily wooded areas can lead to added costs for
trail development for clearing and also replacing
trees according to the city’s tree preservation
ordinance, if applicable. The proposed Shoreline
Trail does go through some wooded areas,
particularly near the border of the former golf
course.
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Top left: Clearing just south of Miller Road.
Bottom left: Existing trail and boardwalk at John Paul
Jones Park.
Top right: Creek on edge of former golf course property.

4.6 Miles

NTS
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Figures 3.15 & 3.16 on the following pages depict
a detailed look at the corridor area and identify
considerations for implementation such as bridge
crossings, conflict points, and other opportunities.
Bridge Crossings
Bridges are needed at several points throughout
the corridor to cross streams. These areas include
the creek just south of Blenheim and two bridge
crossings at the creek just north of Bluffview. At
other points along the trail the shoreline juts into
the mainland, meaning that there will need to be
a bridge structure to cross for the most expedient
route.
Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential
conflicts for implementing the trail. Along the
proposed Shoreline Trail, major conflict points
include crossing under Miller Road and Rowlett
Road. Other conflicts include private property that
extends to the shoreline between Rowlett Road
and PGBT. These areas will need to be assessed in
more detail as trail design moves forward.
Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or
districts, no cemeteries, and no threatened or
endangered species within the corridor area. There
are places where the proposed trail will cross small
water bodies and wetlands, so permits with the
USACE will likely be needed.

Top: Stream requiring a bridge crossing just south of
Blenheim.
Bottom: Crossing underneath PGBT near John Paul
Jones Park.

Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement the
Shoreline Trail are shown in Table 3.5 on page 77.
It is important to note that these costs will change
with additional design and engineering.
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Figure 3.15, Shoreline Trail Feasibility Analysis (Northern Segment)
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Figure 3.16, Shoreline Trail Feasibility Analysis (Southern Segment)

Table 3.5, Estimates of Probable Cost, Shoreline Trail

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$496,700

Demolition

$753,300

Grading & Earthwork

$25,000

Paving* (4.56 miles)

$2,012,600

Structures

$775,000

Landscaping

$291,000

Irrigation

$102,800
Subtotal $4,456,400
Contingency (20%) $891,300
Total $5,347,700

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional design and
engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.
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CORRIDOR 5: HARBOR POINT TRAIL
John Paul Jones Park to Wind Surf Bay Park
3.4 miles
The Harbor Point area in Garland is the far
southeastern portion of the City. The peninsula
offers great views and entertainment opportunities
such as lakeside dining and retail at Bass Prop
Shops. There are also several lakeside apartments
and condos in the area. The City seeks to extend
the Shoreline Trail that goes to John Paul Jones
Park to Windsurf Bay Park on the southern tip of
the Harbor Point area. Combined, the Shoreline
Trail and Harbor Point Trail will be approximately
7 miles, providing a great recreational opportunity
for Garland residents.

In order to continue the Shoreline Trail, the Harbor
Point Trail would continue along the shoreline, cross
under Interstate 30, and end at Windsurf Bay Park.
There are some issues with tight right-of-way along
this corridor that will need to be assessed further.
Although this portion of the trail isn’t currently on
the Regional Veloweb, the recommendation from this
plan would be to extend the Veloweb to include this
portion of the trail to create a 7-mile connection.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
This section discusses the potential opportunities
and challenges to implementing the trail related
to property ownership, topography, and potential
flooding.
Property Ownership
Similar to the Shoreline Trail, a large portion of the
shoreline is owned by the City of Dallas. There are
portions leased to the City of Garland for use as
parkland, including John Paul Jones Park, Lake Ray
Hubbard Greenbelt, and Windsurf Bay Park. There
is also significant TxDOT right-of-way near IH-30.
Near the retail area centered on Bass Pro, the
private property lines extend all the way to the
shoreline, so access agreements will be needed.
South of Harbor Point, the remainder of the
corridor is within City of Dallas or Garland park
property, except for a small portion that cuts into
the Captain’s Cove Marina.
Overall, the majority of the corridor is held by the
City of Dallas or is leased to the City of Garland
for use as parkland. Coordination with TxDOT and
private property owners will be needed at certain
points.

78

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

Topography
Most of the corridor is relatively flat with gradual
sloping down towards the shoreline. The area near
IH 30 has more abrupt changes in topography
which will pose a challenge for implementation.
There is also a steep grade change at Zion Road
and the Chaha Boat Dock. There are no creek
crossings within this corridor.
Floodplain
Given that the proposed trail is adjacent to the
lake, there are significant areas within the trail
corridor located within the 100-year floodplain. To
the extent possible, the trail should be built outside
of the 100-year floodplain so the trail can be used
year-round and not have to be closed after major
rain events.
Vegetation
Within the Harbor Point Trail corridor, there
are some heavily wooded areas that may add
additional costs for trail development. Since this
area is fairly developed, the only heavily wooded
area in the corridor is between PGBT and the main
portion of John Paul Jones Park.

3
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System Needs
Top Left: Looking north at Windsurf Bay Park.
Bottom Left: View of lake from behind Bass Pro Shops.
Top Right: Parking lot at Chaha Boat Dock.

3.4 Miles
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Figure 3.17 on the facing page depicts a detailed look
at the corridor area and identifies considerations
for implementation moving forward.
Bridge Crossings
Bridge crossings are needed in the Lake Ray
Hubbard Greenbelt right before the Captain’s Cove
Marina. There is a creek that opens up into the lake
at that location. There are also areas where there
may need to be an elevated boardwalk or floating
trail to solve major conflict points like crossing
under IH-30.
Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential
conflicts for implementing the trail. Along the
Harbor Point Trail, crossing under IH-30 is a conflict
point as there is not much clearance and there is a
steep grade change. An alternative solution would
be to implement a cantilever boardwalk that would
be elevated over the lake. Other conflict points
include lack of space for the trail behind the retail
and restaurants at Harbor Point. An interim, nearerterm alternative would be to take the trail on-street
at Zion Road to cross IH-30 at Bass Pro Drive and
continue to the southern side of Harbor Point at
the Lake Ray Hubbard Greenbelt. These areas will
need to be assessed in more detail as trail design
moves forward.

Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or districts
and no endangered species within the corridor area.
There is a small, 1 acre cemetery along Marina Drive
near the Captain’s Cove Marina. There are also places
where the proposed trail will cross water bodies, so
permits with the USACE will likely be needed.
Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement the Harbor
Point Trail are shown in Table 3.6. It is important to
note that these costs will change with additional
design and engineering.

Above: Crossing under IH 30
Table 3.6, Estimates of Probable Cost, Harbor Point Trail

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$457,200

Demolition

$561,100

Grading & Earthwork

$25,000

Paving* (3.42 miles)

$1,494,700

Structures

$4,034,700

Landscaping

$228,800

Irrigation

$76,300
Subtotal $6,877,800
Contingency (20%) $1,375,600
Total $8,253,400

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional design and
engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.

80

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

3
Trail & Bikeway
System Needs

Figure 3.17, Harbor Point Trail Feasibility Analysis
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CORRIDOR 6: ROSEHILL AREA
Generally bordered by Rowlett Road to the north,
Oaks Branch greenbelt to the west, Guthrie to the
south, and just east of Rosehill to the east
1.1 miles Oaks Branch Greenbelt
0.8 miles Rosehill Road Sidepaths
The area near the intersection of IH-30 and Rosehill
is identified as a Targeted Investment Area (TIA),
which is essentially a development catalyst site
prioritized by the City. According to the City, the
Rosehill area offers the opportunity to provide
‘quality workforce (and higher) range housing
with excellent interstate access.’ To the north of
IH-30, the area is characterized by an abandoned
residential development site and a new master
planned subdivision called the Parks at Rosehill
that is in the development process. South of IH-30,
there is an existing single-family neighborhood and
Oaks Branch Park that follows the Oaks Branch
greenbelt.

Given that there is development planned for the area
and that the rest of the study area is a priority area
for economic development in the city, it is critical to
identify safe bicycle and pedestrian facilities within
the study area. Opportunities include the Oaks Branch
greenbelt to connect across IH-30 and capitalizing
on the improvements to IH-30 to improve on-street
facilities along Rosehill Road.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
This section discusses the potential opportunities
and challenges to implementing the trail related
to property ownership, topography, and potential
flooding.
Property Ownership
The majority of land within the Rosehill study area
is privately held. Exceptions include the interstate
ROW (TxDOT) and the Oaks Branch Park (City
of Garland). The land that is undeveloped north
of IH-30 is comprised of relatively large parcels
without multiple owners, which can facilitate trail
implementation.
Topography
Most of the study area is relatively flat with steeper
grade changes adjacent to the Oaks Branch creek.
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Floodplain
The only portion of the study area within the 100year floodplain is along and immediately adjacent
to the Oaks Branch Greenbelt. To the extent
possible, any trail should be built outside of the
100-year floodplain so the trail can be used yearround and not have to be closed after major rain
events.
Vegetation
The area surrounding Oaks Branch creek and within
the Oaks Branch Greenbelt are densely wooded.
Dense vegetation can add additional costs for
trail development. The large undeveloped parcels
north of IH-30 have already been cleared of dense
vegetation.

3
Trail & Bikeway
System Needs
Top Left: Pedestrian paths under construction at The
Parks at Rosehill development.
Bottom Left: Existing shared use lane on Guthrie Road
at the southern boundary of the study area.
Top Right: ROW adjacent to IH-30 frontage road.
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR
IMPLEMENTATION
Environmental Considerations
In a cursory review of environmental considerations,
there are no designated historic structures or district,
no cemeteries, and no threatened or endangered
species within the study area. There are places where
the proposed trail facilities will cross small water
bodies and wetlands, so permits with the USACE will
likely be needed.

Figure 3.18 on the facing page depicts a detailed
look at the study area and identifies considerations
for implementation such as bridge crossings,
conflict points, and other opportunities.
Bridge Crossings
Bridge crossings are not anticipated for this
corridor since the proposed alignment remains on
one side of the Oaks Branch Creek.

Costs
Estimates of probable costs to implement trails and
bikeways within the Rosehill study area are shown in
Table 3.7. It is important to note that these costs will
change with additional design and engineering.

Conflict Points
Conflict points are areas that pose potential conflicts
for implementing the trail. Along the proposed
trail within the Oaks Branch greenbelt, the major
conflict is traversing under IH-30. Currently, there
are three large box culverts traveling under IH-30.
These culverts meet the standards for minimum
vertical clearance for a trail, however significant
work will be needed to make them suitable for a
trail, including building up a path out of the water
levels and adding lighting for safety. This crossing
will need to be addressed in more detail if trail
design moves forward.
The proposed improvements along Rosehill should
fit within the existing ROW, but coordination with
the adjacent property owners is essential to ensure
connectivity to the facilities for future development.

Above: Undercrossing of IH-30 at the Oaks Branch
creek.

Table 3.7, Estimates of Probable Cost, Rosehill Area

Elements

Estimate

Mobilization & Traffic Control

$320,300

Demolition

$521,300

Utilities

$38,000

Transportation

$59,000

Grading & Earthwork

$31,700

Paving* (3.42 miles)

$1,106,400

Landscaping

$152,000

Lighting & Electric

$117,600

Irrigation

$43,900
Subtotal $2,390,200
Contingency (20%) $478,000
Total $2,868,200

Represents a preliminary cost estimate. Amounts are subject to change with additional design and
engineering. Costs do not include land acquisition or site amenities.
*Assumes 6” thick concrete.
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Figure 3.18, Rosehill Area Feasibility Analysis
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CORRIDOR 7: INTERSTATE 30
CROSSINGS
Interstate 30 through Garland is in the far southern
portion of the City and serves as a key regional
corridor that connects communities east of Lake
Ray Hubbard to the core of the Metroplex. The land
area directly north and south of the interstate was
studied in a 2017 IH-30 Corridor Catalyst Area Plan
which identified catalytic opportunities to redevelop
the area. Additionally, in order to improve access and
mobility, TxDOT is working on designing operational
improvements to IH-30 from Downtown Dallas to
Bass Pro Drive in Garland. Within Garland, several
of the local roadways that intersect IH-30 will be
reconfigured to support full frontage roads and more
efficient entrance and exit ramps.
While the interstate provides great vehicular mobility,
it also serves as a barrier for safe bicycle and pedestrian
crossings across the interstate. Since TxDOT is
currently working on designs to relieve bottlenecks
and reconfigure the interchanges, the purpose of
this feasibility assessment is to look at options for
incorporating bicycle and pedestrian facilities to
provide safer crossings at the five intersections with
IH-30 in Garland while the interstate corridor is still in
the design process.

The five corridors in Garland that were assessed
include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Broadway Boulevard
Rosehill Road
Bobtown Road
Zion Road
Bass Pro Drive

TxDOT’s IH-30 Project Map - https://www.i30project.org/
about-the-project/
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Broadway Boulevard
Existing Conditions

Recommendations

Broadway Boulevard is classified as a Class B roadway
on the Garland Thoroughfare Plan, which means that
it is a six-lane divided roadway. The speed limit is
45 mph and as of 2012, the vehicular volumes were
21,000 cars per day, which is less than the design
capacity for the roadway. Broadway currently travels
under IH-30, and that will remain the same with the
proposed improvements. According to the current
non-motorized transportation plan, there are no trail
or bikeway accommodations planned, although there
are intermittent sidewalks to the north and south of
IH-30. The City has designated the area as a Targeted
Investment Area (TIA) focusing on reinforcing the
connections between Duck Creek, the DART Transit
Center, and surrounding neighborhoods.

Given that the speeds on Broadway are high, it is not
feasible to incorporate an on-street bikeway. Instead,
wider pedestrian facilities should be incorporated.
Figure 3.19 depicts the proposed intersection design
working within the existing ROW. This includes
narrowing the u-turn lane on the east side and
adding a 10’ pedestrian facility on the east side of
the roadway with at least a 3’ buffer from the driving
lanes.

Figure 3.19, Broadway Boulevard/IH-30 Proposed Intersection Design Changes
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Rosehill Road
Existing Conditions

Recommendations

North of IH-30, Rosehill is classified as a Class B
thoroughfare (six-lane divided) and south of IH-30,
it is classified as a Class E thoroughfare (four-lane
undivided). Today, the bridge structure over IH-30 is
four lanes undivided with 4’ sidewalks on either side
located back of curb. The speed limit is 40 mph and
as of 2012, the vehicular volumes are 9,000 cars a day,
which is much less than the designed capacity. With
the IH-30 operational improvements, the ‘jug handle’
intersections will be removed, and the roadway will
transition to at-grade with the interstate main lanes
traveling over Rosehill. According to the current nonmotorized transportation plan, there is a trail planned
north of IH-30 and an on-street bikeway planned to
the south. The area around Rosehill and IH-30 is also
identified as a Targeted Investment Area (TIA) with a
focus on providing quality workforce housing.

The larger area around Rosehill was discussed
previously as a corridor focus area. For the specific
intersection of Rosehill and IH-30, it is proposed to
incorporate a 12’ shared-use path on the east side
of Rosehill and a 6’ sidewalk on the west side as
indicated in Figure 3.20.

Figure 3.20, Rosehill Road/IH-30 Proposed Intersection Design Changes

ROSEHILL ROAD - CURRENT SCHEMATIC DESIGN

ROSEHILL ROAD - PROPOSED DESIGN

88

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

3
Trail & Bikeway
System Needs

Bobtown Road
Existing Conditions

Recommendations

Roan Road to the north and Lyons Road to the south
of IH-30 is classified as a Class B thoroughfare, which
is a six-lane divided roadway. Today, it is a fourlane divided roadway with a speed limit of 40 mph
and 5,400 cars a day, which is much less than the
designed capacity. The roadway is currently at-grade
and will remain that way with the IH-30 operational
improvements. According to the non-motorized
transportation plan, there is a planned on-street
bikeway along Roan and Lyons. North of IH-30, a bike
lane is being constructed at the time of this master
plan development.

Given current traffic conditions, it is not recommended
to remove lanes at this intersection. However, if the
current lanes were narrowed to 11’, there would be
room for a 10’ sidepath on the east and west sides of
Bobtown Road under IH-30 to increase connectivity.
Figure 3.21 depicts this proposed design.

Figure 3.21, Bobtown Road/IH-30 Proposed Intersection Design Changes
89'-4"
6'-8"
SIDEWALK

2'-0"
BUFFER

14'-0"
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
DRIVE LANE

14'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
BUFFER

6'-8"
SIDEWALK

182'-0"
2'-0"

20'-0"
TURN LANE

2'-0"

13'-6"

MEDIAN

14'-0"
BUFFER LANE WITH LANE REFLECTORS

14'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

3'-0"

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

14'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
MEDIAN

13'-6"
MEDIAN

2'-0"

20'-0"
TURN LANE

2'-0"

SECTION

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" YELLOW
LANE DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

SECTION

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" YELLOW
LANE DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

LANE
REFLECTOR

ZION ROAD
BOBTOWN
ROAD
BOBTOWN
ROAD #2
#1

PLAN VIEW

ZION ROAD - PROPOSED SCHEMATIC

1

1"=80'-0"

BOBTOWN ROAD
- PROPOSED
SCHEMATICSCHEMATIC DESIGN
BOBTOWN
ROAD
- CURRENT

1

1"=80'-0"

182'-0"
182'-0"

89'-4"
2'-0"

20'-0"
20'-0"
TURN LANE
6'-8"LANE
TURN
EXISTING
SIDEWALK

2'-0"

1'-4"

2'-0"
2'-0"
11'-0"

8'-6"
8'-6"

DRIVE LANE

10'-0"
10'-0"
SIDE PATH
11'-0"
SIDE PATH
DRIVE LANE

2'-0" 1'-0"
11'-0"
6'-0"
2'-0"
3'-0"
BUFFER
DRIVE LANE
11'-0"LANE
BUFFER BIKE
BUFFER
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
11'-0"
DRIVE
LANE
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
11'-0"
DRIVE LANE
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
11'-0"
DRIVE LANE
DRIVE LANE

1'-8"

3'-0"
3'-0"
3'-0"
BUFFER

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE
LANE
10'-0"
DRIVE
LANE
SHARED USE PATH

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
DRIVE LANE

11'-0"
3'-0"
6'-0"
DRIVE LANE
BUFFER
BIKE LANE

1'-0" 2'-0"
2'-0"
BUFFER
BUFFER

10'-0"
10'-0"
SIDE PATH
SIDE PATH

8'-6"
8'-6"

2'-0"
2'-0"

20'-0"
20'-0"
TURN LANE
TURN LANE

2'-0"

2'-0"

SECTION
SECTION
SECTION

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANELANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANELANE 4" WHITE
DIVIDER LANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE 4" WHITE
LANE
LANE
4" YELLOW
DIVIDER
DIVIDER
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANE
LANE
4" WHITE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER
LANE
DIVIDER

4"4"
WHITE
WHITE
LANE
4" WHITELANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANE
LANE
4" WHITE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANELANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4"4"WHITE
WHITE
LANE
LANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANE
LANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANELANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

3'-O" BUFFER
ZONE

PLAN VIEW

ROAD
- PROPOSED DESIGN
BOBTOWN ROAD
- NEW DESIGN
232 BOBTOWN

BOBTOWN
NEW DESIGN - THOROUGHFARE CLASSIFICATION CHANGE
ZION
ROAD ROAD
- NEW- DESIGN
1"=80'-0"
1"=80'-0"
1"=80'-0"

Chapter 3

89

Zion Road
Existing Conditions

Recommendations

Zion Road is classified as a Class E thoroughfare,
which is a four-lane undivided roadway, and is the
current section as the roadway crosses IH-30 today.
The speed limit is 30 mph, and as of 2012, the vehicular
volumes were 9,900 cars per day (much less than
the designed capacity). With the IH-30 operational
improvements, there are discussions occurring about
widening the existing road bridge, so there may be
opportunities to incorporate additional bicycle and
pedestrian facilities. The current non-motorized
transportation plan doesn’t show any trail or bikeway
facilities along this portion of Zion.

If the existing road bridge is widened with the IH-30
operational improvements, there will be additional
ROW in which to incorporate bicycle and pedestrian
facilities. A 12’ shared-use path is recommended
for the eastern side of the roadway bridge and a 6’
sidewalk is recommended for the western side, as
depicted in Figure 3.22. If the existing road bridge is
not widened, an enhanced sidewalk would fit within
the existing bridge ROW.
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Figure 3.22, Zion Road/IH-30
Proposed Intersection Design Changes
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Bass Pro Drive
Existing Conditions

Recommendations

Bass Pro is classified as a Class F thoroughfare,
which is a two-lane undivided thoroughfare, and
represents the existing section today. The speed
limit is 30 mph and as of 2012, the vehicular volumes
were 12,000 cars a day, which is over the intended
capacity based on the roadway design. With the IH30 operational improvements, the current bridge
will be reconstructed as an at-grade roadway. The
current non-motorized transportation plan does
not identify any trail or bikeway improvements
along Bass Pro. Of all the intersections with IH-30
in Garland, Bass Pro Drive is the furthest along in
terms of design and construction. The larger Harbor
Point area is a Targeted Investment Area (TIA), in
which the City seeks to position the area for longterm redevelopment opportunities such as higherend housing, condominiums, and lake-themed
development.

