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A B S T R A C T  
 

This study and proposed plan were completed between June, 2010 and March, 2011 

with the Ithaca Tompkins County Transportation Council (ITCTC) in close consultation with 

the City of Ithaca Office of the City Transportation Engineer. This study supports the City’s 

efforts to improve multi-modal transportation infrastructure in Ithaca by offering a detailed draft 

plan for the development of a network of low-stress bicycle routes designed for casual cyclists 

to use safely and comfortably. These proposed neighborhood greenways (or bicycle boulevards 

as they are more commonly known in non-motorized transportation literature) hold the potential 

to increase bicycle mode share in the City of Ithaca an d provide an array of community 

benefits. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This study and proposed plan were completed between June, 2010 and March, 2011 by 

the Ithaca Tompkins County Transportation Council (ITCTC) in close consultation with the 

City of Ithaca Office of the City Transportation Engineer.  As the Metropolitan Planning 

Organization (MPO) for Tompkins County, the ITCTC is charged with promoting 

comprehensive inter-modal transportation planning and providing transportation-related 

information and analyses. This study supports the City of Ithaca’s efforts to improve multi-

modal transportation infrastructure. It offers a detailed draft plan for the development of a 

network of low-stress bicycle routes designed for casual cyclists to use safely and comfortably. 

The proposed network is designed with the intent to minimizing parking removal and preserve 

Ithaca’s functional grid street pattern. 

The goals of this proposed plan are to: 
 

• Enhance community and traffic safety by incorporating bicycle and 
pedestrian safety features near common community destinations and 
resources in the City of Ithaca. 

• Enhance neighborhood livability. 

• Enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety and comfort in the City of Ithaca in 
order to increase transportation choice. 

• Minimize loss of parking and right of way needed for bicycle 
improvements. 

• Add value to related transportation and community planning efforts. 

 
Ithaca is well-positioned to become an eminently bicycle-friendly city. In addition to 

improving safety, access and quality of life for City residents this would further enhance 

Ithaca’s reputation as a regional leader in sustainability and as an attractive destination for 

visitors and businesses. Cycling currently accounts for a smaller share of trips than other modes 

of transportation. 2.3% of work trips are currently taken by bicycle according to the 2010 

census, a slight increase from 1.8% in 2000. Increasing bicycling mode share may elicit many 

potential benefits. Neighborhood Greenways hold significant potential to achieve this by 
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attracting people who do not currently use a bicycle for their transportation needs to replace 

some car trips with bicycle trips. 

The Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways Proposed Plan supports existing plans and 

policies, including the Ithaca Bicycle Plan (1997), the Tompkins County 2020 Climate Action 

Plan, the Tompkins County 2030 Long-Range Transportation Plan, the Downtown Ithaca 

Alliance 2020 Strategic Plan, federal and state transportation policy, and recommendations 

developed by the Ithaca’s City Transportation Engineer. 

WHAT ARE BICYCLE BOULEVARDS / NEIGHBORHOOD 

GREENWAYS? 

Bicycle boulevards / neighborhood greenways now animate over a dozen North 

American cities. In 2009, industry professionals and researchers - led by the Institute for 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation (IBPI) at Portland State University and Alta Planning and 

Design - developed a comprehensive guide, the Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning & 

Design. It is a primary source for this study. Bicycle boulevards improve bicycle safety and 

circulation compared to other streets by creating (or in many cases already having) one or more 

of the following conditions:  

• Low traffic volumes and speeds. 

• Comfortable and safe intersections. Traffic control to help bicycles cross major streets. 

• A distinctive ‘look and feel’ so that cyclists become aware of the existence of the 
bicycle boulevard, and motorists are alerted that the roadway is a priority route for 
bicyclists.  

• Free-flow travel for bikes by assigning the right-of-way to the bicycle boulevard at 
intersections where feasible. 

• Logical, direct, and continuous routes that are well marked and signed 

• Access to desired destinations. 

• Discouragement of non-local motor vehicle traffic where necessary. 
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Bicycle boulevards are “shared-use” facilities, meaning that car traffic and non-

motorized traffic calmly share the street. They use a combination of straightforward design 

elements on existing neighborhood streets to give bicycles de-facto priority. 