With the IH-30 operational improvements, the
existing two-lane road will be widened to six lanes
when crossing under the interstate. There is enough
ROW to incorporate a 12’ shared-use path on the east
and west side. In order to provide a proper buffer
between the travel lanes and the pedestrian facilities,
it is recommended that the bridge column structures
be shifted to accommodate more space as indicated
in Figure 3.23. The shared-use path on the east
side will connect to the proposed path along Chaha
Road to the south that travels down to the Lake Ray
Hubbard Greenbelt and proposed Shoreline Trail and
to the Chaha Boat Dock to the north.

Figure 3.23, Bass Pro Drive/IH-30 Proposed Intersection Design Changes

192'-0"
192'-0"
2'-0"

24'-0"
TURN LANE
24'-0"
TURN LANE

2'-0"

2'-0"
2'-0"

9'-0"

3'-0"
3'-0"

9'-0"

6'-0"
SIDEWALK
6'-0"
SIDEWALK

2'-0"
2'-0"

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
2'-0"

6'-0"
MEDIAN
6'-0"
MEDIAN

2'-0"
2'-0"

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
2'-0"

12'-0"
SIDE PATH
12'-0"
SIDE PATH

2'-0"

12'-0"

2'-0"

2'-0"

24'-0"
TURN LANE
24'-0"
TURN LANE

2'-0"

12'-0"

2'-0"
2'-0"

SECTION
SECTION
4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

PLAN VIEW
PLAN VIEW

11

BASS
PRO
DRIVESCHEMATIC
- CURRENT SCHEMATIC DESIGN
BASS PRO
- PROPOSED
BASS PRO - PROPOSED SCHEMATIC
1"=80'-0"
1"=80'-0"

192'-0"
192'-0"
4'-0"

16'-0"
TURN LANE
16'-0"
TURN LANE

BASS
BASS PRO
PRO

4'-0"

4'-0"
4'-0"

3'-0"
BUFFER
3'-0"
BUFFER

12'-0"
SHARED USE PATH
12'-0"
SHARED USE PATH

3'-0"
3'-0"

3'-0"
3'-0"

4'-0"
4'-0"

2'-0"
2'-0"

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
2'-0"

6'-0"
MEDIAN
6'-0"
MEDIAN

2'-0"
2'-0"

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

12'-0"
DRIVE LANE
12'-0"
DRIVE LANE

2'-0"
2'-0"

8'-0"
8'-0"

3'-0"
3'-0"

3'-0"
BUFFER
3'-0"
BUFFER

12'-0"
SIDE PATH
12'-0"
SIDE PATH

3'-0"
BUFFER
3'-0"
BUFFER

6'-0"
6'-0"

16'-0"
TURN LANE
16'-0"
TURN LANE

6'-0"
6'-0"

SECTION
SECTION
4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
4" WHITE
LANELANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANELANE
DIVIDER
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

4" WHITE
LANE
4"DIVIDER
WHITE
LANE
DIVIDER

PLAN VIEW
PLAN VIEW

22

BASS PRO - OPTION #1
BASS PRO
- OPTION
#1
BASS
PRO
DRIVE

- PROPOSED DESIGN

1"=80'-0"
1"=80'-0"

Chapter 3

91

92
92

City
of of
Garland
Trails
andand
Bikeways
Master
Plan Plan
City
Garland
Trails
Bikeways
Master

4. Trail & Bikeway
System Network
• FACILIT Y HIER ARCHY
• RECOM M EN DED N ET WORK
• PRIORITIZ ATION CRITERIA

93

FACILITY HIERARCHY
The City of Garland’s proposed trails and bikeway
system is composed of a hierarchy of pedestrian
and bikeway accommodations that create a
cohesively connected network throughout the city.
The hierarchy is defined by three categories: OffStreet Trails, On-Street Bikeways, and Pedestrian
Facilities, each of which is further divided by specific
accommodations based on factors such as proximity

to roadways, facility width, level of connectivity,
and designated user group. These facilities provide
opportunities for various user groups to utilize an
alternative mode of transportation for recreation
or mobility purposes. This section discusses
each level of facility hierarchy and the associated
accommodations in more detail.

OFF-STREET TRAIL FACILITIES

Spine Trails

Spine Trails
Spine trails are located in off-street corridors and provide a high level of comfort for
a variety of user groups due to the width and distance from motor vehicle traffic.
Many of these trail corridors are on the Regional Veloweb, which is discussed on
page 25. Veloweb trails are defined by a minimum pavement width of 12’ and provide
significant interjurisdictional connections that supports regional connectivity
throughout the DFW Metroplex.
WIDTH: 12’ minimum
USER GROUPS: Bicyclists and pedestrians
LOCATION: Typically in off-street corridors such as greenbelts, utility easements,
and railroad corridors.

Spine trail within railroad corridor.
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OFF-STREET TRAIL FACILITIES
Sidepaths
Sidepaths are multi use trails located adjacent to roadways. These trails are intended
to connect key destinations by providing a facility wide enough for bicycle and
pedestrian use without conflict. The location of sidepaths along roadways requires
safety considerations for crossing driveways and intersections.
WIDTH: 10’ minimum
USER GROUPS: Bicyclists and pedestrians
LOCATION: Typically sidepaths are located adjacent to roadways with a minimum
2.5’ buffer, preferred 5’ buffer where feasible, from vehicular travel lanes.

Sidepath along major roadway.

Shared-use lane pavement marking.

ON-STREET BIKEWAY FACILITIES
Shared-Use Lanes
Shared-use lanes are located within a street where a travel lane is designated to
serve both bicyclists and motor vehicles through the use of pavement markings
and/or signage. When located along residential streets, on-street bike route signage
provides sufficient informational signage. For facilities along collectors and minor
thoroughfares, the use of shared-use pavement markings and accompanying signage
is recommended to clearly identify the presence of bicyclists within the travel lane.
Typically, this type of bicycle facility occurs along roadways with speeds 35 mph or
slower and with relatively low traffic volumes.
USER GROUPS: Bicyclists
LOCATION: Along roadways with appropriate speeds, generally 35 mph or less, and
volumes.
Chapter 4
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Bike Lane

ON-STREET BIKEWAY FACILITIES
Bike Lanes
Bike lanes demarcate a portion of a roadway for the exclusive use of cyclists
separated from the motor vehicle traffic. Bike lanes can be implemented as standard
or separated; the former has a 3’ minimum buffer between the bike lane and vehicular
lane as recommended by NACTO, and a standard bike lane has a 6” painted stripe
separating the bike lane from the travel lane. Both standard and separated bike
lanes are designated by a lane stripe, pavement markings, and signage. Along some
roadways a road diet may be necessary to accommodate a bike lane.
WIDTH: 4’ minimum - 5’ preferred from edge of curb
USER GROUPS: Bicyclists
LOCATION: Along roadways with appropriate speed, generally 45 mph or less and
volumes.

Bike lanes with pavement markings and signage.

Cycle track with a raised median barrier.

Cycle Track
A cycle track is a protected bike lane that provides a high level of comfort for bicycle
traffic, especially on streets with higher speeds and volumes where there is high bicycle
demand. The key feature of this facility is a physical barrier that is a minimum of 3’ in
width, such as a raised median, planters, bollards, or other barrier between a one-way
or two-way bike lane and the vehicular lanes. As these facilities are not shared, the use
of colored or textured pavement helps to distinguish the cycle track from pedestrian
and motor vehicular facilities.
WIDTH: 6’ for one-way travel and 12’ for two-way travel
USER GROUPS: Bicyclists
LOCATION: Along roadways with appropriate speed, generally 50 mph or less, volumes
and available pavement.
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PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

Ehnaced Sidewalks

Enhanced Sidewalks
Sidewalks are an essential part of a comprehensively connected network and
enhanced sidewalks provide increased accessibility specifically for pedestrians.
Enhanced sidewalks are wider than standard sidewalks to provide a more comfortable
user experience, especially in situations where there is two-way pedestrian traffic or
users need to pass one another. This facility is intended to improve pedestrian access
to areas where major sidewalk gaps exist or where sidewalks are in poor condition.
WIDTH: 8’ minimum with 1’-2’ buffer from roadway
USER GROUPS: Pedestrians
LOCATION: Adjacent to roadways with a buffer from vehicular lanes where feasible.

Enhanced sidewalk adjacent to roadway with a landscape buffer.
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RECOMMENDED NETWORK
The proposed network of trails, bikeways, and sidewalks was informed by public and stakeholder input,
needs assessment, and the assessment of individual on and off-street corridors, with the guidance of the
prioritization criteria (see pages 112-116) and adherence to the overall plan goals. Figure 4.1 on the facing
page illustrates recommended accommodations for the three hierarchical categories, defined on pages
94-97.
The following pages look at each of the facility hierarchy recommendations, providing a more detailed
look at specific pedestrian and bicycle accommodations throughout Garland.

Combined Recommendations Map
Key Destinations

Regional Connections

Catalyst Areas – These are areas in the city that
have been identified through the Envision Garland
Comprehensive Plan, discussed on page 22, for a
focus on strategic economic development. Each area
has a unique character and importance is placed on
redevelopment strategies that are area-specific. As
development and redevelopment occurs in these
catalyst areas, access will be increasingly important
and can be enhanced through the provision of nonmotorized transportation routes.

A crucial consideration for the recommended
network map is taking advantage of opportunities
to tie into existing pedestrian and bikeway networks
of surrounding cities. Garland has the ideal position
to link into existing facilities in Richardson to the
west and north and Dallas, Mesquite, and Sunnyvale
to the south as well as to additional surrounding
communities. Along the western city limits there
are several interjurisdictional connection points
where future bikeways can link to existing routes
in Richardson. Along the southern boundary of the
city there is the opportunity to create an off-street
trail connection into the City of Mesquite’s Heritage
Trail and into the City of Dallas, specifically to
existing and planned trail routes on the NCTCOG
Regional Veloweb. Regional connections provide
opportunities for Garland residents to access
amenities throughout the DFW Metroplex as well
as allowing trail and bikeway users outside of
Garland to experience what the City has to offer.
The interjurisdictional connections are shown on
the overall recommendations map shown in Figure
4.1.

DART – Access to public transportation, specifically
through the DART light rail system, has continually
expanded across the DFW Metroplex. As public
transit plays an important role in commuting to
work, school, and other daily travels, first and last
mile connections become critical to the commuter
experience. Implementing key pedestrian and
bicycle routes that fill in the gaps immediately
surrounding public transit stops or stations is crucial
to encouraging the use of public transportation and
creating a safe, comfortable, and accessible user
experience. In Garland there are two major DART
light rail stations and two DART bus transfer centers
that would benefit greatly from the addition of nonmotorized connections.
Major Employers – Large employers are located
throughout Garland, most often near or within catalyst
areas, along major roadways, or close to transit
stations. Providing pedestrian and bicycle access
to these areas encourages safe, comfortable, and
convenient non-motorized routes that can be utilized
by employees. Major employers attract employees
from various areas within and outside of the city,
therefore it is important that active transportation
access is provided across long distances to support a
comprehensive system of non-motorized connections
for residents and commuters.
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Figure 4.1, Overall Recommendations Map
Note: Certain crossings at major highways are considered long-term opportunities and would only be feasible with highway reconstruction.
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Connection to the Thoroughfare Plan
The recommended trails, bikeways, and enhanced sidewalks are informed by the City’s 2018 update to
the Thoroughfare Plan, which takes into consideration significant city-wide developments such as the
DART light rail, Firewheel Town Center, and the President George Bush Turnpike (PGBT). Additionally, the
Thoroughfare Plan addresses non-motorized transportation through the incorporation of bikeway planning.
The hierarchy of roadways outlined on the 2018 Thoroughfare Plan Map and the associated description of
the ideal function of each roadway classification was key in determining the appropriate accommodation
whether it be designated for pedestrians, bicyclists, or both. More importantly, the plan highlights roadway
widths, speeds, and volumes, which aided in determining roadways with the potential to provide bikeway
accommodations or, due to constraints, the roads where enhanced sidewalks or sidepaths are more
suitable. Upon adoption of the Trails and Bikeways Master Plan, the typical sections found in Chapter 5
should be incorporated into the next iteration of the Garland Thoroughfare Plan.

How to Use the Map
The Trails and Bikeways Master Plan will serve as a guide for City officials and developers as it relates
to specific trail and bikeway accommodations required throughout the City. Additionally, the following
assumptions should be adhered to when interpreting the map:
•
		
		

In accordance with the Garland Technical Standards Manual, 6’ sidewalks should be 		
maintained or implemented on all collectors and thoroughfares unless otherwise 		
designated for a different treatment on the Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Map.

•
		
		

Anticipating potential changes made to the Future Thoroughfare Plan, proposed off-street
trails and on-street bikeways alignments will be modified to align with changes to 		
thoroughfare alignment or designation.

•
		
		

The Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Map may be amended by the City Council. It is 		
recommended that modifications happen once a year to reflect built facilities and other
needed changes.

Table 4.1, Recommended Systemwide
Facility Mileage

Table 4.2, Build-Out Level of Service (LOS)

Recommended
Mileage

Build-Out
Mileage

Off-Street Trails

67.5

82.0

On-Street Bikeways

73.1

87.4

Pedestrian Facilities

67.3

1,183.0

192.9

1,352.4

Facility Type

Total

Facility Type

LOS

2019 Population

239,684

2030 Population

241,767

Current Trail LOS - 2019*

1 mile per
16,473 residents

Current Trail LOS - 2030*

1 mile per
16,616 residents

All Recommended Trails
LOS -2030**

1 mile per
2,948 residents

*These calculations use 2019 trail inventory mileage.
**These calculations combine 2019 paved trail inventory mileage
and recommended off-street trail facility mileage.
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Off-Street Facilities
Figure 4.2 on the facing page illustrates the proposed off-street trail accommodations, spine trails and
sidepaths, which are intended to accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists. The designated facilities
aim to provide city-wide connectivity to key destinations as well as create important interjurisdictional
connections.

Spine Trail

Sidepaths

The recommended spine trails focus on creating
connections within greenbelts, railway corridors, and
through utility easements, generally spanning long
distances or filling off-street trail gaps along existing
trails. As discussed on page 98, creating regional
connections is a goal of the recommended network,
and this is accomplished by aligning the majority
of proposed spine trails with the 2045 Regional
Veloweb where interjurisdictional connections are
made. The Duck Creek Greenbelt is a major greenbelt
corridor that has the potential to provide cross-city
connectivity as well as interjurisdictional connections
into Richardson. Garland has the unique opportunity
to create an extensive trail route along the shoreline
of Lake Ray Hubbard, which would provide new
recreational opportunities as well as connections to
neighborhoods, parks, and retail destinations.

The proposed sidepaths provide safe and accessible
routes along roadways that connect to major
destinations such as Firewheel Town Center, The
Spring Creek Preserve, and along the I-30 corridor.
In general, sidepaths are proposed along roadways
where adequate space is available to construct wider
paths and create connections that are missing for
both pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The roadway
types for which the accommodation is recommended
include those that are considered unsafe for on-street
facilities such as major collectors and thoroughfares.
Sidepaths provide supplemental access to key areas
in the city that are not feasibly reached by off-street
trails or bikeways.
Table 4.3, Recommended Off-Street Trail Mileage

Facility Type
Spine Trail

31.9

Sidepath

35.6
Total

Existing spine trail in the Spring Creek Preserve.
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Sidepath adjacent to DART light rail line and
Walnut Street.
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Figure 4.2, Off-Street Facilities Recommendations Map
Note: Certain crossings at major highways are considered long-term opportunities and would only be feasible with highway reconstruction.
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On-Street Facilities
Figure 4.3 on the facing page illustrates the proposed on-street bikeway accommodations, shared-use
lanes, bike lanes, and cycle tracks, which accommodate bicyclists exclusively. The designated facilities aim
to provide bicycle routes that connect neighborhoods to local, city, and regional destinations by expanding
upon the network the existing facilities have established. Roadway classifications, traffic speed and volume,
and roadway width were major factors in determining the designated accommodations detailed below.

Shared-Use Lanes

Signalized Crossings

The majority of the proposed on-street facility
mileage is comprised of shared-use lanes, which are
easily implemented and require limited change to the
existing roadway. Garland’s current roadway network
presents the opportunity to create routes on local
roads and collectors with low speeds and volumes,
which are more ideal for creating a comfortable
rider experience for users of all ages and abilities.
Recognizing that these facilities will serve users of
different ages and abilities and for a variety of trips,
connections are made to schools, DART stations,
parks, and major employers and shopping centers.

Establishing safe crossings for bicyclists is crucial
when designing on-street bikeways, especially when
considering the potential for mid-block crossings. A
signalized crossing includes traffic control measures
and signage that aid in informing bicyclists and
motorists as they approach crossings. It is important
that both bicyclists and motorists are informed
about roadway crossings for safety. In Garland
the areas that would benefit from implementing
signalized crossings are those where proposed
bicycle facilities are required to cross major roadways
away from a signalized intersections to continue
following the bikeway network. The addition of
safety countermeasures such as signalized crossings
increase the overall level of comfort and allows the
bikeway to serve a broader range of users. Refer to
Figure 4.6 on page 111 for more details on proposed
locations.

Bike Lanes
Bike lanes have been recommended for roadways
that have higher speeds and volumes and have the
available pavement width to accommodate the
roadway modifications necessary for implementing
standard or separated bike lanes. Proposed bike lanes
were designated along roadways where continuous
and comfortable routes for Garland cyclists are
feasible. Generally, riders feel an increased level of
comfort on separated facilities such as bike lanes and
as such they should be implemented opportunistically.

Cycle Track
The proposed cycle track along Rowlett Road,
extending from Duck Creek Drive to the eastern city
limits, is a planned City and Dallas County project.
Rowlett Road is classified as a regional arterial,
meaning crucial connections within Garland and
to surrounding cities are made, however vehicular
traffic travels at high speeds and volumes. Given that
cycle tracks provide a high level of user comfort due
to the physical separation created between bicyclists
and motorists, a roadway like Rowlett Road is ideal
for this facility.
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Table 4.4, Recommended On-Street Bikeway Mileage

Facility Type

Total Recommended Miles

Shared-Use Lane

60.5

Bike Lane

10.3

Cycle Track

2.3

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

Total

73.1
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Figure 4.3, On-Street Facilities Recommendations Map
Note: Certain crossings at major highways are considered long-term opportunities and would only be feasible with highway reconstruction.
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Pedestrian Enhancement Facilities
Figure 4.4 on the facing page illustrates the proposed enhanced sidewalks, which are intended to
accommodate pedestrians exclusively. The locations of the proposed facilities are along roadways where
wider off-street facilities or on-street bikeways are not feasible to ensure city-wide connectivity can be
achieved. Additionally, these pedestrian facilities create cross-city connections that connect to key
destinations.

Enhanced Sidewalks
Enhanced sidewalks make up the most mileage of
all proposed facilities as they are intended to be
implemented on both sides of the roadway. This
facility type provides connections exclusively for
pedestrians by creating linkages to the overall
pedestrian and bicycle network, in areas where
they are the most feasible option. As sidewalks
serve a critical role in city-wide mobility from a nonmotorized perspective the recommended enhanced
sidewalks are located along roadways where there
are opportunities to establish everyday connections
with an increased level of safety and comfort.

There are areas within the City, such as the industrial
district south of Forest Lane and west of Shiloh Road
that aren’t conducive to enhanced sidewalks. The
roadways in this industrial area are classified as major
arterials, serving high traffic speeds and volumes and
have less ROW dedication; therefore, wide sidewalks
cannot be accommodated. Additionally, utilities
are frequently encountered along these roadways,
which are barriers to providing safe and accessible
pedestrian facilities. Mitigation measures to remove
obstacles, such as burying utilities underground,
would be costly.
Table 4.5, Recommended Pedestrian Facility
Mileage

Facility Type
Enhanced Sidewalk
Total

Sidewalk within residential area adjacent to
minor thoroughfare.
106

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

Total Recommended Miles
67.3
67.3

Sidewalk in retail corridor abutting major
thoroughfare.

4
Trails & Bikeways
System Network

Figure 4.4, Pedestrian Facilities Recommendations Map
Note: Certain crossings at major highways are considered long-term opportunities and would only be feasible with highway reconstruction.
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Additional Off-Street Trail Considerations
Figure 4.5 illustrates additional considerations for accessing trails and connecting to surrounding communities
and recreational opportunities. Providing accessible and frequent trail access through trailheads and trail access
points throughout the system is essential to a comprehensive alternative transportation network. Regional
connectivity is another key goal of the off-street trail system and locations for connecting to surrounding cities
and their systems are highlighted. Additionally, tapping into other forms of recreation is an opportunity this
system should leverage.
Major Trailheads

The locations designated for major trailheads provide crucial access to the offstreet trail system and should be distributed throughout the City, primarily at
community parks and core retail centers. An example of a major trailhead is found
along the proposed and existing Duck Creek trails. There are three recommended
trailhead locations along Duck Creek; in the north near Richardson, in the center
of the City at Central Park, and in the south at the Duck Creek Greenbelt. Design
specifics for major trailheads can be found on page 134.

Minor Trailheads

Locations designated for minor trailheads are typically neighborhood parks and
trail intersections. Similar to major trailheads, minor trailheads provide important
access to the off-street trail network. The amenities and accessibility of minor
trailheads primarily serve the neighborhood in close proximity. Locations for
minor trailheads include Montgomery Park, Ablon Park, and the southern part
of the Spring Creek Preserve Trail near Brand Road. Design specifics for minor
trailheads can be found on page 134.

Trail Access Points

Trail access points serve as additional entrances to the off-street trail system,
but they do not have associated amenities like trailheads. They are found at
neighborhood parks, within residential developments, or at destinations adjacent
to trails where an identifiable entrance to the trail is feasible. Locations that are
best served by trail access points include the Riverset residential development,
connecting to the proposed Duck Creek Trail and The Woodland Basin Nature
Center, and connecting to the proposed Rowlett Creek Preserve Trail. Further
discussion about trail access point standards can be found on page 134.

Paddle Sport
Launch Points

Interjurisdictional
Connections
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Bordering Lake Ray Hubbard presents a unique opportunity for Garland to
establish recreational water access through identified paddle sport launch points.
These launch points should be linked to neighborhoods, parks, or the off-street
trail system to best serve paddle sport user groups. The combined connection
of trails and paddle sport launch points creates an experience uncommon for
many cities in the DFW region, which could be further enhanced by developing
designated paddling trails through future analysis. Figure 4.5 identifies locations
that would be appropriate for launch points including the former marina west of
Rowlett Road, John Paul Jones Park, the Bass Pro area, and Windsurf Bay Park.
Points designated for paddle sport launches need to be in areas with flat banks
or beaches that have shallow water close to the shoreline.
Figure 4.5 identifies points of interjurisdictional connectivity by either proposed
spine trail or sidepath. These connections show the potential for proposed
off-street facilities to connect to existing or proposed facilities of surrounding
cities, some of which align with the NCTCOG 2045 Veloweb. Examples of these
connections include connecting into Richardson along Holford Road, connecting
into Dallas along the proposed Veloweb route within the Highway 78 ROW, and
into Mesquite and Sunnyvale along the southern city boundary. Coordination
with these cities and other entities will be necessary as planning moves forward.
The connecting corridors, especially those along the Regional Veloweb may
be ideal to received funding from sources that emphasize establishing regional
connections.
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Figure 4.5, Off-Street Trails Additional Considerations Map
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Additional On-Street Bikeway Considerations
Figure 4.6 depicts additional considerations for on-street bikeways, including locations that will need midblock crossing infrastructure to ensure safe crossings, corridors that are candidates for signed routes, and key
inter-jurisdictional connections along on-street bikeway routes. Garland already has some existing on-street
bikeway infrastructure, but with the recommendations in this master plan the on-street system will be a more
complete and safer network.

Mid-Block
Crossings

Mid-block crossings can be comprised of pavement markings, pedestrianactivated signals, and warning signage for motorists and cyclists. These crossings
are needed where on-street bikeways cross major roadways where there is
no intersection or an unsignalized intersection. This ensures that the passing
motorists will be alerted when cyclists are attempting to cross. Locations for
mid-block crossings in Garland include where the proposed bikeways cross major
roads such as Buckingham, Walnut, and Arapaho. Proposed design standards for
mid-block crossings are discussed in Chapter 5 on page 133.

Signed Routes

The corridors identified as shared-use lanes on the on-street bikeway
recommendation map can either be a ‘sharrow’ with pavement markings and
accompanying signage or a ‘signed route’ without pavement markings and
instead signage to indicate that cyclists many use the full travel lane. This type
of shared-use lane requires significantly less maintenance on behalf of the City
than pavement markings that fade over time. Roadways that are appropriate for
signed routes are those designated as local streets (Class G1 and G2) and minor
collectors (Class F). These roadways are two lanes with no median with low speeds
and low volumes, located primarily within residential areas. In some instances,
major collectors categorized as Class E may be appropriate as signed routes
depending on the speed and volumes on a particular roadway. Figure 4.6 depicts
which of the corridors identified as shared-use lanes are candidates for signed
routes instead of the more expensive pavement markings. More information on
bike route signage is discussed in Chapter 5 on page 128.

Interjurisdictional
Connections
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Just like with off-street trails, there are areas within the City where interjurisdictional
on-street bikeway connections are proposed. These locations represent areas
where existing or planned on-street bikeways connect to existing or planned onstreet bikeways in surrounding cities. Examples include connecting to Richardson
along Yale Drive, Lawler Road, Moonglow Drive, and Collins Boulevard. Continued
coordination with these other communities is critical as additional planning and
design occurs. These corridors may also be prime candidates for certain funding
sources that place importance on creating regional connections.
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Figure 4.6, On-Street Bikeways Additional Considerations Map
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PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA
A set of prioritization criteria was developed to
identify priorities for the proposed trail and bikeway
network. The criteria evaluates elements including
connectivity, accessibility, safety, and ease of
implementation. Evaluation of these elements

helped to determine the off-street trail and on-street
bikeway corridors to prioritize for implementation in
the future. The following pages outline the separate
prioritization criteria for off-street trails and on
street bikeways.

Off-Street Trails Prioritization Criteria

1

Connects to key destinations
Key destinations include existing parks, schools, transit hubs, major employment and shopping
centers, and catalyst areas as identified by the Envision Garland Comprehensive Plan.

2

Connects to the existing trail or bikeway network
Creating connections to the existing trail and bikeway system establishes a comprehensive
and connected network.

3

Creates an interjurisdictional connection

Establishing connections into surrounding cities increases regional connectivity.

4

Located on the designated Regional Veloweb
Developing trails along the Regional Veloweb increases opportunities for funding, public
awareness, and an enhanced regional network.
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5

Solves a safety issue or overcomes a barrier
It is an essential role of alternative transportation routes to eliminate safety concerns and
overcome barriers to accessibility.

6

Fills a gap in the existing system
The current trail system is largely disconnected, therefore building upon what does exist will
quickly develop a fully connected system.

7

Improves an existing trail
Prioritizing improvements to existing trail segments to accommodate a variety of users with
consideration for users of all ages and abilities.

8

Ease of implementation
The ability to easily implement trail segments relates to feasibility and ultimately prioritizes
the development of segments in the near-term. Factors considered for this criterion include
property ownership, topography, floodplain, and barriers.

9

Amount of environmentally-sensitive areas disturbed
Minimizing disruption to the natural areas along trails is important as a measure to preserve
the natural landscape and to provide scenic views along routes.

10

Available funding
Segments of trail for which there is available funding should be considered as high priority
for implementation.
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On-Street Bikeways Prioritization Criteria

1

Connects to key destinations
Key destinations include existing parks, schools, transit hubs, and major employment, shopping
centers, and catalyst areas as identified by the Envision Garland Comprehensive Plan.

2

Connects to the existing trail or bikeway network
Creating connections to the existing trail and bikeway system establishes a comprehensive
and connected network.

3

Creates an interjurisdictional connection
Identifying roadways where connections into surrounding cities and their existing bikeways
are feasible increases regional connectivity.

4

Solves a safety issue or overcomes a barrier
It is an essential role of alternative transportation routes to eliminate safety concerns and
overcome barriers to accessibility.

5

Level of comfort
Comfort is a critical factor for the development of bikeways; the more comfortable a facility is
perceived, the greater chance the facility will be utilized by users of all ages and abilities. The level
of comfort of a roadway takes into consideration traffic volumes, speeds, and pavement widths.
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6

Fills a gap in the existing system
The current bikeway system is largely disconnected, therefore building upon what does exist
will quickly develop a fully connected system.

7

Improves an existing bikeway facility
Prioritizing improvements to existing bicycle facilities with consideration for riders of all
ages and abilities.

8

Level of coordination needed with other entities
Coordination with entities such as surrounding municipalities, Dallas County, and utility
companies may be necessary for future development of bicycle facilities.

9

Available funding
Segments of trail for which there is available funding should be considered as high priority
for implementation.
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Table 4.6, Prioritization Criteria Summary

Criteria
Amount of environmentally-sensitive areas disturbed

Available funding

Connects to key destinations

Connects to the existing trail or bikeway network

Creates an interjurisdictional connection

Ease of implementation

Fills a gap in the existing system

Improves an existing bikeway facility

Improves an existing trail

Level of comfort

Level of coordination needed with other entities

Located on the designated Regional Veloweb

Solves a safety issue or overcomes a barrier
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TRAIL TRENDS MOVING FORWARD
When looking to the future of trail planning and observing the heightened importance of trails,
parks, and recreational amenities, it is crucial to continue providing safe and desirable public places
that adapt to future trends. Notably, during unprecedented times, cities need to be equipped to
implement interim or temporary solutions to adjust to the current situation, whatever that may be.
Over the past several years, equitable public health measures have become increasingly important
for cities worldwide to address, with parks and trails playing an important role. Public health aspects
such as rising rates of obesity and the spread of disease can be mitigated through the implementation
of public spaces that provide appropriate amenities.
Examples of trail amenity design that align with future trail trends include the following:

Implementing wider trails so it is easier for people to keep a 6’ distance from each
other while utilizing trails. Additionally, avoiding obstruction along facilities that
prevent people from being able to pass other users, notably utility obstructions
that frequently occur along sidewalks.

Touchless water bottle fill stations along trails or at trailheads allow users to
refill personal water bottles in a manner that considers the safety of all users and
prevents the spread of germs.

To optimize the use of spaces for public activities, municipalities should consider
temporarily closing lanes along roadways with excess capacity to be utilized
by bicyclists.

Increasing the frequency of rest stops allows space for separation from others
along portions of trail that are experiencing higher volumes of users as well as
the ability to more conveniently provide amenities such as water filling stations
and sanitation stations.
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MICRO-MOBILITY CONSIDERATIONS
What is Micro-Mobility
Micro-mobility refers to small, low-speed transportation devices that are electric or humanpowered and typically available through a public sharing platform. The most common forms of
micro-mobility devices include bicycles and scooters and are intended for utilitarian uses for short
trips in urban environments. These micro-mobility devices are intended to fill in the ‘first and last
mile’ between major destinations and existing transportation infrastructure.

Why Should We Plan for Micro-Mobility?
While this micro mode of transportation has been around for some time, recently various forms of
micro-mobility devices have taken over cities at a speed at which municipalities are unprepared
to address. Most cities have not provided micro-mobility specific infrastructure, implemented
standards and guidelines for designated use of micro-mobility vehicles, or created policies detailing
management of dock and dockless device locations. A new part of planning transportation
infrastructure includes planning for micro-mobility and defining where it fits in with the existing
system of roadways, on-street bicycle facilities, and off-street trails.

Planning for the Future
The global pandemic has interrupted continued growth of micro-mobility in cities worldwide.
Fewer people are commuting to jobs, tourism has declined, and there is increased concern over
shared spaces. Micro-mobility vehicles available for public use are generally managed by private
companies, who have increased efforts to work in partnership with municipalities to encourage use
of public transportation options. Moving forward it will be important for companies and cities to
continue collaboration to find solutions for ensuring safety and access to devices with consideration
to heightened concerns about public health and sanitation. The City of Austin has implemented
Micro-mobility Laws and Regulations that provides clear guidelines for appropriate licensing, how
to operate, where to park, and safety tips for micro-mobility devices. The City has also developed an
Open data platform, available to the public, that collects and analyses information about locations,
trips, and mileage to provide more efficient and safe use of micro-mobility devices in the City. More
information about the regulation of micro-mobility can be found here at the following website:
http://austintexas.gov/department/shared-mobility-services.

Rental bike parked at bike racks at the Toyota Music Factory in Irving, Texas.
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DESIGN STANDARDS
The proposed network presented in the previous chapter is comprised of facilities of varying functions.
Therefore, design standards are important to outline the recommended minimum requirements for safety
and convenience of users, and to meet local and regional non-motorized transportation goals. It is important
to note that all trails, bikeways, and sidewalks should at a minimum meet the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and TxDOT standards and should exceed those standards if
and where possible. This section outlines design considerations related to various aspects of trails, bikeways,
and pedestrian facilities. Listed below are sources for the most commonly used standards for pedestrian
and bicycle facility design; the recommended standards in this plan complies with these sources:
• AASHTO - American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
• ADAAG - American with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines
• ITE - Institute of Transportation Engineers
• NACTO - National Association of City Transportation Officials
• PROWAG - Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines
• TAS - Texas Accessibility Standards
• TMUTCD - Texas Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
• TTI - Texas Transportation Institute
• TxDOT - Texas Department of Transportation
• NCTCOG - North Central Texas Council of Governments
The intent is that after this master plan is adopted, the City will incorporate the recommended standards
into the applicable development regulations (subdivision ordinance, technical standards manual, etc.).

OFF-STREET TRAIL FACILITIES
As discussed in Chapter 4, the two types of off-street trails are spine trails and sidepaths. This first section
outlines key features of off-street trails. The design objectives for off-street trails are as follows:
•

The alignment of off-street trails should preserve the natural terrain and vegetation to the greatest
extent possible and should also avoid tree removal to the extent possible. Alignments should follow the
contours of the land and natural drainage patterns and should not appear to be carved out of the terrain.

•

The alignment of off-street trails should have both curvilinear and straight segments. However, extreme
curves or long straight segments are not desirable and should be avoided where possible, except where
tree preservation or other obstructions necessitate such an alignment.

•

Meanders in trails should follow natural topography and should not be haphazard or irregular.

•

Intersections with other trails should be located where sightlines are not obstructed and should occur at
natural focal points such as scenic vistas and trail access points.

•

Trails should align with existing and future crosswalks at streets and incorporate handicap accessible
ramps that meet the design criteria of ADAAG, PROWAG and TAS.
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Off-street trails designated as spine trails in the
Trails & Bikeways Master Plan should be a minimum
of 12’ in width in accordance with NCTCOG guidance,
as many of the recommended spine trail alignments
are along the proposed NCTCOG Regional Veloweb.
This applies to trails that will accommodate a mix of
users, including cyclists, pedestrians, maintenance
vehicles, and other non-motorized traffic. Offstreet trails designated as sidepaths in the Trails &
Bikeways Master Plan should be a minimum of 10’ in
width in accordance with AASHTO standards.

Pavement Structure
Off-street trail pavement should be 6” thick
reinforced concrete with a traverse light broom
finish. Expansion joints should be placed in the trail
at an interval of 40’ for 10’ wide trails and 50’ to
60’ for 12’ wide trails. Expansion joints should be
topped and sealed with a self-leveling elastomeric
joint compound and should be flush with the top
surface of pavement on both sides of the joint.
Control joints should be placed at intervals equal to
the trail width and the depth should be one-fourth

of the pavement thickness. The joints should be
saw-cut and 1/4” wide. For optimum user comfort,
the finished surface of trails should not vary more
than 1/4” from the lower edge of an 8’ long straight
edge when laid on the surface in any direction.

Vertical Clearance
The recommended vertical clearance over a
trail is 10’ or higher; this height accommodates
maintenance, patrol, and emergency vehicle access.
All underpasses and tunnels should be a minimum of
8’ in height and where there are vertical clearances
less than 10’, warning signage should be posted.

Easement Requirements
For trails located away from roadways, such as in a
utility easement or adjacent to a natural feature, a
50’ minimum easement is required. This easement is
important to ensure there is enough room to align
trails away from creeks, if present, where erosion
could impact the usability of the trail. For trails
adjacent to a railroad, an easement of 20’ outside
the railway foul zone is needed. This ensures that
the trail will be safely outside of the zone needed
for track maintenance.

Figure 5.1, Standard Trail Section
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Off-Street Trail Width

Intersection Crossings
Conflict points can occur at intersections between
trail facilities and roadways. In order to reduce
conflict points, the corner radius for a 90-degree
intersection should typically be 15’.
Trail crossings occurring at roadway intersections
with the appropriate signage, crosswalk markings,
and pedestrian signals are depicted in Figure
5.2. Figure 5.3 depicts a typical intersection
treatment at two intersecting trails. An alternative,
more expensive option for crossing roadways is
to construct a pedestrian bridge or tunnel. This
provides a completely separated experience for the
trail users away from the roadway.

In Garland, there is an extensive network of softsurface trails used for mountain biking. This plan
recommends hard-surface trail facilities in the same
corridor as the DORBA soft-surface trails, so there
will be instances where these two trails intersect.
Since the intended users for these two trails vary,
there needs to be adequate warning signage posted
that indicates upcoming trail intersections. Figure
5.4 depicts a typical intersection treatment for the
intersection of a hard-surface and soft-surface trail.

Figure 5.2, Signalized Trail Roadway Intersection Crossings
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Design Speed: Minimum design speed of 20 mph
should generally be used if the trail grade is less
than 5% slope. In areas where strong prevailing
winds exist or trail grades exceeds 5%, a trail design
speed of 30 mph is recommended.
Drainage: Trails should be designed in a manner that
allows for adequate drainage away from the trail.

This requires the cross-slope of areas adjacent
to trail shoulders to have at least a 2% minimum
slope away from the trail and for the trail surfaces
themselves to have cross slope of 1%
Trail Amenities: See the Trails Features Section on
page 134-135 for a discussion on recommended
trail amenities.

Figure 5.3, Typical Trail Intersection Treatment
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DORBA trail within Rowlett Creek Preserve.
Figure 5.4, Typical Hard-Surface Trail & Soft-Surface Trail Intersection Treatment
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ON-STREET BIKEWAYS
The master plan identifies three primary types of onstreet bikeway facilities: shared use lanes, bike lanes,
and cycle tracks. This section outlines key features
of each of these on-street bicycle accommodations.
The design objectives for on-street bikeways are as
follows:
•

•

Bicycle routes should follow continuous and wellknown routes through high demand corridors
that provide critical connections.

•

Appropriate pavement markings, signage, or a
combination of both should be provided along
bicycle routes to communicate safety procedures
to all roadway users and fulfill wayfinding
purposes.

Future bicycle accommodations along roadways
should be determined by analyzing traffic speed,
traffic volumes, available pavement width, and
roadway functional classification. Figure 5.5
depicts considerations for determining the
appropriate accommodation.

Figure 5.5, Considerations for Appropriate Bikeway Accommodations
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Width

Shared-use lanes are located within a street where
the travel lane is designated to serve both bicyclists
and motor vehicles and typically pavement
markings and/or signage is used to inform roadway
users. There are two recommended types of shareduse lanes, on-street signed routes, occurring on
neighborhood and local streets and shared-use lanes
identified using pavement markings, occurring on
roads classified as collectors and above.

This accommodation is typically used on streets with
relatively low speeds (35 mph or less) and relatively
low volumes. The outside lane of roadways that
support shared use lanes should meet or exceed 14’
(not including curb or gutter). If the lane is less than
14’, then cyclists may ride in the middle of the lane. If
the lane is 14’ or greater, state law dictates that the
cyclists must ride near the curb.

•

•

On-Street Signed Routes - include the signed
shared-use lane signage to indicate that cyclists
may use the full travel lane. No accompanying
pavement markings are required.
Shared Use-Lane Pavement Markings - include
the signed shared-use lane signage and ‘sharrow’
pavement marking to indicate shared use of the
travel lane.

Markings
Shared-Use markings should be located a minimum
of 4’ from the curb on roadways without on-street
parking and a minimum of 5’ from the outside of the
parking lane on roads with on-street parking. Markings
should occur immediately after intersections and at
intervals not greater than 250’.

Signage
Accompanying signage along shared-use lanes
should be provided along both signed routes
and along roadways within shared-use pavement
markings. Required signage includes “Share the
Road” and “Bicycle May use Full Lane” signs, which
alert motorists that they may come across bicyclists
and encourage respectful shared use of the roadway.

Figure 5.6, Shared-Use Lane Typical Features
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Example of shared-use lane markings.
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Bike Lanes

Markings

Bike Lanes demarcate a portion of the roadway
for the exclusive use of bicyclists that is physically
separated from motor vehicle travel lanes using a
solid white line and necessary signage.

There are several elements that constitute pavement
markings for cycle tracks. Similar to bike lanes, there
should be a bicycle outline and directional arrow,
as well as a “Bike Only” marking. For two-way cycle
tracks a dashed yellow center line should be used to
separate bi-directional bicycle traffic. When using
a pavement marking buffer to separate the cycle
track from motor vehicle lanes, solid white lines
with diagonal hatching should be used to indicate a
neutral space between usable lanes.

Width
This accommodation is typically implemented
on roadways with relatively higher speeds (35 40 mph) and relatively high traffic volumes. The
minimum width for a standard one-directional
bicycle lane on all roadways is 4’, but 5’ is preferred
for increased comfort. The same design features of
standard bicycle lanes apply to separated bicycle
lanes, except that there is also a minimum 3’ painted
or physical buffer between the bicycle lane and
vehicle lane.