WHAT MAKES A BICYCLE BOULEVARD SPECIAL? 

• They are ideal for cyclists of all ages and abilities. 

• They are particularly attractive to children and other less traffic tolerant 
cyclists.They accommodate cyclists who are uncomfortable riding on busy roads, 
including roads with bike lanes. 

• Cyclists tend to prefer bicycle boulevards to other types of infrastructure such as 
bicycle lanes (research by Portland State University professor Jennifer Dill, 2009). 

In addition to providing excellent bicycle facilities that would form the spine of a 

comprehensive bicycle network in the City of Ithaca, bicycle boulevards hold the potential to 

serve the interests of a wide variety of community members, including families with children of 

all ages, school-aged children, seniors, transit users, women, motorists, pedestrians, business 

owners, homeowners and taxpayers. Beyond safety, access and livability, bicycle boulevards 

also hold the potential to serve broad community interests around the economy, public health, 

environment and fiscally responsible local government. 

WHAT ARE THE SPECIFIC DESIGN ELEMENTS? 

 Bicycle boulevards employ five basic design elements. Examples of specific treatments 

within each category are in parentheses. More details including recommended treatments for 

each corridor appear in the narrative portion of this report and on the attached maps 

1. Traffic calming (speed tables, raised crosswalks, etc.) 

2. Signage and markings (way-finding signage for cyclists, route identity signage, and 
pavement markings) 

3. Prioritization of travel  

4. Intersection treatments (signalization, curb extensions, bicycle-activation, colored 
“bike boxes”)  

5. Traffic Reduction (partial non-motorized only crossings) 
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centers, transit, social services and existing or planned bike and pedestrian 
infrastructure (including the Cayuga Waterfront Trail). 

• Alignment with the Ithaca Bicycle Plan. 

• Reasonably continuous street corridor, with as few jogs as possible. 

• Not a high-volume transit or truck route. 

• Existence or feasibility of traffic signals at major intersections. 

• Not a high commercial traffic corridor if possible. 

• Avoid steep hills. 

 

WHY IS ITHACA WELL-SUITED FOR THIS TYPE OF 

INFRASTRUCTURE?  

Ithaca is well-suited for bicycle boulevards for several reasons. First, existing traffic 

calming features (street trees, sidewalks, crosswalks, patterned street surfaces, raised 

intersections, curb extensions, mini-circles, and speed tables) can be expanded and 

complemented to support an integrated network of calmed streets across the flat areas of the 

city. Second, a 30-mile per hour speed limit is in place on all city streets and some areas already 

have lower speed limits or advisory speeds (10, 15 or 20 mph). Notably, state law would also 

allow the City to post 25 mph speed limits along specific corridors. Third, a dense, well-

connected grid street pattern makes it easy for car traffic to use alternate corridors for through-

travel. Fourth, crossing treatments at several key intersections along the proposed network (3rd 

& Hwy 13, Dey & Highway 13, Plain & Green, and Plain & Seneca) are planned and funded.  

Finally, conditions in Ithaca support emphasizing bicycle boulevards as a primary 

strategy for bicycle infrastructure development. Efforts in Ithaca to implement a complete 

network of bicycle lanes – a strategy identified in the 1997 Ithaca Bicycle Plan - have been 

unsuccessful to date. Most City of Ithaca streets are too narrow to accommodate bicycle lanes 

without removing on-street parking on one side of the street. On-street parking would not be 

removed to implement this plan, except in limited circumstances. 
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WHY ‘NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS’? 

Drawing inspiration from Portland, Oregon which recently renamed their bicycle 

boulevards to “neighborhood greenways”, the steering committee for this study supports using 

the name Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways to highlight the features of walkability, 

neighborhood livability, and green infrastructure. It’s about more than just bikes. They also link 

the city’s green spaces to each other and to the rest of the city. Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways 

implies a calm space where all modes safely co-exist, and offers an association to the region’s 

sustainability values and goals. 

WHAT ARE THE RECOMMENDED CORRIDORS? 

 Figure 3 shows proposed streets for the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways network. 