Markings

Signage
Similar to the type of signage required for bike lanes,
NACTO recommends that cycle tracks have “Bike
Lane” signs located at intervals along the track.
Additional signage, specifically at driveways and
intersections, can be implemented such as the “Yield
to Bikes” sign, which identifies conflict areas and
prioritizes bicyclists.

Bike lanes are one-way and should be indicated as
such through pavement markings per TMUTCD. Bike
lane markings are composed of a bicycle outline
and directional arrow. Additionally, bike lanes are
delineated from the travel lane with a solid white
stripe or 3’ buffer.

Figure 5.7, Bike Lane Typical Features
5’ bike
lane

travel
lane

signed bike
route

Signage
Accompanying signage is required stating that the
bicycle lane is for cyclist use only. The “Bike Lane”
sign should be placed adjacent to bike lane markings
but not at all markings to avoid overuse.

Cycle Track
Cycle tracks are protected bike lanes that are
physically separated from motor vehicle traffic by a
raised median, planters, bollards, or other physical
barriers, and can be either one-way or two-way.

Width
This type of bicycle facility is implemented on
roadways with high traffic speeds and volumes
and high bicycle demand. The desired width for
cycle tracks, as presented in NACTO Urban Bikeway
Design Guide, is a minimum of 5’ and a preferred
width of 7’ for one-way tracks and 12’ minimum for
two-way tracks. The protective buffer between the
cycle track and travel lanes, whether it be pavement
markings or a raised median, should be a minimum
of 3’.
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Figure 5.8, Cycle Track Typical Features
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Median Refuge Island

Given that the previously described bicycle
accommodations are on-street, a user will
eventually come to a roadway intersection. There
are various techniques that can be applied to
ensure a safe crossing across the intersection.
The following are best practices for intersection
safety; at a minimum, intersections should clearly
imply how motorists and bicyclists navigate
through an intersection crossing by providing
sufficient lighting, eliminate free-flowing turning,
and bicycle routes through intersections should
be logical.

These are protected spaces positioned in the
center of the roadway used to facilitate bicycle
and pedestrian crossings by having an additional
refuge to stop when crossing at an intersection.
This intersection treatment is most appropriate for
roadways with higher volumes, faster speeds, and
wider pavements widths. Refuge medians create
a more comfortable user experience by reducing
the crossing length, calming traffic through
physical design, and establishing priority for
cyclists and pedestrians when crossing roadways.

Bike Boxes

Other Considerations

Bike boxes are designated spaces at the front of
traffic at signalized intersections which provide
a safe, comfortable, and visible way for cyclists
to approach intersections and alert motorists
to yield to the cyclists. Typically, bike boxes are
found on roadways that have higher bicycle and
motor vehicle traffic volumes and where there
might be conflict between different user types
when performing right or left turns. To effectively
communicate the function of bike boxes to both
bicyclists and motor vehicles, appropriate signage
and pavement markings are required.

For all on-street bicycle accommodations,
pavement surfaces should be smooth, uniform
in width, and free of utility lids, wide cracks,
or longitudinal joints. This ensures a safe user
experience for cyclists. Additionally, where
present, grates should be bicycle-safe without
longitudinal openings to avoid getting tires
stuck, AASHTO recommends the gap between
the drainage grate and its frame be 1” or less.
Finally, the use of raised and uneven surfaces
such as brick, pavers, or stamped concrete is not
recommended along on-street bikeways.
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Intersection Treatments

An ingress lane within the bike lane, defined by
colored pavement, should be provided as cyclists
approach the bike box at the front of the traffic
lane at intersections. Change in pavement color
alerts riders of approaching intersections and
communicates cyclists’ priority to motorists.
Signage Such as “Stop Here on Red,” “Yield to
Bikes,” and “No Turn on Red” are examples of
informative signage directing users how to share
the roadway at these types of intersections.

Intersection Crossings
Bicycle pavement markings that carry through
intersections indicate the path for cyclists and
inform all roadway users of the designated
path for bicycles. Providing a distinct boundary
between motor vehicle travel lanes and bicycle
accommodations promotes awareness of potential
conflicts between users and ensures safe and
comfortable crossings at intersections. Typical
applications include signalized intersections,
complex intersections where lane designations
become unclear, roadways with bike lanes or
cycle tracks, or crossing driveways.

Bike box example in Seattle, Washington.
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Pedestrian Facilities

Intersection Treatments

The third and final facility type presented in this
master plan are facilities meant for just pedestrian
users, including sidewalks and enhanced sidewalks.
This section outlines key design considerations
for pedestrian facilities. The design objectives for
pedestrian facilities are as follows:

It is recommended that pedestrian crossings at
roadway intersections and driveway intersections
should be designed in a manner the reinforces the
right-of-way of pedestrians. Conflict points often
occur at intersections between sidewalks and
roadways; to reduce these conflict points, the corner
radius for a 90-degree intersection should typically
be 25’.

•

Pedestrian facilities should be located within
or parallel to a street right-of-way with an
appropriate buffer distance from vehicular
traffic. The minimum recommended buffer is
2’, which can include portions of the landscape
buffer width. The facilities may fall within
the parkway; however, if the facility extends
outside of the parkway a pedestrian easement
is required.

•

Special consideration should be given to crossing
at roadway intersections to ensure a safe travel
experience for both motorists and pedestrians.

•

Barrier free ramps should be placed at curb
crossings, including intersections and driveways.

Standard Crossing
Standard pedestrian crosswalks utilize a combination
of pavement markings, signals, timers, and accessible
ramps to cross intersecting streets with two-way
traffic. Highly visible ‘zebra’ pavement striping is
recommended as they better alert motor vehicles
to yield to pedestrians. Routine maintenance of the
crosswalk striping is recommended to ensure they
are visible.

Width
Current development regulations in Garland require
a minimum 4’ sidewalk within neighborhoods and a
6’ sidewalk in commercial areas. In some instances,
sidewalks wider than the standard 6’ along
thoroughfares and collectors may be warranted.
The updated Trails & Bikeways Trail Master Plan map
shows 8’ enhanced sidewalks along certain roadways
that provide key connections between destinations.
These wider sidewalks will still be located within or
parallel to the street right-of-way and incorporate
barrier free ramps at all curb crossings.

Example of wide sidewalk.
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Example of standard crosswalk.
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Enhanced crosswalks may utilize a combination of
pavement markings, change in pavement material,
mid-block crossing islands, and pedestrian signals
such as a Push-Button Activated Pedestrian
Traffic Signal, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB),
or Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) to
increase driver awareness of pedestrian activity and
increase comfort of walkers.

ADA Accessibility

Driveway Crossings
Pedestrian facility design should consider crossing
driveways along major and minor thoroughfares
where pedestrians will have to interact with motor
vehicles accessing adjacent properties via driveways
that cross pedestrian paths. Sidewalks should be set
back from the back of curb at a sufficient distance
to avoid crossing driveway aprons to maintain
existing cross slopes and integrity in meeting ADA
accessibility standards.
See page 133 for a discussion of traffic control
devices to be used with these intersection
treatments.

Example of enhanced crosswalk.
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Enhanced Crossings

Pedestrian facilities are an essential component
for a comprehensive system of connectivity as
they serve a range of users of all ages and abilities.
When constructing pedestrian facilities, it is critical
that curb ramps and sidewalks are ADA compliant.
At sidewalk crossings, including road intersections
and driveways, it is important that curb ramps
are located where the safest and most accessible
route is provided for pedestrians, with or without
mobility disability. Additionally, curb ramps should
be sloped to provide a smooth transition from
sidewalk to crosswalk.
Implementing and maintaining wide pedestrian
facilities with adequate passing space that is free
of obstructions minimizes disruption in mobility
of pedestrians of all abilities. At crossings,
consideration should be made for pedestrians
that are visual or hearing impaired. Implementing
elements such as Accessible Pedestrian Signals
(APS) with an integrated audio device, detectable
warning surfaces or tactile pavement, and flashing
lights can aid in creating a safe and comfortable
pedestrian crossing environment.

Unobstructed curb ramp at intersection crossing.
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Trail & Bikeway Signage
Trail Markers

Bike Route Signage

Trail markers are used to designate trail distance
and as a point of demarcation for safety and
emergency situations. At a minimum, trail markers
should be installed at each trailhead, trail access
point, and major trail intersection. Additionally,
mileage markers help inform users of the distance
they have traveled along the trail and are important
to determine location for emergency access. Ideally,
trail markers should be installed every quarter-mile
along spine trails.

Bike route signs should be used on roadways with
shared-use lanes, bike lanes, and cycle tracks, as
well as on shared-use paths where applicable.
Route signs should include the route number and
destination information and be legible to moving
bicyclists. Route signage should be established at
all intersections where the route changes directions.
Additional signage should be located in accordance
with AASHTO and TMUTCD standards.
Commonly used trail and bikeway signage is located
in the Appendix for reference.

Wayfinding signage at Bushy Creek Trail in Cedar
Park, Texas.

Trail marker in Allen, Texas.

Wayfinding Signage
Wayfinding signage should be implemented
throughout the trail and bikeway system,
especially at trailheads, trail access points, and trail
intersections. This signage is crucial in providing
users with navigational information. The City is
currently conducting a wayfinding study for the
parks system, which should guide future decisionmaking concerning sign placement, information
displayed, and overall branding.
Bike route sign in Downtown Garland.
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Traffic Control Devices
Where trails and bikeways intersect with roadways, traffic control devices are needed to ensure the safe
crossing of cyclists and pedestrians.

Traffic Control Signage
Crossing features for all roadways include warning
signs for motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists, based
on facility type, location, and additional criteria
identified by TMUTCD. Signage should be highly
visible and should capture the attention of all
users to alert an approaching crossing area; this
can be further emphasized with flashing beacons,
pavement markings, or change in pavement
material. It is important to note that placing too
many traffic control devices at one crossing can be
overwhelming and may result in loss of impact.

Mid-Block Crossings
Mid-block crossings occur on roadways away
from intersections where there aren’t traffic
control signals. These crossings can help provide
greater connectivity to key destinations that are
unsupported by the existing roadway network. This
crossing type utilizes pedestrian activated signals,
implementation of pavement markings or change
in pavement material, and appropriate signage
for both roadway and trail users. Median refuge
islands and meandering shared-use paths can also
Figure 5.9, Typical Mid-Block Crossings Features

be incorporated in mid-block crossing design to
inform users that they will encounter motorists
ahead, encouraging slower speeds and increased
awareness of surroundings. As these crossings
occur away from intersections it is important to
consider all necessary elements to alert motorists
to ensure the safety of all users.

Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons (RRFB)
This type of traffic control device is highlyvisible, therefore increasing overall compliance by
motorists when it comes to yielding to pedestrians
using crosswalks or mid-block crossings. RRFB
signals are characterized by rectangular lights
flashing in an irregular pattern, positioned below
a pedestrian crossing sign and above a crosswalk
arrow. This pedestrian crossing signal is pedestrian
activated, typically using a push button. Generally,
accompanying signage is established along
roadways to alert approaching motorists of
potential pedestrians and cyclists crossing ahead
and the flashing signals are placed on both side of
the roadway facing both directions of traffic.

Solar Power

Signal loops
(optional)
Crosswalk
pavement
markings

Meandering trail to slow
users at road crossing

Rectangular
Rapid
Flashing
Beacon
(RRFB)

Push Button
(ADA
compliant)

Example of Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon
(RRFB).
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Trail Features
Trail amenity features can enhance overall user experience along trails. Through the public open houses, the
online community survey, and the interactive mapping website, Garland residents were able to provide input
on preferred trail amenities. This section details recommended trail amenity features within categories such
as trail access, safety and security, and maintenance to be considered when developing trails throughout the
City. Ultimately, the Parks and Recreation Department will need to determine the placement of each element
throughout the network based on the programming goals of individual trails.

Trail Access Points

Figure 5.11, Typical Minor Trailhead

A trail access point is a location along an off-street
trail in which users can access the trail facility. Most
often access points are found at neighborhood
parks and trail intersections. Typically, they
consist of a brief, paved spur that connects to an
existing sidewalk, usually within a neighborhood
or commercial area. It is recommended that trail
markers are placed at trail access points to aid in
user wayfinding, however additional trail amenities
are not required.

Trailheads are primary entrance locations for an
individual trail and are found at community parks,
greenbelts, and retail centers. They are also where
the majority of trail amenities are positioned; the
type of amenities found at trailheads include drinking
fountains, benches, parking, informational kiosks,
and trash receptacles. Additionally, emergency
phones can be located at major trailheads if desired.
Figures 5.10 - 5.11 depict a typical layout for major
and minor trailheads.
Figure 5.10, Typical Major Trailhead
Parking area
Parking
area

Trash receptacle
receptacle
Trash
Informational kiosk
Informational
kiosk

Seating
Seating

Drinking fountain
Drinking
fountain

Trail marker
Trail
marker
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Bike Racks
Bike racks enable users to safely store their bicycles
while stopping at destinations in close proximity
to the trail. These are important trail amenities
especially in areas where trails intersect with the
bikeway network or key destinations like parks,
schools, or commercial and employment centers,
and should be provided at trailheads and trail
access points where feasible.

Hydration Station
These amenities include drinking fountains and
water bottle fill stations. Both of these hydration
amenities are important to ensure that trail users
and their pets remain hydrated while using trails.
Water bottle fill stations should be located at
trailheads while drinking fountains are most
beneficial at intervals along the trail system.

Trails & Bikeways
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Informational Kiosks
Directional signage, maps, trail rules, and regulations
should be posted at major trailheads to convey
important trail information and provide a sense of
safety to users. Information provided at these kiosks
should include current location along the trail, total
trail length, location of amenities, key destinations
along the trail, and trail intersections.

Informational kiosk with map at Brazos Park East in
Waco, Texas.

Parking Areas
Parking should be provided at all trailheads, a
minimum of 10 spaces at major trailheads and a
minimum of five spaces at minor trailheads. Parking
at trail entrances is convenient for residents living
further away from the trail network who can not
easily walk or bike to areas with trail access.

Seating
Seating at trailheads is important for the overall
user experience and should also be provided every
two miles along off-street trails. Seating provides
an area for respite and is usually combined with
other amenities such as hydration amenities and
trash receptacles.

Bench along Lovington Highway Trail in Hobbs, New
Mexico.

Trash Receptacles
The overall cleanliness of the trail system plays a
big role in attracting new and retaining existing
users by helping ensure trails stay clean. They
should be located at trailheads and should only be
placed along trails where there is a demonstrated
need and where they are able to feasibly be picked
up by maintenance crews.
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Safety & Security

Maintenance

Emergency Lighting

Volunteer Groups

While it is not the City’s policy to light trails,
emergency safety lighting is still crucial to implement,
especially at trailheads and parking areas. If the
City’s policy regarding lighting trails changes in the
future, considerations should be given to the time
of day lights are illuminated and whether they have
a motion sensor or photo-electric cell controller to
reduce energy costs.

To further ensure that City trails are well-maintained,
clean, and attractive, initiatives such as “Friends
of the Trail” organizations should be encouraged.
These are non-profit, volunteer groups dedicated
to supporting trails through litter clean-up, tree
planting, and raising funds for new or improved trail
amenities and security patrolling. A nearby example
is the Friends of the Santa Fe Trail and Friends of the
Katy Trail groups in Dallas.

Bridges & Low Water Crossings
Particularly in areas where trails are proposed to
follow creeks, there will be instances where bridges
or low-water crossings are needed as part of a trail
corridor. All bridge designs should be sealed by a
Texas Professional Engineer and meet the City’s
engineering standards. Low-water crossings should
not exceed 4’ from the path to the waterway flowline
unless approved by the City Engineer. Any crossing
exceeding 4’ vertical separation will require a bridge
to ensure the trail is compliant with ADAAG and TAS
standards. For creek crossings that require a short
span, box culverts can be used with handrails.

Mowing
The grass surrounding either side of a paved trail
up to 36-42” should be mowed to ensure the trail is
kept free of debris and to prevent injuries.

Trail Safety Railings
In areas where there are significant changes in
topography within 5’ of the trail shoulder, safety
rails should be constructed per AASHTO guidance.
The top of the railing should be a minimum of 4’
higher than the trail surface. Additionally, the railing
rungs should be horizontal to avoid catching bicycle
handlebars. The bottom rung of the railing should be
4” from the top of the trail. The trail safety railings
should be constructed in accordance with the latest
International Building Code.

Low water crossing in the Duck Creek Greenbelt.

Example of safety railings in Lewisville, Texas.

Trail bridge along Chisholm Trail in Plano, Texas.
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Policy Recommendations
In addition to the design considerations described in this chapter, policy changes are also needed to help
implement the recommendations identified in this plan.

Thoroughfare Integration
This Trails and Bikeways Master Plan recommends a
variety of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that may
be constructed in the public right-of-way of streets.
The Garland Thoroughfare Plan categorizes current
and future roadways by function. As of the 2018
thoroughfare plan update, there are sixteen roadway
functional classes divided into five categories –
arterials, collectors, special, local, and highway/
freeway. The thoroughfare plan map describes the
specific ROW width, number of travel lanes, type
of median, easement, and ideal function for each of
the roadway.
The current Technical Standards Manual (adopted
May 2015, last revised February 2020) presents
typical roadway sections for each of the roadway
functional classes, except for highways/freeways.
The only typical sections that show on-street
bikeway accommodations are C2 (arterial) and
D3 (collector). The sections also don’t specify a
width for the pedestrian facility on either side of
the roadway, but the Garland Development Code
requires a minimum 6’ sidewalk in commercial areas
and a minimum 4’ sidewalk in residential areas.
In order to more fully integrate this trails and
bikeways master plan with the thoroughfare typical
cross sections, there are updates that should be
considered for the Technical Standards Manual
that guides the design of new roadways and
reconstruction of existing ones.

General Roadway Design Criteria: Consider
adding a criterion for bikeway accommodation.
This should specify whether an on-street bicycle
accommodation is appropriate for the various
types of roadways. The table should refer to
the Trails and Bikeways Master Plan for specific
details on the different types of on-street bikeway
accommodations. Additionally, the current roadway
design criteria don’t have any specifics about the
type of pedestrian facility that would be required.
Again, a criterion could be added that specifies
that a pedestrian facility (either sidewalk, enhanced
sidewalk, or sidepath) is required.
Typical Sections: The typical sections presented
in the Technical Standards Manual depict standard
widths for travel
lanes,
medians,
pedestrian and
Technical
Standards
Manual
utility easements, and bike lanes, if applicable.
However, more of the sections could show options
with on-street accommodations based on current
conditions in Garland. For example, C1 roadways are
4-lane divided with moderate speeds; an example
in Garland is Duck Creek Drive south of Centerville
Road. This roadway has shared lane markings and is
part of the city’s North-South Bikeway. The typical
section for C1 could show the option for having
shared lane markings to indicate that this type
of bicycle accommodation is possible. Roadways
classified as collectors (D1, D2, D3, E, and F) could
also show the potential for shared lane markings in
the typical section. Finally, local streets could show
the potential for having signed bicycle routes. Refer
to pages 140-141 for recommended changes to the
existing roadway cross-sections.

Typical cross section for minor arterial C1 from the Garland Technical Standards Manual.
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Micro-Mobility Considerations
As discussed in Chapter 4, micro-mobility
vehicles that can be located and unlocked with a
smartphone app are becoming more commonplace
within communities. They can provide key last
mile connections to major destinations such as
transit stops when fixed route infrastructure is not
feasible. Since Garland doesn’t have a formal bike
share program like the City of Fort Worth and other
communities, what is more popular are the dockless
bicycles and scooters that are run by private
companies. However, without proper regulations,
dockless bicycles and scooters can quickly become
a nuisance and safety hazard when they block
sidewalks or driveways.

•

Requiring a 24-hour customer service number
displayed on the dockless vehicles;

•

Requiring companies to ‘rebalance’ or adjust the
location of dockless vehicles based on demand;

•

Requiring prompt removal of any inoperable
dockless vehicles;

•

Allowing City to sell unclaimed dockless vehicles
if not collected by the operator;

•

Specifying where and how dockless vehicles
can be parked;

To ensure these companies adhere to ethical
practices, many cities across the country have
adopted ordinances that regulate dockless vehicles.
In 2018, the City of Dallas adopted a Dockless Vehicle
Ordinance that regulates how the companies are
allowed to operate.1 Key considerations of this
ordinance include:

•

Sharing usage data with the City at established
intervals; and,

•

Requiring a fee based on the number of dockless
vehicles in the City.

•

Requiring dockless vehicle companies to
secure an operating permit and submit proof of
insurance;

•

Ensuring that the dockless vehicles meet safety
and maintenance standards;

If the popularity of dockless vehicles continues in
the future and they become an issue with regards
to safety within Garland, the City should consider
adopting an ordinance regulating these vehicles
using the City of Dallas’ ordinance as a guide.

Example of a docked bike share facility in Austin, Texas.
1 City of Dallas. Dockless Vehicle Ordinance. https://dallascityhall.
com/departments/transportation/DCH%20Documents/Dockless%20
Vehicles/Dockless%20Vehicle%20Ordinance.pdf
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The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (2012) outlines recommended maintenance
programs to ensure that bicycle facilities are maintained and usable over time. The following list outlines
considerations for maintaining trails and bikeways over time.

Reporting System

Traffic Signals

Ensure that the City’s existing maintenance
reporting system allows citizens to report issues
along a trail or bikeway.

Where possible at high-trafficked bicycle locations,
adjust signal detector sensitivity to detect bicycles.

Debris Removal

Signage and Markings

Similar to street sweeping, regular maintenance
should include sweeping of litter along trail and
bikeways.

Markings will fade over time and signs may
become damaged, so regular inspection is critical.
Replacement of pavement markings should be
conducted on an as needed basis.

Surface Repairs

Drainage

Regularly inspect trail and bikeway facilities
for cracks, potholes, and bumps and perform
preventative maintenance accordingly.

Pavement Overlays

Drainage infrastructure along roadways with cyclist
activity should have bicycle-compatible designs to
aid in a smooth user experience for cyclists (e.g.,
bicycle-compatible drainage grates and manhole
covers).

Include the bikeway in pavement overlay projects
to prevent abrupt edges within the path of cyclists.

Roadway Patching

Vegetation

Ensure that road graders don’t leave a rough tire
track and ensure that either all or none of the cyclist
area is patched.

Routinely cut back vegetation to maintain proper
clearance along trails and bikeways.

Bike lane marking in need of maintenance.

Well-maintained vegetation along trails.
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Facility Maintenance

RECOMMENDED CROSS-SECTIONS
As discussed in the Thoroughfare Integration section on page 137, there are roadway classification crosssections in the Technical Standards Manual that could indicate on-street bikeway accommodations where
applicable. Figures 5.12 - 5.17, on the following pages, depict recommended updates to several thoroughfare
classifications to include shared-use lanes through either pavement markings or signage.
Figure 5.12, Minor Arterial C1 Recommended Cross-Section

Figure 5.13, Major Collector D1 Recommended Cross-Section

Figure 5.14, Major Collector D2 Recommended Cross-Section
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Figure 5.15, Major Collector E Recommended Cross-Section

Figure 5.16, Minor Collector F Recommended Cross-Section

Figure 5.17, Local Road G Recommended Cross-Section

Note: For the cross-sections in Figures 5.12 -5.17 parkway width will be consistent with Technical Standards Manual. Sidewalk widths
will be determined by the Technical Standards Manual unless designated as enhanced sidewalks in the Trails and Bikeways Master Plan.
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ACTION PLAN
The trail, bikeway, and pedestrian facility
recommendations in this plan will create a more
comprehensive active transportation network over
time. Since not all of the recommendations can be
implemented at once, a prioritized list of projects was
developed organizing all plan recommendations into

short, medium, and long-term recommendations.
The action plan presented in this chapter details the
recommended timeframe and typical project costs
for future planning and design.

Recommendations by Segment
Tables 6.1 – 6.3 present the recommendations
broken down by identified segments. The
recommended type of facility, project limits, total
length, and recommended priority are identified for
each segment. In order to determine which projects
should be implemented when, several factors were
considered:

2. Review of upcoming roadway improvement
projects to leverage existing projects by
other departments in the City.

1.

The resulting priority recommendations are
categorized into three timeframes:

Scoring of each corridor using the established
prioritization criteria described on pages 112116. These represent quantitative metrics such
as safety, regional connections, and barriers to
evaluate the various projects.
Off-Street Trail &
Enhanced Sidewalks
Criteria

On-Street Bikeway Criteria

Connects to key
destinations*

Connects to key destinations*

Connects to existing
trails or bikeway
network*

Connects to existing trails or
bikeway network*

Creates an
interjurisdictional
connection

Creates an interjurisdictional
connection

Located on the
designated Regional
Veloweb

Solves a safety issue or
overcomes a barrier*

Solves a safety issue or
overcomes a barrier*

Level of comfort*

Fills a gap in the
existing system*

Fills a gap in the existing
system

Improves an existing
trail

Improves an existing bikeway

Ease of implementation

Level of coordination with
other entities

Amount to
environmentally-sensitive
areas disturbed

Available funding

Available funding
*Indicates criteria that was weighted higher when
determining prioritization of segments.
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3. Amount of public interest as resulting from
the various community engagement efforts.

High-Priority
Recommended to be implemented in years 1-5
of the plan. These represent projects that scored
high on the evaluation criteria, can be leveraged
with other short-term projects, are already
funded, or have high public demand and are
feasible within the short-term timeframe.
Medium-Priority
Recommended to be implemented in years 6-10
of the plan. These represent projects that scored
in the medium range on the evaluation criteria.
These are typically projects that are not currently
funded and are more complex to implement.
Low-Priority
Recommended to be implemented beyond year
ten of the plan. These represent projects that
either scored relatively low in the prioritization
criteria, will require significant funding or
additional planning, design, or are not feasible
until other connections are made first.
Pages 145-149 depict the off-street trail
segments prioritization. Page 150-155 depict the
on-street bikeway segment prioritization. Page
156-158 depict the pedestrian facility segment
prioritization.
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Figure 6.1, Off-Street Trail Prioritization Map
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Table 6.1, Off-Street Trail Recommendation Action Table
Off-Street Trails
Corridor
ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

A

Sidepath

Campbell Road Segment 1

Western City
Limits

Shiloh Road

1.04

Medium

B

Sidepath

Campbell Road Segment 2

Holford Road

Brand Road

1.48

Low

C

Sidepath

Shiloh Road

Campbell Road

Mapleridge Drive

0.52

Low

D

Spine Trail

Spring Creek PreserveSegment 1

Mapleridge Drive

Spring Creek Forest
Trail

0.79

Medium

E

Sidepath

Holford Road

Northern City
Limits

Arapaho Road

2.09

High

F

Sidepath

Naaman Forest
Boulevard

Holford Road

Garland Road

0.25

Medium

G

Sidepath

Brand Road Segment 1

Northern City
Limits

Spring Creek
Preserve

3.04

High

H

Spine Trail

Spring Creek Preserve
-Segment 2

Naaman Forest
High School

Winters Park

0.47

High

I

Sidepath

Brand Road Segment 2

Spring Creek
Preserve

Apollo Road

0.44

High

J

Sidepath

Highway 78 Rail
Corridor - Segment 1

Firewheel Trail

Bunker Hill Road

0.68

Low

K

Spine Trail

Firewheel Trail

Brand Road

Pleasant Valley Road
Trail

1.59

Medium

L

Spine Trail

Bisby Trail

Jupiter Road

Apollo Road

1.01

High

M

Sidepath

Naaman School Road

Brand Road

Lister Elementary
School

1.05

High
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Table 6.1, Off-Street Trail Recommendation Action Table (continued)
Off-Street Trails
Corridor
ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

N

Sidepath

Firewheel Parkway

Ben Davis Road

Rowlett Creek
Preserve

2.71

Medium

O

Spine Trail

Firewheel Trail
Extension

Firewheel
Parkway

Pleasant Valley Road
Trail

0.62

Low

P

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 1

Western City
Limits

Buckingham Drive

2.57

Low

Q

Sidepath

Highway 78 Rail
Corridor - Segment 2

Naaman School
Road

Castle Road

1.81

Low

R

Sidepath

Pleasant Valley Road

Country Club
Road

Firewheel Parkway

0.87

Medium

S

Spine Trail

Rowlett Creek Preserve
- Segment 1

Pleasant Valley
Road

Castle Drive

1.76

High

T

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 2

Buckingham Road

Walnut Street

1.38

Low

U

Sidepath

First Street

Range Street

Travis Street

0.16

Low

V

Spine Trail

Keen Creek Greenbelt

Montgomery Park

Duck Creek
Greenbelt

1.4

Low

W

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 3

Walnut Street

Central Park

0.71

Low

X

Spine Trail

Rowlett Creek Preserve
-Segment 2

Castle Drive

Miller Road

2.19

High

Y

Sidepath

Central Park

Glenbrook Drive

Avenue F

0.36

Medium
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Table 6.1, Off-Street Trail Recommendation Action Table (continued)
Off-Street Trails
Corridor
ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

Z

Sidepath

Shiloh Road

Cardinal Lane

Marquis Drive

0.18

Low

AA

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 4

Central Park

Oden Park

1.54

High

AB

Sidepath

Highway 78 Rail
Corridor - Segment 3

Miller Road

Southwest City
Limits

2.31

Medium

AC

Spine Trail

Shoreline Trail Segment 1

Miller Rad

Oates Road

2.56

Low

AD

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 5

Lon Wynne Park

Duck Creek
Greenbelt

0.63

High

AE

Spine Trail

Shoreline Trail Segment 2

Oates Road

PGBT

2.66

Low

AF

Spine Trail

Harbor Point Trail

PGBT

Windsurf Bay Park

3.6

Low

AG

Sidepath

Chaha Road Segment 1

Chaha Boat Dock

Martin Loving Drive

0.43

Low

AH

Sidepath

Chaha Road Segment 2

Martin Loving
Drive

Lake Ray Hubbard
Parkway

0.27

High

AI

Spine Trail

Audubon Park

Duck Creek Trail

Audubon Park Trail

0.27

High

AJ

Sidepath

Bobtown Road

Rowlett Road

Waterhouse
Boulevard

1.11

High

AK

Sidepath

Broadway

Rowlett Road

Guthrie Road

0.65

Medium
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Table 6.1, Off-Street Trail Recommendation Action Table (continued)
Off-Street Trails
Corridor
ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

AL

Sidepath

Rosehill Road Segment 1

Bobtown Road

IH-30

0.43

High

AM

Sidepath

Roan Road-Lyons Road

Waterhouse
Boulevard

Guthrie Road

2.2

High

AN

Sidepath

Zion Road

Waterhouse
Boulevard

Bobtown

0.63

Medium

AO

Sidepath

Rosehill Road Segment 2

IH-30

Guthrie Road

0.44

Medium

AP

Spine Trail

Oaks Branch Greenbelt

Rowlett Road

Guthrie Road

1.11

Medium

AQ

Sidepath

IH-30

Southwest City
Limits

Southeast City
Limits

11.42

Low

AR

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt
South Extension Segment 1

Southwest City
Limits

Ablon Park

2.61

High

AS

Spine Trail

Duck Creek Greenbelt
South Extension Segment 2

Ablon Park

Southeast City
Limits

1.48

Low
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Figure 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Prioritization Map
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Table 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Recommendation Action Table
On-Street Bikeways

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

A

Shared-Use Lane

Springpark Way

Western City
Limits

Clear Springs
Parkway

0.84

High

B

Bike Lane

Clear Springs
Parkway

Springpark Way

Campbell Road

0.46

Medium

C

Bike Lane

Holford Road

Northern City
Limits

Arapaho Road

2.10

High

D

Bike Lane

Collins Road

Western City
Limits

Campbell Road

0.74

Medium

E

Shared-Use Lane

Galaxie Road-Big
Oaks Drive

Collins Road

Diamond Oaks Drive

2.21

High

F

Shared-Use Lane

Ben Davis Road

End of Road

Bunker Hill Road

0.55

Low

G

Shared-Use Lane

Star Trek LaneMoonglow Drive

Apollo Road

Jupiter Road

0.20

Medium

H

Shared-Use Lane

Sam Houston
Drive-Travis
Street

Apollo Road

First Street

3.50

High

I

Shared-Use Lane

Kingsbridge
Drive

Naaman School
Road

Apollo Road

1.00

High

J

Shared-Use Lane

Crist Road-Mars
Drive

Firewheel
Parkway

Walnut Street

3.23

High

K

Shared-Use Lane

Ridge Oaks
Drive-Beaver
Run-Berkner
Drive

Jupiter Road

Diamond Oaks Drive

0.72

High

L

Shared-Use Lane

Diamond Oaks
Drive

Big Oaks Drive

Buckingham Drive

1.01

High
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Table 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Recommendation Action Table (continued)
On-Street Bikeways

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

M

Shared-Use Lane

Big Oaks Drive

Diamond Oaks
Drive

Sam Houston Drive

1.06

High

N

Shared-Use Lane

Kingsbridge
Drive

Sam Houston
Drive

Glenbrook Drive

1.25

High

O

Shared-Use Lane

Yale Drive

Sam Houston
Drive

Glenbrook Drive

1.56

High

P

Shared-Use Lane

Lawler RoadWestern Drive

Western City
Limits

Shiloh Road

2.37

High

Q

Shared-Use Lane

Goodwin Drive

Buckingham Drive

Western Drive

0.54

Medium

R

Shared-Use Lane

Maydelle DriveLawson DriveLakewood DriveBarnes Drive

Western Drive

Forest Lane

1.31

High

S

Shared-Use Lane

Maple Drive

Maydelle Drive

Shiloh Road

0.55

High

T

Shared-Use Lane

Castle Drive

First Street

Centerville Road

2.03

High

U

Shared-Use Lane

Edgewood DriveInternational
Road-Marquis
Drive

Barnes Road

Shiloh Road

1.74

High

V

Shared-Use Lane

Fourth StreetRange Drive

Downtown
Garland DART
Station

First Street

0.54

High

W

Bike Lane

State Street

Forest Lane

Main Street

0.83

High

X

Shared-Use Lane

Austin Street

State Street

Fifth Street

0.62

High
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Table 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Recommendation Action Table (continued)
On-Street Bikeways

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

Y

Bike Lane

Avenue B

Garland Road

Fifth Street

0.71

Medium

Z

Bike Lane

Fifth Street

Main Street

Downtown Garland
DART Station

0.23

High

AA

Shared-Use Lane

Avenue F-Hilltop
Drive-Westway
Avenue-Patricia
Lane

Fifth Street

Garland Avenue

4.22

High

AB

Shared-Use Lane

High Meadow
Drive

Fifth Street

Centerville Road

2.21

Medium

AC

Shared-Use Lane

Axe Drive-Anita
Drive-Saturn
Springs Drive

Highway 78

Glenbrook Drive

1.42

Low

AD

Shared-Use Lane

Saturn Road

Miller Road

Kingsley Road

1.11

Medium

AE

Shared-Use Lane

Fifth Street

Main Street

Kingsley Road

2.42

Medium

AF

Shared-Use Lane

Country Club
Road

High Meadow
Drive

Wynn Joyce Drive

2.49

Low

AG

Shared-Use Lane

McCreed Road

Southwest City
Limits

Shiloh Road

0.65

Low

AH

Shared-Use Lane

Leon Road-Millay
BoulevardMayfield Avenue

Highway 78

Saturn Road

1.43

High

AI

Bike Lane

Saturn Road

Kingsley Road

Centerville Road

1.49

Medium
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Table 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Recommendation Action Table (continued)
On-Street Bikeways

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

AJ

Shared-Use Lane

Bardfield Avenue

Saturn Road

Centerville Road

0.91

High

AK

Shared-Use Lane

Kingsley RoadStonewall StreetMerrimac Trail

Shiloh Road

Colonel Drive

3.57

Low

AL

Shared-Use Lane

Duck Creek Drive

Glenbrook Drive

Duck Creek
Greenbelt

0.36

Medium

AM

Shared-Use Lane

Birchwood DriveBroadmoor Drive

O’Banion Road

Saturn Road

1.59

Medium

AN

Shared-Use Lane

Colonel Drive

Duck Creek Drive

Country Club Road

1.59

Low

AO

Shared-Use Lane

Oates RoadO’Banion Road

Centerville

Country Club Road

3.96

High

AP

Shared-Use Lane

Wynn Joyce
Road

Duck Creek Drive

Oates Road

1.99

High

AQ

Shared-Use Lane

Country Club
Road

Wynn Joyce Road

Oates Road

1.48

Medium

AR

Bike Lane

Oates Road

Country Club
Road

Wynn Joyce Drive

0.93

Medium

AS

Bike Lane

Country Club
Road

Oates Road

Rowlett Road

0.88

Medium

AT

Bike Lane

Roan Road Segment 1

Oates Road

Rowlett Road

2.75

High
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Table 6.2, On-Street Bikeway Recommendation Action Table (continued)
On-Street Bikeways

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

AU

Bike Lane

Roan Road Segment 2

Bobtown Road

Guthrie Road

0.72

Medium

AV

Cycle Track

Rowlett Road

Duck Creek Drive

Eastern City Limits

2.35

High

AW

Shared-Use Lane

Zion RoadWaterhouse
Boulevard

Bobtown Road

PGBT

1.15

Medium

AX

Bike Lane

Bobtown Road

Lyons Road

Kelso Lane

0.51

Medium

Shared-Use Lane

Kelso LanePeninsula WayLocust Grove
Road

Bobtown Road

Windsurf Bay Park

1.17

High

AY
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Figure 6.3, Pedestrian Facilities Prioritization Map
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Table 6.3, Pedestrian Facilities Recommendation Action Table
Pedestrian Facilities

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

A

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Campbell Road

Shiloh Road

Holford Road

1.81

Medium

B

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Campbell Road

Brand Road

Eastern City Limits

1.29

Low

C

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Garland Road

Northern City
Limits

Arapaho Road

5.00

High

D

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Arapaho Road

Western City
Limits

Garland Avenue

3.36

Low

E

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Callejo Road

Campbell Road

Arapaho Road

1.80

High

F

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Brand Road

Belt Line Road

Apollo Road

0.60

High

G

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Buckingham
Road

Jupiter Road

Sam Houston Drive

3.00

Medium

H

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Belt Line RoadFirst Street

Kingsbridge Drive

Walnut Street

3.10

Medium

I

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Pleasant Valley
Road

Highway 78

Country Club Road

1.55

Low

J

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Walnut Street

Plano Road

Country Club Road

10.14

High

K

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Shiloh Road

Buckingham Road

Highway 78

8.10

Low
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Table 6.3, Pedestrian Facilities Recommendation Action Table (continued)
Pedestrian Facilities

Corridor ID

Facility Type

Corridor

Limits From

Limits To

Length
(Miles)

Priority

L

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Forest Road

Western City
Limits

State Street

4.74

Low

M

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Miller Road

Highway 78

Duck Creek
Greenbelt

0.46

Medium

N

Enhanced
Sidewalk

First Street

Avenue D

Centerville Road

5.21

High

O

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Centerville RoadMiller Road

IH-635

Rowlett Creek
Preserve

8.26

High

P

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Wynn Joyce
Road

Duck Creek Drive

Oates Road

3.95

High

Q

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Country Club
Road

Rowlett Road

Bobtown Road

0.64

Low

R

Enhanced
Sidewalk

Roan Road

Rowlett Road

Waterhouse
Boulevard

3.35

High
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RECOMMENDED FEASIBILITY STUDIES
As described in Chapter 3, this master plan assessed seven corridors in more detail to determine if
a trail was feasible. The resulting feasibility analysis maps document conflict points that will need
to be addressed once design of the trails begins. This master plan recommends over 50 additional
miles of off-street trails, so more in-depth feasibility studies will be needed for some of the new
major trail corridors as a result of this plan. Recommended trail corridors that would benefit from a
more in-depth feasibility assessment include:
Downtown: Portions of Downtown Garland today are well-connected; there are wide sidewalks in
some areas and a bike lane along Main Street. However, overall the area is not well-connected and
many roadways pose a significant barrier to safe and comfortable bicycle and pedestrian travel.
State Highway 66, which is also called Avenue B in downtown, is a four-lane, one-way street with
excess capacity. Additional study should be conducted to determine if a road diet is feasible to
accommodate more context-sensitive bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Another longer-term
assessment is to look at bicycle/pedestrian accommodations along SH 66 continuing east from
downtown to Rowlett.
Duck Creek Trail: As part of this master plan, the Duck Creek Trail from the Richardson border
to Central Park was assessed in more detail. The section from Central Park to Rick Oden Park is
currently being designed. The key gap along this portion of the Regional Veloweb is from Rick Oden
Park to Centerville Road. Although there is an on-street facility in this segment, for a corridor to be
part of the Regional Veloweb it must be a shared-use path. Therefore, a closer look at this section is
warranted given that the right-of-way constraints are even more significant than the section to the
north.
Interstate 30: The proposed sidepath shown along I-30 within the city limits is meant to be a longerterm as indicated by the low priority ranking in this chapter. With the pedestrian improvements
slated for I-30 across the Lake Ray Hubbard bridge, it will be important to continue the proposed
trail into Garland. The majority of the area to the north and south of I-30 is located within a catalyst
area, meaning that redevelopment is likely in this area. Redevelopment presents an opportunity to
require wider pedestrian facilities within the area. The feasibility study would focus on which side of
the interstate is most feasible for the trail and would identify major conflict points.
Veloweb Connection to Sachse: The proposed sidepath along SH 78 near the Sachse border has
been on the NCTCOG Regional Veloweb for many years. While the segment in Garland is fairly short,
it would provide a key regional connection to communities to the northeast of Garland. Additional
study is warranted to determine potential conflict points since the right-of-way along the roadway
is constricted in areas.
George Bush Turnpike Crossings: Given that PGBT through Garland is a relatively new corridor
and NTTA has no plans for reconstruction or widening, it is unlikely that the crossings will change
anytime soon. However, if there are changes to the under and over passes along PGBT in Garland,
the City should use that as an opportunity to coordinate with NTTA on wider shared-use paths at
Campbell Rd, Garland Rd, and Lavon Dr. Enhanced sidewalks or narrower pedestrian facilities are
currently recommended for those crossings due to ROW constraints.