Detailed maps of specific treatments are also included in this report: 

• Plain Street and 3rd Street – map segments 1 and 6 (Figures 11 and 15) 

• Tioga Street – map segment 2 (Figure 12) 

• South Titus St. and South St. – map segment 3 (Figure 13) 

• West State St. – map segment 4 (Figure 13) 

• Cascadilla St. – map segment 5 (Figure 14) 

• Franklin St., Lincoln St. and Fall St. – map segments 7 and 8 (Figure 15) 

 

HOW MUCH WILL IT COST AND HOW WILL IT BE FUNDED? 

The ITCTC stands ready to provide continued to support to the City of Ithaca to 

identify and apply for funds. One likely non-local source is the TIP (Transportation 

Improvement Program). The TIP consists of federal transportation infrastructure dollars which 

are allotted by the New York State Department of Transportation to municipalities to according 

to regional transportation priorities identified by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).  

ITCTC is the MPO for Ithaca and Tompkins County. Applications for the next round of TIP 

funding are expected in autumn, 2011. 
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The cost estimates below are derived from a comprehensive list of proposed treatments 

(see Appendix A – Inventory of Proposed Treatments). Several factors influence the variability 

of the cost estimate including the quality of materials selected and the level of coordination with 

other physical improvements. This estimate does not include planning, engineering or 

maintenance costs or “soft measures” such as education. 

Table 1- Cost estimate ranges 

  Low Estimate High Estimate Middle Estimate 

TOTAL (Basic) $283,625  $833,765  $558,695  

TOTAL  (Plus) $476,745  $1,271,765  $874,255  

 

OPTIONS 

“Basic” and “plus” options were separated for cost-estimate purposes. The “basic” 

option entails the minimum physical improvements to create an Ithaca Neighborhood 

Greenways network. The “plus” option adds non-motorized only crossings, a new traffic signal, 

reducing the speed limit on neighborhood greenways to 25mph and several other enhanced 

treatments. Several phasing options are also described in the report. These options include the 

temporary trial installation of some treatments, piloting individual corridors, and a “basic” then 

“plus” sequence.  
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CHAPTER 1 :  INTRODUCTION AND 
BACKGROUND 

The Ithaca Tompkins County Transportation Council (ITCTC) has initiated a study of 

the potential for a network of streets within the City of Ithaca to be developed as neighborhood 

greenways, or bicycle boulevards (as they are more commonly referred to in transportation 

planning literature).  As the regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Tompkins 

County, ITCTC is charged with facilitating county-wide transportation planning and is 

responsible for working jointly and cooperatively with all transportation related agencies in 

Tompkins County to promote comprehensive intermodal transportation planning and provide 

transportation related information and analyses. This study supports the City of Ithaca’s efforts 

to improve multi-modal transportation infrastructure. It offers a detailed draft plan for the 

development of a network of low-stress bicycle routes designed for casual cyclists to use safely 

and comfortably. 

Four chapters summarize the study findings. The first chapter outlines the elements of 

the study process and summarizes the connection of the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways 

concept to existing locally relevant plans and policies.  Chapter Two provides a general 

overview of this type of transportation infrastructure including a definition and case for the use 

of the term “neighborhood greenway”, its common elements and likely benefits, and a summary 

of who it is designed to serve. Chapter Three presents the meat of this report – a detailed 

description of recommended design treatments along six proposed Ithaca Neighborhood 

Greenway corridors. The final chapter offers a summary of costs, phasing options, and other 

implementation considerations. Several critical companions to this report are provided in the 

appendix, including a master list of proposed treatments with associated costs (Appendix A), 

and a copy of the Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design Guidebook developed by Alta 
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Planning and Design and Portland State University’s Institute for Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Innovation (Appendix B). 

The Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways Study and Proposed Plan addresses several main 

goals. Specifically, they are to: 

• Enhance community and traffic safety by incorporating bicycle and 
pedestrian safety features near common community destinations and resources 
in the City of Ithaca. 

• Enhance neighborhood livability. 

• Enhance bicycle and pedestrian safety and comfort in the City of Ithaca in order 
to increase transportation choice. 

• Minimize loss of parking and right of way needed for bicycle improvements. 

• Add value to related transportation and community planning efforts. 

 

STUDY PROCESS 

Tom Knipe, Master of Regional Planning Student at Cornell University authored this 

study during a formal planning internship with the ITCTC from June to December 2010. The 

ITCTC coordinated closely with the City of Ithaca Office of the City Transportation Engineer. 