Chapter 6

159

Typical Project Cost
In order to develop the typical project costs as shown in Table 6.4, recent project bids, current market trends,
and engineering standards and design methods were used. A potential cost range is also identified for each of
the priority corridors on the following pages to help with near-term budgeting purposes. These estimates are
at a pre-design level, and will therefore vary as additional planning, design, and engineering occurs.

Table 6.4, Typical Project Cost for Facility Types

Facility Type

Parameters

Potential Cost Range

Spine Trail

12’ wide paved concrete path

$1.3M - $1.8M per mile

Sidepath

10’ wide paved concrete path
adjacent to a roadway

$1.3M - $1.8M per mile

Bicycle Lane

Lane striping, pavement markings,
existing pavement section (both sides
of street)

$75,000 per mile (existing street
surface)

Shared-Use Lane with
Pavement Markings

Shared lane markings, existing
pavement section, regulatory and
directional signage adjacent to
roadway

$50,000 per mile (existing street
surface)

Shared-Use Path with
Signage Only

Existing pavement section and
regulatory and directional signage
adjacent to roadway

$5,500 - $6,000 per mile

Cycle Track

Pavement markings, designated
pavement section, separation barrier
(i.e. raised median), regulatory and
directional signage

$600,000 - $800,000 per mile

Enhanced Sidewalks

Minimum 8’ wide paved concrete path
on both sides of a roadway

$1.0M - $1.4M per mile

Note: Costs for a specific trail or bikeway facility will vary based on site conditions and as additional planning, design, and
engineering occurs. An inflation rate of 3% per year should be factored into any project cost. Chapter 5 includes typical crosssections and additional design considerations for these facility types.
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Figure 6.4 depicts the overall prioritization map for all facility types. The next several pages describe each
of the priority projects in more detail and gives a planning-level cost estimate based on the typical cost
figures.

DRAFT

Figure 6.4, Systemwide Prioritization Map
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PRIORITY PROJECTS

Off-Street Trails

Some of these recommended high-priority
corridors already have funding identified, either
through the recently approved bond program or
in coordination with roadway capital projects. Of
these high-priority off-street trail projects, the
near-term corridors with funding already identified
include the following:
• Segment E: Holford Road
• Segment G: Brand Road, Segment 1
• Segment H: Spring Creek Preserve, Segment 2
• Segment M: Naaman School Road
• Segment S: Rowlett Creek Preserve Segment 1
• Segment X: Rowlett Creek Preserve, segment 2
• Segment AA: Duck Creek Greenbelt, Segment 4
• Segment AD: Duck Creek Greenbelt, Segment 5
• Segment AH: Chaha Road, Segment 2
• Segment AI: Audubon Park
• Segment AJ: Bobtown Road
• Segment AL: Rosehill Road, Segment 1

In Northern Garland, the priority off-street trail
projects include implementing various sidepaths
to provide additional connectivity across PGBT
and to the major schools in the area, as well as
implementing sections of the Regional Veloweb to
provide additional connectivity.
In Southern Garland, the priority off-street trail
projects include segments of the Duck Creek
Greenbelt to expand the existing regional trail, as
well as sidepaths to provide connectivity across IH30 and to major school and recreational amenities
in the area.
Overall, the recommended off-street trails identified
as high-priority make up 21.1 miles, or 31% of the total
off-street trail mileage recommended in this plan.
Table 6.5 details the off-street trail priority projects
and provides a cost estimate range based on the
typical project costs found on page 160. Figure
6.1 on page 145 depicts the location of each of the
high-priority off-street trail projects within the City.

Table 6.5, Off-Street Trail Priority Projects

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length (Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

E

Holford Road

Sidepath

2.09

$2.7M - $3.8M

G

Brand Road - Segment 1

Sidepath

3.04

$3.9M - $5.5M

H

Spring Creek Preserve Segment 2

Spine Trail

0.47

$611,000 - $846,000

I

Brand Road - Segment 2

Sidepath

0.44

$572,000 - $792,000

L

Bisby Trail

Spine Trail

1.01

$1.3M - $1.8M

M

Naaman School Road

Sidepath

1.05

$1.4M - $1.9M

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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Table 6.5, Off-Street Trail Priority Projects (continued)

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length (Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

S

Rowlett Creek Preserve Segment 1

Spine Trail

1.76

$2.3M - $3.2M

X

Rowlett Creek Preserve Segment 2

Spine Trail

2.20

$2.9M - $4M

AA

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 4

Spine Trail

1.52

$2.7M - $2.7M

AD

Duck Creek Greenbelt Segment 5

Spine Trail

0.63

$819,000 - $1.5M

AH

Chaha Road - Segment 2

Sidepath

0.27

$351,000 - $486,000

AI

Audubon Park

Spine Trail

0.27

$351,000 - $486,000

AJ

Bobtown Road

Sidepath

0.66

$858,000 - $1.2M

AL

Rosehill Road - Segment 1

Sidepath

0.86

$1.1M - $1.5M

AM

Roan Road-Lyons Road

Sidepath

2.2

$3.7M - $3.9M

AR

Duck Creek Greenbelt South
Extension - Segment 1

Spine Trail

2.62

$3.4M - $4.1M

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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On-Street Bikeways
recommended in this plan. Table 6.6 details the onstreet bikeway priority projects and provides a cost
estimate range based on the typical project costs
found on page 158. Figure 6.2 on page 160 depicts
the location of each of the high-priority on-street
bikeway projects within the City.

In Northern Garland, the priority on-street bikeway
projects include proposed shared-use lanes along
local streets and minor thoroughfares, bike lanes
in downtown, and routes to connect to the existing
North-South Bikeway along Glenbrook.
In Southern Garland, the priority on-street bikeway
projects include additional shared-use lanes along
local streets and minor thoroughfares, the City’s
first cycle track along Rowlett Road, and additional
routes to connect to the Duck Creek Greenbelt and
other proposed Regional Veloweb trails.

The following corridors already have funding
identified for implementation:
• Segment C: Holford Road
• Segment Z: Fifth Street
• Segment AO: Oates Road-O’Banion Road
• Segment AT: Roan Road, Segment 1
• Segment AV: Rowlett Road

Overall, the recommended on-street bikeways
identified as high-priority make up 48.1 miles,
or 66% of the total on-street bikeway mileage

Table 6.6, On-Street Bikeways Priority Projects

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length
(Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

A

Springpark Way

Shared-Use Lane

0.84

$42,000

C

Holford Road

Bike Lane

2.10

$157,500

E

Galaxie Road/Big Oaks Drive

Shared-Use Lane

2.21

$12,155 - $13,260

H

Same Houston Drive-Travis
Street

Shared-Use Lane

3.50

$19,250 - $21,000

I

Kingsbride Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.00

$5,500 - $6,000

J

Crist Road-Mars Road

Shared-Use Lane

3.23

Varies – portion of
segment is candidate for
signed route

K

Ridge Oaks Drive-Beaver RunBerkner Drive

Shared-Use Lane

0.72

$3,960 - $4,320

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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Table 6.6, On-Street Bikeways Priority Projects (continued)

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length
(Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

L

Diamond Oaks Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.01

$5,555 - $6,060

M

Big Oaks Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.06

$5,830 - $6,360

N

Kingsbridge Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.25

$6,875 - $7,500

O

Yale Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.56

$8,580 - $9,360

P

Lawler Road-Western Drive

Shared-Use Lane

2.37

$13,035 - $14,220

R

Maydelle Drive-Lawson DriveLakewood Drive-Barnes Road

Shared-Use Lane

1.31

$7,205 - $7,860

S

Maple Drive

Shared-Use Lane

0.48

$2,640 - $2,880

T

Castle Drive

Shared-Use Lane

2.03

$101,500

U

Edgewood Drive-International
Road-Marquis Drive

Shared-Use Lane

1.74

Varies – portion of
segment is candidate for
signed route

V

Fourth Street-Range Drive

Shared-Use Lane

0.54

$2,970 - $3,240

W

State Street

Bike Lane

0.83

$62,250

X

Austin Street

Shared-Use Lane

0.62

$31,000

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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Table 6.6, On-Street Bikeways Priority Projects (continued)

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length
(Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

Z

Fifth Street

Bike Lane

0.23

$17,250

AA

Avenue F-Hilltop DriveWestway Avenue-Patricia Lane

Shared-Use Lane

4.02

$22,110 - $24,120

AH

Leon Road-Millay BoulevardMayfield Avenue

Shared-Use Lane

0.96

Varies – portion of
segment is candidate for
signed route

AJ

Bardfield Avenue

Shared-Use Lane

0.91

$5,005 - $5,460

AO

Oates Road-O’Banion Road

Shared-Use Lane

3.96

$21,780 - $23,760

AP

Wynn Joyce Road

Shared-Use Lane

1.99

$99,500

AT

Roan Road - Segment 1

Bike Lane

2.75

$206,250

AV

Rowlett Road

Cycle Track

2.35

$1.4M - 1.9M

AY

Kelso Lane-Peninsula WayLocust Grove Road

Shared-Use Lane

1.17

$58,500

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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In Northern Garland, the priority pedestrian projects
include filling in major gaps in the sidewalk network,
pedestrian connections to DART light-rail transit
stations, and connectivity across PGBT.
In Southern Garland, the priority pedestrian projects
include filling in major sidewalks gaps, connecting
schools and catalyst areas, and improving pedestrian
access across IH-30.
Overall, the recommended enhanced sidewalks
identified as high-priority make up 38.3 miles,
or 57% of the total enhanced sidewalk mileage
recommended in this plan. Table 6.7 details the

enhanced sidewalk priority projects and provides
a cost estimate range based on the typical project
costs found on page 160. Figure 6.3 on page 156
depicts the location of each of the high-priority
enhanced sidewalk projects within the City.
The following corridors already have funding
identified for implementation:
• Segment E: Callejo Road
• Segment N: First Street
• Segment S: Roan Road - Lyons Road

Table 6.7, Pedestrian Facilities Priority Projects

Corridor
ID

Corridor

Facility Type

Length
(Miles)

Cost Estimate Range

C

Garland Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

5.00

$5M - $7M

E

Callejo Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

1.80

$1.8M - $2.5M

F

Brand Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

0.60

$600,000 - $840,000

J

Walnut Street

Enhanced
Sidewalk

10.14

$10.1M - $14.2M

N

First Street

Enhanced
Sidewalk

5.21

$5.2M - $7.3M

O

Centerville Road-Miller Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

8.26

$8.3M - $11.6M

P

Wynn Joyce Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

3.95

$3.9M - $5.5M

R

Roan Road

Enhanced
Sidewalk

3.35

$3.3M - $4.7M

Note: Estimated cost ranges for facilities are based on costs shown in Table 6.4 on page 160.
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Pedestrian Facilities

IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN
Implementation Roles
There are numerous public and private entities that will play a role in implementing the recommendations in
this plan. Table 6.8 lists the various city departments, external agencies, and private entities that will play a
role in implementing the master plan over time.

Table 6.8, Implementation Roles

Entity

Implementation Roles

Public Entity

Parks & Recreation Department

Incorporate off-street trail facilities into park facility construction and
improvement projects.
Maintain bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.
Prioritize bicycle and pedestrian projects that provide critical local and
interjurisdictional connections.

Transportation Department
Coordinate future thoroughfare plan updates with recommendations provided
in the Trails & Bikeways Master Plan.

Engineering Department

Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations into roadway, bridge, and
intersection construction or improvement projects.
Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations into roadway, bridge, and
intersection construction or improvement projects.

TxDOT

Provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities in a manner that is consistent with
the facility type and design that is recommended within local and regional
transportation plans.
Support bikeway designation efforts.

NTTA

Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian accommodations into roadway, bridge, and
intersection construction or improvement projects.

Dallas County

Develop major thoroughfare plans that support local and regional bicycle and
pedestrian network facility recommendations as part of the roadway network.

GP&L

Planning Department

168

Support the development of off-street trails within utility easements given
appropriate design measures for the trails are followed.

Ensure new development and redevelopment projects incorporate the
recommended corridors in the Trails & Bikeways Master Plan.
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Table 6.8, Implementation Roles (continued)

Entity

Implementation Roles

Private Entity
Construct bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure within street rights-of-way.
Developers

Provide on-site bicycle and pedestrian interconnectivity.
Provide accessory bicycle and pedestrian facilities in accordance with
recommendations provided in the Trails and Bicycle Master Plan.

Foundations

Support applications for active transportation infrastructure funding.
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Trail & Bikeway Programming
In addition to implementing the proposed recommendations over time, there are certain policy changes and
actions that the City can undertake to support the t of this overall master plan. These policy changes and
actions are shown in Table 6.9.

Table 6.9, Trail and Bikeway Programming

Master Plan Goal

1 | CONNECTIVITY
Create a connected system of
trails and bikeways to provide
a viable active transportation
mode.

2 | SAFETY
Ensure the trail and bikeway
system is safe and comfortable
for users of all abilities.

3 | AWARENESS
Improve education and
awareness of trail and bikeway
system users.
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Objectives

1.1: Establish regional connections to
surrounding cities.
1.2: Connect to neighborhood parks,
schools, and job centers.
1.3: Increase trail level of service to create a
more accessible network.
1.4: Establish a hierarchy of trail types to
serve different users and functions.
1.5: Conduct a sidewalk inventory to locate
gaps within the system.

2.1: Address areas of concern for cyclists
and pedestrians, particularly intersections.
2.2: Improve user comfort throughout the
trail and bikeway system.
2.3: Implement Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) strategies
to ensure a safe environment for trail and
bikeway users.
2.4: Address areas identified as critical
connections and key barriers.
2.5: Consider users of all abilities when
designing trails and bikeways.

3.1: Initiate a bicycle safety awareness
campaign that educates cyclists and
motorists.
3.2: Implement experimental projects to
test feasibility and public perception of
bikeway facilities before making them
permanent.
3.3: Create a trail counter program to
determine heavily used trails and bikeways
segments.
3.4: Implement wayfinding signage
throughout the trail and bikeway network
to encourage users to interact with and
experience the natural beauty of Garland.
3.5: Implement trailheads and trail
amenities at key points along the system.
3.6: Utilize existing and future advocacy
groups to spread awareness.
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Strategies
1A: Provide NCTCOG with the
updated master plan shapefiles to
update regional maps.
1B: Require the dedication of a
shared-use path easement as part
of new development and require
bicycle/pedestrian connectivity to
new development.
1C: Implement the near-term
feasibility studies presented in this
chapter.
2A: Develop codes that increase
safety for cyclists, including
helmets, lighting, signal, operation
on sidewalks, etc.
2B: Enforce regulations regarding
unsafe motorists behavior,
including crosswalk encroachment
and bicycle infrastructure
encroachment.
2C: Coordinate with local and state
agencies to determine causes of
bicycle/pedestrian crash hot spots.

3A: Implement the trail and
wayfinding program.
3B: Produce digital and print trail
and bikeway maps and post in
public places and on the City’s
website.
3C: Participate in NCTCOG’s trail
counter loan program or purchase
counters to track usage over time.
3D: Utilize the Look Out Texans
safety awareness campaign
materials.
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Table 6.9, Trail and Bikeway Programming (continued)

Master Plan Goal

4 | COORDINATION
Improve coordination amongst
city departments and with
outside agencies to achieve a
connected trail and bikeway
system.

5 | SUSTAINABILITY
Design, construct, and
maintain trail and bikeways in a
sustainable manner.

6 | FUNDING
Pursue traditional and
non-traditional sources of
funding for trails and bikeway
development.

Objectives
4.1: Establish and maintain partnerships for
trails and bikeways with surrounding cities,
the county, TxDOT, NTTA, NCTCOG, and
utility providers.
4.2: Update the thoroughfare plan
to address bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations.
4.3: Update development standards to
implement trails and bikeways.
4.4: Explore innovative solutions to
implement trails and bikeways.
4.5: Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations as roadways are
reconstructed.
5.1: Update design and maintenance
standards to ensure quality trails are
provided and maintained.
5.2: Establish a routine maintenance
schedule to update on-street bicycle
markings.
5.3: Develop trails that are context-sensitive
to the natural environment.
5.4: Develop a program for mitigating litter
along trails.

6.1: Apply for grant funding where feasible.
6.2: Increase funding for active
transportation through partnerships.
6.3: Seek sponsorships from corporations
or non-profit.
6.4: Continue major capital initiatives for
trail and bikeway development projects.

Strategies
4A: Update the typical sections
in the thoroughfare plan to
be consistent with the design
standards recommended in this
plan.
4B: Continue regular meetings
of the interdepartmental working
group on trails and bikeways.
4C: Regularly meet with
surrounding cities and regional
entities to ensure coordination on
future projects.

5A: Incorporate the trail
maintenance procedures outlined in
Chapter 5 into the park department
maintenance policies.
5B: Budget for routine maintenance
of trail and bikeway facilities.

6A: Coordinate with other
departments on CIP projects to
ensure bicycle and pedestrian
facilities are included where
appropriate.
6B: Utilize the priorities in the Trail
and Bikeway Master Plan when
developing future CIP programs
and bond programs.
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Funding Strategies
There are a variety of funding strategies that can
be utilized for the realization of action items
discussed previously in this chapter. This section
outlines typical city-generated funding and funding
opportunities at the local, regional, state, and federal
levels.

City of Garland Funding Sources
General Fund Expenditure are primarily used for
improvements or repairs to existing parks and
facilities. Typical general fund expenditures are for
smaller repair and replacement efforts.
Bond Funds are primarily targeted for new facilities.
The City of Garland has a strong history of successful
bond programs.
Utility Partnerships can be established for trails
within utility easements. This partnership typically
does not involve monetary contributions. However,
it does include use agreements for easements held
by utility companies.

Local & Regional Funding Sources
Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Program
funding is administered by NCTCOG to award
to municipalities in the Dallas-Fort Worth region
for active transportation projects. General types
of projects eligible under this program include
on- and off-road pedestrian and bicycle facilities
and infrastructure associated with Safe Routes
to School (SRTS) projects that will substantially
improve safety and the ability for students to walk
and bicycle to school. Typically, NCTCOG issues a
call for projects every two years.
Regional Transportation Council Partnership
Program, through the Local Air Quality Program,
NCTCOG’s Regional Transportation Council will
fund transportation projects that address the
new air quality standard, including traffic signal
timing, trip reduction, air quality outreach and
marketing programs, vanpool programs, bicycle/
pedestrian regional connections, high-emittingvehicle programs, diesel freight programs, off-road
construction vehicle emissions reduction programs,
park-and-ride facilities, and other air quality
strategies.
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State Funding Sources
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) funds
the following grants:
Recreational Trail Grants are administered by
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) in
Texas under the approval of the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). Funds can be spent on
both motorized and non-motorized recreational
trail projects such as the construction of new
recreational trails, to improve existing trails, to
develop trailheads or trailside facilities, and to
acquire trail corridors. The grants can be up to 80%
of project cost with a maximum of $200,000 for
non-motorized trail grants and currently there is not
a maximum amount for motorized trail grants.
Outdoor Recreation Grants provide 50% matching
grant funds to cities, counties, Municipal Utility
Districts (MUDs), and other special districts with
a population less than 500,000 to acquire and
develop parkland or to renovate existing public
recreation areas. There are two funding cycles per
year with a maximum award of $500,000. Projects
must be completed within three years of approval.
Application deadlines are October 1st of each year
(the master plans submission deadline is 60 days
prior to application deadline). Award notifications
occur 6 months after deadlines.
Community Outdoor Outreach Program (COOP) Grants provide funding to local governments
and non-profit organizations for programming
that introduces under-served populations to
environmental and conservation programs as well
as TPWD mission-oriented outdoor activities. This is
not a land acquisition or construction grant; this is
only for programs. Grants are awarded to non-profit
organizations, schools, municipalities, counties,
cities, and other tax-exempt groups. Minimum grant
requests are $5,000 and maximum grant requests
are $50,000. The application deadline is February
1st.
Land & Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Grants
are administered by TPWD through the Texas
Recreation Park Account. If an entity is applying for
an Indoor Grant, Outdoor Grant, or Small Community
Grant, TPWD may consider the application for
LWCF funding. No separate application is required.
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Federal Funding Sources
BUILD
Transportation
Discretionary
Grant
Program stands for “Better Utilizing Investments
to Leverage Development.” BUILD grants primarily
focus on projects that provide significant economic
benefits while also improving safe transportation
options. Funding can be used for, but is not limited
to, bicycle lanes, crosswalks, lighting, and bridges.
It is important to note that many bicycle and
pedestrian projects will only be competitive under
this program if they are part of a larger project with
proven economic benefits.
Surface Transportation Block Grant Program
(STBG) provides funds that are eligible for bicycle
and pedestrian improvement projects. Federal
funds are sub-allocated to the local level based on
population and TxDOT then prioritizes projects and
administers STBG funds.
Congestion
Mitigation
and
Air
Quality
Improvement Program (CMAQ) are Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) funds that are
apportioned to states. CMAQ funds are intended to
fund projects that improve air quality and reduce
congestion. CMAQ funds may be used on projects
related to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure such
as bicycle lanes, sidewalks, shared use paths, and
signage. In Texas, CMAQ funds are included within
TxDOT’s Category 5 funding.

Sidewalk or bicycle infrastructure improvements
often happen concurrently with roadway projects.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides
funds for bicycle and pedestrian investment as they
relate to transit. FTA funds may be used to fund
improvements such as bicycle lanes, bicycle parking,
bus shelters/benches, sidewalks and lighting among
others. To qualify for FTA funds, projects must
provide or improve access to existing or planned
transit facilities such as stops and stations. Multiple
FTA grant programs exist that are able to assist with
funding bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.

When new development occurs, sidewalks or
sidepaths should be included to provide pedestrian
connectivity.
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Tracking Progress
As the City of Garland and their implementation partners make progress toward achieving the
recommendations in this master plan, it will be prudent to track progress in a transparent manner. The
following list of measures can be used by the implementation partners to monitor plan progress over time
as they relate to the six overarching plan goals.

GOAL 1 | CONNECTIVITY

GOAL 4 | COORDINATION

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

Mileage of all off-street trails within Garland.
Mileage of all on-street bikeways within Garland.
Percent of trails along the Regional Veloweb
constructed.
Number of interjurisdictional connections to
other cities.
Change in trail level of service (LOS) benchmark.
Annual bicycle and pedestrian mode share
counts from the Census.

•

GOAL 5 | SUSTAINABILITY

•
•

GOAL 2 | SAFETY

•
•
•
•

Number of crashes involving cyclists.
Number of crashes involving pedestrians.
Citations or fees collected for unsafe driving
along designated bikeways.
Number of roadway crossings improved with
pedestrian activated signals (at intersections
or mid-block).

Number of meetings across departments
regarding trail and bikeway planning, design,
and construction.
Number of meetings with outside entities
regarding trail and bikeway planning, design,
and construction.

Miles of existing trails or bikeways improved.
Number of pavement markings and associated
bikeway signage maintained.

GOAL 6 | FUNDING

•
•

Amount of funding received through grants for
trail or bikeway construction.
Amount of bond or capital improvement funding
dedicated to trail and bikeway construction.

GOAL 3 | AWARENESS

•
•
•

Number of visits to view the trail and bikeway
maps on the City’s website.
Number of and attendance at safety education
courses.
Trail usage numbers from trail counters.

Well placed and visible signage can help raise awareness of bicycle facilities.
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CONCLUSION
The Trails and Bikeways Master Plan represents a
approximately eighteen-month process to develop
a community-driven vision for improving and
expanding trail and bikeway facilities in Garland.
Through a detailed process, the plan addressed the
following key components:
•
•
•
•
•

Identified a recommended network to increase
local and regional trail and bikeway connections.
Identified location of critical gaps in existing
infrastructure.
Assessed the feasibility of key trail corridors.
Recommended design standards and policies to
be incorporated into development regulations.
Developed a list of priority projects to be
implemented in the next one to five years.

When the recommended network and associated
policy and program recommendations identified
in this master plan are implemented over time, the
City of Garland will have a well-connected, safe, and
accessible active transportation system for all users.
Spring Creek Preserve Trail.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS
Pedestrian-Oriented Terms
Buffer: The portion of the a highway, road or street
between the curb-face or edge of the pavement and
the sidewalk that provides a spatial buffer between
vehicular traffic and pedestrians on sidewalks.
Buffers often include landscape plantings such as
grass, trees or shrubs, or utility poles, and may also
be referred to as the “planting strip,” “landscape
buffer,” “tree buffer,” or “tree box.” Buffers can
also include barriers such as highway guide rails
(guardrails) or bollards. In rural or suburban areas
the buffer may be a grassy swale or drainage ditch.
In urban areas, downtowns, the buffer may also
include street furniture, street signs, fire hydrants,
vending boxes, lighting poles, etc.
Cross-Slope: Defined as the slope measured
perpendicular to the direction of travel. Cross-slope
must be measured at specific points. The average
cross-slope is the average of cross-slopes measures
at regular intervals along the trail. Running crossslope is defined as the average cross-slope of a
contiguous section of trail. The running cross-slope
can be determined by taking periodic measurements
throughout a section of trail and then averaging the
values.
Crosswalk: The horizontal portion of roadways,
usually at intersections, reserved for pedestrian
crossing; it may be marked or unmarked. Three
marking patterns using white striping are most
common: 1) Double parallel lines, 2) “zebra Stripes:”
white cross hatches perpendicular to the pedestrian
direction of travel, or 3) “Ladder:” perpendicular
white cross hatches combined with double parallel
lines on the outside edges.
Enhanced Sidewalks: These are sidewalks that are
wider than the standard sidewalk at 8’ wide. This
facility specifically serves pedestrians connecting to
key destinations and allowing for bi-directional foot
traffic.
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Intersection Treatment: The design of intersections
to reduce conflict between pedestrians, cyclists,
and motorists that occurs at roadway and trail
intersections. The purpose of these treatments is to
Increase awareness for all users, achieved through
the implementation of visual or physical indicators
such as specialized signals, changes in pavement
material, pavement markings, and the addition of
refuge medians on wide roadways.
Major Thoroughfares: Roadways designated for
large traffic volumes, higher speeds, and intended
for long-distance travel. Typically, this type of
thoroughfare creates interjurisdictional connections
and is part of a regional roadway network.
Mid-Block Crossing: Pedestrian or bicyclist crossings
located in between signalized intersections. Midblock crossings have marked crosswalks on the
pavement and may also include a pedestrian signal.
These crossings can offer a more convenient option
for crossing roadways, especially ones with long
distances in between intersections.
Minor Thoroughfares: Roadways with lower traffic
volumes, slower speeds, and intended for local
travel needs. Typically, these thoroughfares creates
key cross-town connections and connects to major
thoroughfares.
Pedestrian: A person walking or traveling by
means of a wheelchair, electric scooter, crutches,
or other walking devices or mobility aids. Use of
the term pedestrian is meant to include all disabled
individuals regardless of which equipment they may
use to assist their self-directed locomotion (unless
they are using a bicycle). It also includes runner,
joggers, those pulling or pushing strollers, carriages,
carts and wagons, and those walking bicycles.
Pedestrian Activated Signal: A traffic control
device used to indicate the presence of a pedestrian
to allow for a safe crossing away from a signalized
intersection. Once the signal is activated, flashing
lights appear to signal their presence and vehicles
are required to stop.
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Bicycle-Oriented Terms
Rest Area: Defined as level portions of a trail wide
enough to provide wheelchair users and others a
place to rest and gain relief from prevailing grade
and cross-slope demands. Users can benefit from
rest stops on steep or very exposed trails to pause
from their exertions and enjoy the environment. Rest
areas are most effective when placed at intermediate
points, scenic lookouts, or near trail amenities. Rest
areas located of the trail allow stopped trail users to
move out of the way of continuing traffic. The most
inviting rest areas have a bench, shade, a place to
rest bicycles, and a trash receptacle.
Sidepaths: This type of facilities provide connections
for pedestrians and bicyclists, and are typically
located adjacent to roadways. Sidepaths are 10’ or
wider to serve multiple users in a safe manner.
Sidewalk: That portion of a highway, road or street
specifically constructed for the use of pedestrians
on the outside edge of the vehicular travel way.
Sidewalks are typically, but not always, curbseparated from the roadway and made of concrete,
brick, asphalt or another hard surface material.
Spine Trail: These off-street trail facilities serve
a variety of users and are typically 12’ or wider to
accommodate high volumes of users. These trails
are generally found withing greenbelts and provide
regional connectivity.
Texas Accessibility Standards (TAS): Standards for
developing ADA accessible public facilities in Texas
The TAS are regulated by the Texas Department of
Licensing and Regulations (TDLR).
Trail: The word “trail” has come to mean a wide
variety of facilities types, including everything
from a “marked or beaten path, as through woods
or wilderness” to a paved “multi-use trail.” For this
reason, this planning process will not use the word
“trail” to reference a facility intended for bicycle
transportation. We urge use of the term shareduse path in place of multi-use trail. Note: Several
of these definitions are taken from the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) “Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities,” 1999 Edition.

Bicycle: Every vehicle propelled solely by human
power upon which any person may ride, having two
tandem wheels, except scooters and similar devices.
The term “bicycle” in this planning process also
includes three and four-wheeled human-powered
vehicles, but not tricycles for children.
Bicycle Accommodations/Facilities: A general term
denoting a variety of improvements and provisions
that are made by public agencies to accommodate
or encourage bicycling, including bike lanes,
shared0use pathways, signed bike routes, and
bicycle parking and storage facilities.
Bicycle Boulevard: A roadway designated for the
mix of bicycle and motor vehicle traffic, which
creates a comfortable shared-use environment
through a combination of traffic calming measures,
pavement markings, and signage.
Bike Lane: A portion of a roadway that has been
designated by striping, signing, and pavement
markings for the preferential or exclusive use of
bicyclists.
Bikeway: A generic term for any road, street, path,
trail, or way that, in some manner, is specifically
designated for bicycle travel, regardless of whether
such facilities are designated for the exclusive
use of bicycles or are to be shared with other
transportation modes.
Cycle Track: A type of bicycle facility that provides
a high level of separation between motor vehicles
and bicyclists. Typically, physical barriers such as
raised medians or bollards are used to indicate
separations, and colored or textured pavement is
implemented to indicate the space of cyclists.
Shared-Use Lane: A roadway that is open to both
bicycle and motor vehicle travel. Unless bicycle
travel is explicitly prohibited, all highways, roads,
and streets are “share lanes.” Some shared lands
may have wide curb lanes or paved shoulders, to
increase comfort for bicyclists; however in most
cases these roads do not have sufficient width to
accommodated a designated bike lane.
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Shared-Use Path: A bicycle and pedestrian path
separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an
open space barrier or curb. Shared-use paths may
be within the highway right-of-way (often termed
“sidepaths”) or within an independent right-of-way,
such as on an abandoned railroad bed or along
a stream valley park. Shared use paths typically
accommodate two-way travel and are open to
pedestrians, in-line skaters, wheelchair users,
joggers and other non-motorized path users. They
are typically surfaced in asphalt or concrete, but
may have hard-packed/all weather gravel or dirt
surfaces as well.
Sharrow: A pavement marking with two inverted
‘V’ shapes above a bicycle indicating that the entire
lane is meant to be shared by motor vehicles and
bicyclists. Often times sharrows will be accompanied
by a “Bicycle May Use Full Lane” sign.
Shoulder: Any pavement of a roadway to the right
of the right-most travel lane, but not including
curbs, planting buffers, and sidewalks. Shoulders
can have variety of surface treatments including
pavement, gravel, or grass. Depending on their
width and surface, they serve a variety of purposes,
including providing space for vehicles to slow and
turn right, accommodation of stopped of brokendown vehicles, to allow emergency vehicles to pass,
for structural support of the roadbed, or for bicycle
and pedestrian travel.
Veloweb: An expansive network of multi-use trails
established by NCTCOG’s Mobility 2045 plan. This
off-street trail network has existing, funded, and
planned routes throughout the DFW Metroplex and
accommodates a variety of user groups including
bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized
modes of transportation. Routes are established
through collaborative efforts between NCTCOG and
local jurisdictions.
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SURVEY RESULTS
A community survey consisting of questions focused on various aspects of trail and bikeway facilities as well
as demographic characteristics of the community was conducted in early in late 2019 through early 2020.
City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey
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Q1 How often do you...

Question 1: How often do you...

Answered: 1,097

Skipped: 0
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Question 2: What type of trail or bikeway facility in Garland do
you generally use?

Q2 What type of trail or bikeway facility in Garland do you generally use?
(Select all that apply)
Answered: 1,095

Skipped: 2

Off-Street Oﬀ-street
Trails

trails

On-street
On-Street Bikeways
bikeways
Walking
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Walking
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not in
roadway not...
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None

None
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Off-street trails
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26.12%
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None
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Total Respondents: 1,095
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Question 3: What is your primary purpose for using trails or
bikeways in Garland?

Q3 What is your primary purpose for using a trail or bikeway in Garland?
Answered: 1,095

Skipped: 2
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Answered: 1,096

Skipped: 1
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QuestionIQ4
4:Please
Please
indicate
what
you
agree with the
would
like
indicate
to whatto
extent
you extent
agree with
the following
to walk more...
following
statements.
statements.
Answered: 1,096

Skipped: 1
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STRONGLY
AGREE

AGREE

I would like to walk more than
I do now.

61.59%
672

26.49%
289

I would like to cycle more
than I do now.

48.66%
528

I would like to rely on my car
less.

32.93%
356
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TOTAL
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1.83%
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6.20%
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1,081
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Question 5: If sidewalks or trails connected your residence to the
Q5 If sidewalks or trails connected your residence to the following
following
destinations,
what
iseach
the
that you would walk to
destinations, what
is the likelihood that you would
walk to
for at likelihood
least
some of your trips?
each for at least some of your trips?

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey

g
neighborhoods

Answered: 1,011

Skipped: 86

Leisure or Exercise

Entertainment, dining,
shopping, etc.

Leisure or
exercise

Entertainment,
dining,...

Work

Grocery store, doctor’s
office, personal
service, etc.

School

Parks, sports fields,
recreation facilities

Grocery store,
doctor's...

Work

Parks, sports
ﬁelds,...

School

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey
City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey
City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey

Surrounding
Neighborhoods

Transit Centers

g
Surrounding
neighborhoods

Transit centers

0%

10%

20%

30%

0% 60%
10%
20%90% 30%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
70% 80%
100%

Entertainment,
dining,...

Very likely

40%

40%

Somewhat likely

Very likely

Somewhat likely

Not likely at all

50%

50%

VERY

70%

90% 100%

80%
100%
0%
20%
100%
0% 10%
10% 90%
20% 30%
30% 40%
40% 50%
50% 60%
60% 70%
70% 80%
80% 90%
90% 100%
Very likely

No opinion

No opinion
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80%

Somewhat likely

No opinion

Not
very
Not likely
at all likely

Not very likely

VERY
LIKELY

SOMEWHAT
LIKELY

76.88%
775

Not very likely

NO
OPINION

16.96%
171

1.69%
17

16.96% Surrounding
1.69%
16.96%
1.69% neighborhoods
171 171
17
17

211

103

352

1.59%47.05%1.59%32.23%2.88%
8.71%
470
16
16 322 29 87

Entertainment, dining, shopping, etc.

45.90%
459

30.60%
306

7.30%
73

61.74%
618

25.67%
257

4.50%
45

14.87%
15.78%33.47%
28.82%
14.87%19.65%
19.65%
15.78%28.17%
9.19%
Grocery store,
doctor's office, personal
etc.
146 146 service,193
155 335 155 282 283 92
193

School

21.42%
21.42%
211

10.46%
35.74%
centers
10.46% Transit352
35.74%
103

7.11%
25.28%
25.50%
20.88%
21.49%
70 2547.11% 208 249 214

Surrounding neighborhoods

47.05%
47.05%
470

32.23%
8.71%
32.23%
322
87 8.71%

4.30%
43

School

211

Surrounding neighborhoods

470

Parks, sports fields, recreation facilities

103

352

322

87

Entertainment, dining, shopping, etc.

45.90%
459
45.90%

30.60%
7.30%
306
73 7.30%
30.60%

Grocery store, doctor's office, personal
service, etc.

33.47%459
335

28.17% 306 9.19%
282
92

61.74%335
618

25.67% 282 4.50%
257
45

25.50%
618
254

20.88%
21.49%
257
208
214

Parks, sports
Entertainment,
dining, shopping, etc.
ﬁelds,...

Grocery store, doctor's office, personal
Parks,etc.
sports fields, recreation facilities
service,
Parks, sports fields, recreation facilities
Transit centers
Transit centers

Transit centers
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NOT LIKELY
AT ALL

1.59%
16

SOMEWHAT NOWork NO NOT VERY
NOT 20.88%
VERY
LIKELY
14.87% NOT
19.65%
15.78%
205 NOT LIKELY
146
193 TOTAL155
OPINION
AT35.74%
ALL
OPINION
LIKELY LIKELY
21.42% AT ALL
10.46%
7.11%
School

20.88%
20.88%
205205

Work
Work

NOT VERY
LIKELY

SOMEWHAT
LIKELY
LIKELY

76.88%
76.88%
775775

Grocery store,
doctor's...

70%

Leisure or exercise

VERY
LIKELY
LIKELY

Leisure
or or
exercise
Leisure
exercise

60%

60%

Not likely at all
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33.47%
61.74%

28.17%

25.50%
254
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25.67%

20.88%
208

73
9.19%
92
4.50%
45

21.49%
214

7.90%
79
16.78%
168
2.60%
26
12.55%
125

70

4.30%
43

7.71%
77
8.30%
83

7.90%
79 12.39%
16.78%
168

124
5.49%
55

2.60%
19.58%
26
195

12.55%
125
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70

2.88%
4.30%
43

1,00829
7.90%
79

28.82%
16.78%
168
982
283
2.60%
26
12.55%
25.28%
985125
249

7.71%
999
77

TOTAL

2.88%
29

TOTAL
28.82%

982

25.28%
249

985

7.71%
77
1,008

1,000

12.39%
124

1,001

5.49%
55

1,001

19.58%
195

996

982

985
999

1,000

1,001

12.39%
124

1,001

5.49%
55

1,001

19.58%
195

996

1,001
996

999

8.30%
83

1,000
8.30%

83

1,008

283
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Question 6: Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place
to walk?

Q6 Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place to walk?
Answered: 1,009

Skipped: 88

Excellent
Excellent
Good
Good
FairFair

Poor
Poor

Very poor
Very Poor

Don't know
Don’t Know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Excellent

7.14%

72

Good

28.05%

283

Fair

37.36%

377

Poor

14.47%

146

Very poor

12.39%

125

Don't know

0.59%

TOTAL

6
1,009
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Question 7: If bikeways or trails connected your residence to the
Q7 If bike lanes or trails connected your residence to the following
following
what
isto the
that you would walk to
destinations,destinations,
what is the likelihood that you
would cycle
each forlikelihood
at
least some of your trips?
each for at least some of your trips?

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey

g
neighborhoods

Answered: 1,005

Skipped: 92

Leisure or Exercise

Entertainment, dining,
shopping, etc.

Leisure or
exercise

Entertainment,
dining,...

Work

Grocery store, doctor’s
office, personal
service, etc.

School

Parks, sports fields,
recreation facilities

Grocery store,
doctor's...

Work

Parks, sports
ﬁelds,...

School
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Surrounding
Neighborhoods

Transit Centers

g
Surrounding
neighborhoods

Transit centers

0%

10%

20%

30%

0% 60%
10%
20%90% 30%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
70% 80%
100%

Entertainment,
dining,...

Very likely

40%

40%

Somewhat likely

Very likely

Somewhat likely

Not likely at all

50%

50%

VERY

Grocery store,
doctor's...

Work
Work

School

School

Surrounding neighborhoods

70%

Very likely

Not very likely

5.00%
50

NOT VERY
LIKELY

NOT LIKELY
AT ALL

4.50%
45

170

118

334

73

13.19%
4.54%
45
1,001
132

19.25%
19.25%
191191

13.71%
14.21%30.19%
32.96%
13.71%19.86%
19.86%
14.21%23.67%
10.53%
Grocery store,
doctor's office, personal
etc.
136 136 service,197
141 301 141 236 327 105
197

32.96%
13.84%
138
992
327
4.22%

17.36%
17.36%
170

12.05%
34.12%
centers
12.05% Transit334
34.12%
118

234
62
7.46% 517
29.01%
20.93%
19.51%
20.63%
73 2077.46% 193 284 204

40.42%
40.42%
401

29.54%
9.58%
29.54%
293
95 9.58%

4.54%
45

401

Entertainment, dining, shopping, etc.

Parks, sports fields, recreation facilities

118

334

293

95

51.91%301
517

23.49% 236 6.22%
234
62

20.93%
517
207

19.51%
20.63%
234
193
204
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NO
OPINION

4.50%40.42%4.50%29.54%
13.19%
9.58%
401
45
45 293 132 95

23.67% 28510.53%
236
105

Transit centers

19.98%
200

19.98% Surrounding
5.00%
19.98%
5.00% neighborhoods
200 200
50
50

30.19%366
301

Transit centers

SOMEWHAT
LIKELY

Not very likely

57.34%
57.34%
574574

Grocery store, doctor's office, personal
service, etc.

Transit centers

No opinion

SOMEWHAT NOWork NO NOT VERY
NOT 19.25%
VERY
LIKELY
13.71% NOT
19.86%
14.21%
191 NOT LIKELY
136
197 TOTAL141
OPINION
AT34.12%
ALL
OPINION
LIKELY LIKELY
17.36% AT ALL
12.05%
7.46%
School

Entertainment, dining, shopping, etc.