An ad-hoc steering committee provided additional support and consultation. Its members were: 

• Fernando DeAragon, Executive Director, ITCTC 

• Tom Mank, Planning Analyst, ITCTC 

• Tim Logue, City of Ithaca Transportation Engineer 

• Kent Johnson, City of Ithaca Jr. Transportation Engineer 

• Rick Manning, independent planning consultant 

• Lois Chaplin, Cornell Local Roads program 

 
In addition to consultation with the steering committee, the author reviewed 

planning and design literature on bicycle boulevards, in particular the guidebook, 

Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design. The IBPI Guidebook (as it 

will be referred to in the rest of this document) is recognized as the definitive resource 

in the United States in bicycle boulevard design and planning. The author also reviewed 
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relevant academic literature on bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, along with local 

plans and policies having a direct bearing on this topic. 

In June and July 2010, Tom Knipe recorded existing street conditions by riding 

a bicycle along all proposed and alternate neighborhood greenway corridors. He 

identified optimal routes and logged current obstacles and opportunities to achieve 

neighborhood greenway designation. In addition, ITCTC collected data performed GIS 

analysis and mapping on bicycle and pedestrian crash incidence, average annual daily 

traffic counts (AADT) on City of Ithaca streets, Census and American Community 

Survey information on age, population and means to work, etc. 

The study author and ad-hoc steering committee participated in several formal 

and informal trainings and seminars on bicycle boulevards.  First, the full committee 

took part in an August 2010 Association for Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals 

(APBP) webinar on the topic of neighborhood greenways / bicycle boulevards 

presented by Mia Birk, CEO of Alta Planning & Design and Greg Raisman, Traffic 

Safety Specialist for the City of Portland, Oregon. Raisman, who leads the public 

outreach process associated with the expansion of neighborhood greenways in Portland, 

also made himself available for a follow up phone interview with the study author. Tom 

Knipe also participated in a bicycle boulevard breakout session at the September 2010 

National Pro-Walk/Pro-Bike Conference in Chattanooga, Tennessee. Bicycle 

coordinators for the three American cities with the historically most highly developed 

bicycle boulevard systems -Roger Geller (City of Portland, OR), Tom Thivener (City of 

Tucson, AZ) and Eric Anderson (City of Berkeley, CA) – presented lessons learned. 

Finally, on Saturday November 20th 2010, two nationally known experts in 

non-motorized transportation offered lectures on bicycle boulevards / neighborhood 

greenways at the Tompkins County Library in Ithaca as part of a three-day symposium 

organized by the Organization of Cornell Planners and co-sponsored by the ITCTC. 
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The symposium was entitled: Moving Forward: An Active Transportation Symposium. 

Sixty community members learned from Mia Birk and Jennifer Dill, the researcher 

behind a study demonstrating the efficacy of bicycle boulevards in Portland, Oregon. 

Following the presentations, attendees had the opportunity to provide feedback on a 

draft of this proposed plan. A detailed description of this feedback process and a 

response to attendee feedback is included as Appendix D. Videos of the lectures are 

available online at: http://www.cornell.edu/video/?videoid=1084  

CONNECTION TO EXISTING PLANS AND POLICIES 

The concept of enhanced bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the City of Ithaca 

through the development of a network of bicycle boulevards or neighborhood greenways draws 

considerable support from existing plans and policies. Several of these were reviewed in 

developing the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways Proposed Plan, including the Ithaca Bicycle 

Plan, the Tompkins County 2020 Climate Action Plan, the Tompkins County 2030 Long-Range 

Transportation Plan, the Downtown Ithaca Alliance 2020 Strategic Plan, recommendations 

developed by the City of Ithaca Office of the City Engineer and federal transportation policy. A 

description of relevant findings follows.  