Parks, sports fields, recreation facilities

VERY
LIKELY
57.34%
574

28.59%
8.73%
285
87 8.73%
28.59%

Grocery store, doctor's office, personal
Parks,etc.
sports fields, recreation facilities
service,

Somewhat likely

Not
very
Not likely
at all likely

36.71%
366
36.71%

Parks, sports
Entertainment,
dining, shopping, etc.
ﬁelds,...

90% 100%

80%
100%
0%
20%
100%
0% 10%
10% 90%
20% 30%
30% 40%
40% 50%
50% 60%
60% 70%
70% 80%
80% 90%
90% 100%

No opinion

No opinion
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80%

SOMEWHAT
LIKELY
LIKELY

170

Surrounding neighborhoods

70%

Leisure or exercise

VERY
LIKELY
LIKELY

Leisure
or or
exercise
Leisure
exercise

60%

60%

Not likely at all
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30.19%

51.91%

23.67%

20.93%
207

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan

23.49%
19.51%
193

87

10.53%
105
6.22%
62

20.63%
204

36.71%
366

51.91%

28.59%
285

23.49%

8.73%
87

6.22%

8.53%
85

42

TOTAL

13.19%
132

TOTAL
32.96%

992

29.01%
284

979

15.93%
158

992

1,001

17.45%
174

997

21.77%
217

997

992

14.16%
141

996

28.11%
278

989

73

10.82%
29.01%
979107
284

8.53%
85

45

17.45%
174
8.53%

15.93%
992
158

992

13.84%
138

85 21.77%

997
17.45%
174

997

4.22%
42
10.82%
107

15.93%
4.54%
158

217

979

997

13.84%
138 14.16%

21.77%
217

997

4.22%
28.11%
42

14.16%
141

996

28.11%
278

989

141

278

10.82%
107
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1,001
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Question 8: Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place
to ride a bicycle?

Q8 Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place to ride a
bicycle?
Answered: 1,003

Skipped: 94

Excellent
Excellent

Good
Good

FairFair

Poor
Poor

Very poor
Very Poor

Don't know
Don’t Know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Excellent

3.49%

35

Good

15.75%

158

Fair

32.00%

321

Poor

25.32%

254

Very poor

17.35%

174

Don't know

6.08%

61

TOTAL

1,003
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Question
9: Do
of following
the following
prevent
you
froma riding
Q9 Do
anyany
of the
prevent
you from
riding
bicycleamore often
Q9 Do any bicycle
of the following
prevent
you
from
riding
a
bicycle
more often
more often than you currently do?
than you currently do? (Select all that apply)
than you currently do? (Select all that apply)
Answered: 916
Skipped: 181
Answered: 916
Skipped: 181

I don’t Iown
a a
don't own
I don't own abicycle
functional...
functional
functional...

I don’t feelI don't
safefeel
I don't feel
riding
a bicycle
safe riding ...
safe riding ...

There are not enough
There are not
trails
Thereor
are bikeways
notenough trail...
enough trail...

There are not enough
There are not
There
are not transit
connections to
public
enough...
enough...

takes too
It takes
tooItlong
It takes too

long

long

Destinations
Destinations
are too
far
Destinations
are too far
are too far

Weather
is too
Weather is too hot or
cold
Weather is too
hot or cold

hot or cold

I prefer not
I prefer not toI prefer
ride not
a bicycle

to ride a...

to ride a...

I am not physically ableI am
tonot
I am not
physically a...
ride
a bicycle
physically a...

0%

10%

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES
ANSWER CHOICES
I don't own a functional bicycle
I don't own a functional bicycle
I don't feel safe riding a bicycle
I don't feel safe riding a bicycle
There are not enough trails or bikeways
There are not enough trails or bikeways
There are not enough connections to public transit
There are not enough connections to public transit
It takes too long
It takes too long
Destinations are too far
Destinations are too far
Weather is too hot or cold
Weather is too hot or cold
I prefer not to ride a bicycle
I prefer not to ride a bicycle
I am not physically able to ride a bicycle
I am not physically able to ride a bicycle
Total Respondents: 916
Total Respondents: 916

RESPONSES
RESPONSES
20.52%
20.52%
43.89%
43.89%
61.14%
61.14%
12.01%
12.01%
7.21%
7.21%
22.27%
22.27%
17.79%
17.79%
9.93%
9.93%
5.46%
5.46%
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560
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66
204
163
91
50

188
402
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Question 10: How much time would you be willing to spend
cycling on your commute to work or school?

Q10 How much time would you be willing to spend cycling on your
commute to work or school?
Answered: 924

Skipped: 173

5 to 105minutes
to 10 minutes
10 to 20
10 to 20 minutes
minutes

20 to 30
20 to 30 minutes
minutes

More than 30
More than 20 minutes
minutes

I am not interested
I amin
not
cycling to work orinterested
schooli...
Cycling
Cycling to work
orto
or scho...
school is notwork
feasible
Not applicable

No applicabletoto
meme
(I eit...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

5 to 10 minutes

5.52%

51

10 to 20 minutes

13.96%

129

20 to 30 minutes

14.61%

135

More than 30 minutes

9.74%

90

I am not interested in cycling to work or school

15.58%

144

Cycling to work or school is not feasible

14.50%

134

Not applicable to me (I either work from home, do not work, or do not go to school)

26.08%

241

TOTAL

924
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Question
11: Below
is
a potential
list
of potential
your community
Q11
Below
is improvements
a list of improvements
potential
improvements
your community
cou
Q11 Below
is a list
of
your
community
could
make
could make for pedestrians and cyclists. Please rank their level of
for pedestrians
andrank
cyclists.
Please
their level
of importance
for
pedestrians
Please
their
of rank
importance
to you
importance
toand
youcyclists.
(1 is most
important,
7 level
is least
important).

(1 is7most
important,
7 is least important).
(1 is most important,
is least
important).
Answered: 915

Skipped: 182 Answered: 915

Skipped: 182

Adding more Adding
sidewalks
missing
more
more and filling in Adding
an...
sidewalks
gapsan...
in the sidewalksidewalks
network
Improving the condition
(i.e.
Improving
the
Improving of
the existing sidewalks
condition
of...
condition
of... of obstructions,
pavement quality, width,
removal
etc.)
Making intersections
Making
Making safer for pedestrians
intersection...
andintersection...
cyclists
Adding wider
Adding
wider
for
Adding
widermulti-use pathways
"multi-use"...
pedestrians and"multi-use"...
cyclists
Adding
bicycle
Addinglanes
bicycle to streets and
Adding bicycle
filling
in
lanes to...
lanes
missing gaps
into...
the bicycle lane network

Improving connections
Improving
Improvingbetween public transit
connections...
stops/facilities and bicycle
and pedestrian connections...
facilities
Improving
Improving Improving
connections between parks,
connections...
connections...
schools, medical
centers, and/or businesses
0

1

1

2

04

3

2

15

26

14

3

37

25

36

59

6
10

47

7

8

9

10

5 TOTAL 6 SCORE 7

TOT

Adding28.83%
more sidewalks
and filling
Adding more sidewalks and filling
27.62%
13.75% 28.83%
12.77% 27.62%
7.79% 13.75%
5.23% 12.77%
4.01%
237
22764
11343
10533
gaps in the 227
sidewalk 113
in missing gaps in the sidewalk in missing 237
105
network
network

7.79%
64
822

5.23%
43
5.25

4.01%
33

Improving
the condition
of existing
Improving the condition of existing
28.97%
25.36%
14.78% 28.97%
10.34% 25.36%
9.86% 14.78%
6.13% 10.34%
4.57%
24186
21182
12351
8638
sidewalks (i.e. pavement quality,sidewalks (i.e.
241 pavement
211quality, 123
width, removal of obstructions, width, removal of obstructions,
etc.)
etc.)

9.86%
82
832

6.13%
51
5.17

4.57%
38

Making10.99%
intersections
safer for 33.70% 10.99%
15.34%
15.58% 15.34%
12.56% 33.70%
7.25% 15.58%
4.59% 12.56%
91
127
27960
12938
104
pedestrians 91
and cyclists
127
279
129
104
828

7.25%
60
4.57

4.59%
38

Adding13.65%
wider "multi-use"
13.29%pathways
14.13% 13.65%
28.14% 13.29%
14.85% 14.13%
9.70% 28.14%
6.23% 14.85%
Adding wider "multi-use" pathways
114
111
11881
23552
124
for pedestrians
114 and cyclists
111
118
235
124
835
for pedestrians and cyclists

9.70%
81
4.29

6.23%
52

Making intersections safer for
pedestrians and cyclists

13.32%
Adding13.32%
bicycle lanes
to streets 7.73%
and
10.34%
9.39% 10.34%
28.06%
Adding bicycle lanes to streets and
11279
87
filling in missing
the bicycle65
112 gaps in87
236
filling in missing gaps in the bicycle
lane network
lane network

7.73%
14.63%
65
123

9.39%
14.63%
16.53%
16.53% 28.06%
79
236
123
139
139
841
3.61

5.92%
35.15%
50
297

9.94%
35.15%
30.89%
30.89% 11.95%
84
101
297
261
261
845
2.46

connections
between5.92%
2.60%
3.55%
Improving connections between Improving
30 and 50
public transit stops/facilities and public transit22stops/facilities
bicycle and pedestrian facilities bicycle and pedestrian facilities

2.60%
9.94%
2284

3.55%
11.95%
30
101

connections
between
8.52%
6.70%
10.80%
Improving connections between Improving
centers, 95
75 medical59
parks, schools, medical centers, parks, schools,
and/or businesses
and/or businesses

8.52%
12.61%
75
111

6.70%
18.41%
30.45%
12.50% 10.80%
18.41% 12.61%
30.45% 12.50%
59
95
111
110
162
268
110
162
268
880
3.09
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Question 12: Please rant the following off-street trail amenities in
order of importance to you (1 is most important, 8 is least important).

Q12 Please rank the following off-street trail amenities in order of
importance to you (1 is most important, 8 is least important).
Answered: 914

Skipped: 183

Wayfinding/
Wayﬁnding/dire
signage
directionalctional
signage
Lighting
Lighting
Drinking
Drinking Fountain
fountains

Benches
Benches
Emergency
Emergency Phones
phones
Trailhead

Trailhead Parking
parking
Neighborhood

Neighborhood Access
access
Shade
Shade

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

Wayfinding/directional
signage

14.84%
126

16.61%
141

16.25%
138

14.25%
121

12.60%
107

8.60%
73

8.24%
70

Lighting

26.68%
226

19.01%
161

13.81%
117

11.45%
97

10.51%
89

8.03%
68

3.44%
29

6.76%
57

14.35%
121

15.90%
134

17.08%
144

2.61%
22

6.05%
51

9.73%
82

15.18%
128

6.09%
51

11.10%
93

10.02%
84

12.60%
108

13.89%
119

26.92%
235
11.70%
103

Drinking fountains
Benches
Emergency phones
Trailhead parking
Neighborhood access
Shade

6

8

7

9

10

8

TOTAL

SCORE

8.60%
73

849

5.05

6.49%
55

4.01%
34

847

5.70

16.73%
141

13.17%
111

12.57%
106

843

3.98

17.67%
149

19.34%
163

17.08%
144

12.34%
104

843

3.73

9.67%
81

10.74%
90

13.60%
114

14.80%
124

23.99%
201

838

3.72

13.89%
119

12.60%
108

8.28%
71

13.77%
118

14.59%
125

10.39%
89

857

4.58

13.63%
119

12.26%
107

8.13%
71

10.77%
94

6.41%
56

12.49%
109

9.39%
82

873

5.22

15.00%
132

11.25%
99

12.73%
112

11.14%
98

11.48%
101

10.57%
93

16.14%
142

880

4.46
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Question 13: How important are each of the following features of trail
Q13 How important are each of the following features of trail facilities?
facilities?
Answered: 922

Skipped: 175

Trails close to
where I live

Trails close
to where I live

Trails located along
scenic areas

Trails located
along scenic...

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey

Trails wide enough
City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey
for all types of users
Trails wide
enough for a...

Feeling safe on trails
Feeling safe
on trails

City of Garland Trails and Bikeways Master Plan Survey

Convenient
parking or...
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Convenient
parking or...

Convenient parking
or access to trails

Convenient
parking or...

0%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

10%0%
20% 20% 30%
40%
50%70% 80%
60%
70%
30%
100%
0% 10%
10% 20%
30% 40%
40% 50%
50% 60%
60% 70%
80% 90%
90% 100%
Very important

Important

No opinion

Very important
Not important at all Important

Very important

Important

Not important
VERY at all IMPORTANT

Not important
at all
IMPORTANT
Trails close to where I live

Not very important

No opinion

No opinion

70%

80%

80%

90% 100%

90% 100%

Not very important

Not very important

NO
OPINION

NOT
VERY IMPORTANT

NOT IMPORTANT
AT ALL

TOTAL

65.43%
600

26.50%
243

4.03%
37

2.07%
19

1.96%
18

59.26%

30.78%
281

5.59%

2.74%

1.64%
15

917

VERY
IMPORTANT
NO 2.95%NOT NOT
NOT IMPORTANT
VERY
NOT IMPORTANT
TOTAL
53.93% IMPORTANT
34.50%
6.88%NO
1.75%
316
63
27
16 IMPORTANT
916
IMPORTANT 494
OPINION
VERY
IMPORTANT
OPINION
VERY IMPORTANT
AT ALL AT ALL

Trails located along scenic
areas
Trails wide enough for all

types of users
Trails
close
whereII live
live
Trails
close
totowhere

Feeling safe on trails

53.93%
53.93%
494

Trails wide enough for all
Trails
wide
enough for all
types
of users

59.26%
59.26%
541

30.78%
5.59%
30.78%
281
515.59%

2.74%
25

Feeling safe on trails

83.80%
771
83.80%

13.80%
1.74%
127
161.74%
13.80%

0.22%
2

Feeling safe on trails
Convenient parking or access
to trails

Convenient parking or access
to trails

494
541
771

48.36%
443

48.36%
443

6.66%
61

1.97%
18

913
2.07%
19
920

0.43%
4

Trails located along scenic
Trails
located along scenic
areas
areas

types of users

48.36%
443

51
25
26.50%
4.03%4.03%
26.50%
243 1.74%
37 0.22%237
243
16

13.80%
127
41.48%
380

Convenient parking or access
to trails
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541
65.43%
65.43%
83.80%
600600
771

34.50%
34.50% 6.88%6.88%
316
63

316

41.48%
380

281

51

127 6.66%

16

41.48%
380
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63

61

6.66%
61

1.53%
14

2.95%
916
27

1.97%
18

TOTAL

2.07%
19

1.96%
18

1.96%
91718

917

2.95%
27

1.75%
16

1.75%
916
16

916

1.64%
913
15

913

920
0.43%
4

920

2.74%
25
0.22%
2
1.97%
18

1.64%
15
0.43%
4
1.53%
14

916

1.53%
14

916
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Question 16: In which zip code do you live?

Q8 Overall, how would you rate where you live as a place to ride a
Q16 In which bicycle?
zip code do you live?
Answered: 889
Skipped: 208
Answered: 1,003
Skipped: 94

75040
75040
Excellent
Excellent
75041
75041
Good
Good
75042
75042
FairFair
75043
75043
Poor
Poor
75044
75044
Very poor
Very Poor
Other (please
Other (please specify)
specify)
Don't
know
Don’t Know
0%
0%

10%
10%

20%
20%

30%
30%

40%
40%

50%
50%

ANSWER CHOICES
ANSWER CHOICES
75040
Excellent
75041
Good
75042
Fair
75043
Poor
75044
Very poor
Other (please specify)
Don't know
TOTAL
TOTAL

60%
60%

70%
70%

80%
80%

RESPONSES
RESPONSES
23.62%
3.49%
10.57%
15.75%
8.89%
32.00%
23.51%
25.32%
29.92%
17.35%
3.49%
6.08%
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90% 100%
90% 100%

210
35
94
158
79
321
209
254
266
174
31
61
889
1,003
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Question
What
is you
gender?

Q17 What is your gender?
Answered: 890

Skipped: 207

Female
Female

Male
Male

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Female

57.98%

516

Male

42.02%

374

TOTAL

196

60%
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Question 18: In what age group do you fall?

Q18 In what age group do you fall?
Answered: 887

Skipped: 210

Under 18 years

Under 18 years old
old
years
old
18-24 18-24
years
old

years
old
25-34 25-34
years
old

years
old
35-44 35-44
years
old

years
old
45-54 45-54
years
old

55-65 55-65
years
old
years
old
Over 65 years
Over 65 years
old

old
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Under 18 years old

0.11%

1

18-24 years old

1.01%

9

25-34 years old

13.64%

121

35-44 years old

18.49%

164

45-54 years old

21.31%

189

55-65 years old

28.07%

249

Over 65 years old

17.36%

154

TOTAL

887
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Question
19: What
is your

Q19 What is your race?
Answered: 872

Skipped: 225

White or

White or Caucasian
Caucasian
Black or

Black of African American
African...
Asian
Asian

American Indian
or
American
Indian or...
Alaska Native
Native HawaiianNative
or
or...
other Pacific Hawaiian
Islander
Another
Race
Another
race
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

White or Caucasian

84.52%

737

Black or African American

2.98%

26

Asian

2.64%

23

American Indian or Alaska Native

1.61%

14

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

0.23%

2

Another race

8.03%

70

TOTAL

198

60%
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Question 20: What is your ethnicity?

Q20 What is your ethnicity?
Answered: 870

Skipped: 227

Hispanic or Hispanic
Latinoor

Latino

Not Hispanic

Not Hispanic or Latino
or Latino

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Hispanic or Latino

13.91%

121

Not Hispanic or Latino

86.09%

749

TOTAL

870
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COMMONLY USED SIGNAGE

R9-7 THE SHARED-USE PATH
RESTRICTION
Location: Installed on facilities
that are t o be shared by
pedestrians and bicyclists.

D11-1 BIKE ROUTE
Location: At the beginning of
each route and at intersections.
Size: 24”x18” (min. for trails)

R3-17 BIKE LANE
D4-3 BICYCLE PARKING AREA
Location: Installed where it is
described to show the direction
to a designated bicycle parking
area. The arrow may be reversed
as appropriate.

Location: Sign spacing should
be determined by engineering
judgment based on prevailing
speed of bicycle and other traffic,
block length, distance from
adjacent intersections, and other
considerations.

R3-17A AHEAD
R9-5 USE PEDESTRIAN SIGNAL
Location: At crosswalk
Size: 12”x18” (min. for trails)

R9-6 BICYCLE YIELD TO
PEDESTRIAN
Location: At crosswalk
Size: 12”x18” (min. for trails)
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Location: Should be mounted
directly below a R3-17 sign in
advance of the beginning of a
marked bicycle lane.

R3-17B ENDS
Location: Should be mounted
directly below a R3-17 sign at the
end of a marked bicycle lane.
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D1-1B,D3-1 DIRECTIONAL SIGNS

W16-1 SHARE THE ROAD

Location: At intersections
where access to destinations are
available.
Size: 24”x6” (min. for trails)

Location: Where there is a need
to warn motorists to watch for
bicyclists traveling along the
highway.

M4-11, 12, 13, M7-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,7
BIKE ROUTE SUPPLEMENTAL
PLAQUES

W11-1 BICYCLE WARING

Location: Where bike lanes begin,
end, or change directions.
Size: 12”x4”, “12”x9” (min for trails)

Location: Oriented towards
motorists at trail crossing.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

W11-2 PEDESTRIAN WARNING
BIKE MAY USE FULL LANE

R5-3 NO MOTOR VEHICLE
Location: Entrance to trail
Size: 24”x24” (min. for trails)

Location: Oriented towards
motorists at trail crossing.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

R1-1 STOP
Location: At trail intersections
and crossings.
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R1-2 YIELD
Location: At trail intersections
and crossings.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

W3-1 STOP AHEAD
Location: Where stop signs
visibility is obscured.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

W1-1, 2, 3, 4, 5 TURN & CURVE
WARNING
Location: At turns and curves
which exceed design speed
criteria.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

W2-1, 2, 3, 4, 5 TRAIL
INTERSECTION WARNING
Location: At trail intersections
where no stop of yield sign is
required; locations with limited
sight lines.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

PLEASE STAY ON TRAIL
W3-2 YIELD AHEAD
Location: Where yield sign
visibility is obscured.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

Location: In environmentallysensitive areas of where the trail
travels near wildlife and heavy
vegetation
Size: 12”x18” (min. for trails)

TRAIL CLOSED: NO ENTRY UNTIL MADE
ACCESSIBLE & SAFE FOR PUBLIC USE
W3-3 SIGNAL AHEAD
Location: Where traffic signal
visibility is obscured.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)

Location: Where trail or access points are closed
due to hazardous conditions or construction.
Size: 18”x18” (min. for trails)
TRAIL REGULATIONS/RULES OF THE TRAIL
Location: Entrance to trail
Size: 18”x18” (min for trails)
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DETAILED MAP - NORTHERN GARLAND
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DETAILED MAP - SOUTHERN GARLAND
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