CITY OF ITHACA BICYCLE PLAN 

The Ithaca Bicycle Plan was adopted by the City of Ithaca Common Council in 1997. It 

was developed on behalf of the City of Ithaca Planning and Development Board by professional 

consultants and a thirteen-member client committee and was the result of extensive study and 

public involvement. The plan was partially driven by an opportunity to use $80,000 in federal 

ISTEA grant funding for bikeway improvements. The plan identified several benefits of 

improved bikeway facilities including: reduced traffic congestion, reduced traffic speed from 

traffic calming measures, less competition for automobile parking, reduced air pollution and 
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noise associated with automobiles, health benefits for bikeway users, a safer pedestrian 

environment, and enhanced tourist amenity. 

The 1997 Ithaca Bicycle Plan places primary emphasis on the installation of bicycle 

lanes on higher-traffic collector streets and arterials. Since adoption, a small portion of the on-

street bicycle infrastructure called for in Phase One has been implemented (including bicycle 

lanes on East State Street, Hudson Street, and Thurston Avenue). Unresolved community and 

political disagreement over the removal of on-street parking to accommodate bicycle lanes was 

a significant factor preventing implementation of most of the proposed routes. 

Despite difficulties in implementing bicycle lanes in Ithaca, the plan provides valuable 

background information, a toolbox with infrastructure options, policy recommendations and a 

summary of possible education and encouragement programs. As the City of Ithaca’s formal 

bicycle plan, it offers a record of the public commitment to the provision of bicycle facilities. 

Notably, it also recommends the development of bicycle boulevards in the City of Ithaca as a 

long-term strategy.  

TOMPKINS COUNTY 2020 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 

In order to track progress in meeting the County’s greenhouse gas emissions reduction 

goal of 80% reduction by 2050, the Tompkins County Planning Department has developed a 

strategy to achieve the first 20% reduction in emissions by 2020. One of the new local measures 

called for in its July, 2010 report – Interim Actions Toward Achieving the Community 2050 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Goal – is a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

program. The first local TDM initiative on this list is the development of bicycle boulevard 

network in the City of Ithaca. 

Key TDM Initiative #1: Identify and promote one north-south and one east-west 
“bike boulevard” in the City of Ithaca to address safety concerns and promote 
more widespread bicycle use. - TOMPKINS COUNTY 2020 CLIMATE 
ACTION PLAN 
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TOMPKINS COUNTY 2030 LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

An updated long-range transportation plan (LRTP) for the Ithaca metro region was 

adopted by the Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council in December 2009. An Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways project demonstrates promise to help achieve several of the 

objectives established by the plan. Support for the related objectives would help achieve the 

goals of integration, connectivity, quality of life and environment identified by the LRTP. 

INTEGRATION 

Objective C: “Continue development of an integrated multi-modal transportation 

system, including public transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and networks, infrastructure 

and operations planning, construction and maintenance practices.” 

Objective K: “Promote benefits of walking and bicycling, including participation in 

promotional activities to encourage the increased use of walking and bicycling as modes of 

transportation.” 

CONNECTIVITY 

Objective B: “Improve the existing and proposed road network to safely accommodate 

bicycling, pedestrian and transit uses.” 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Objective E: “Support efforts to address the special needs of the growing elderly 

population in Tompkins County.” 

Objective K: “Promote infrastructure designs that are sensitive to local environmental 

issues and preserve or enhance scenic beauty.” 

ENVIRONMENT 

Objective C: “Support the development of a transportation system that is responsive to 

changes in energy availability. 
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DOWNTOWN ITHACA ALLIANCE 2020 STRATEGIC PLAN 

The core transportation-related strategies of the Downtown Ithaca Alliance’s 2020 

Strategic Plan (adopted August, 2010), along with several specific action items identified in the 

plan relate to the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways concept. They are listed below: 

Strategy 1.0: “Explore alternative transportation options for moving people into and out of 

downtown Ithaca.” 

Strategy 2.0: “Maintain and enhance existing transportation routes into and out of 

downtown.” 

Action 1.1: “Work to expand opportunities for bicycle commuting, including providing 

adequate public bike storage and shower facilities/opportunities.” 

Action 1.15: “To aid in pedestrian movement, there should be better highlighting and 

distinguishing of downtown cross walks.” 

Action 2.4: “Create better pedestrian routes from downtown into the adjacent 

neighborhoods, including widening sidewalks and creating bump out sidewalks at intersections 

to improve pedestrian safety, slow vehicles, and encourage more walking and biking.” 

Action 2.5: “Work with the City in ways to slow down vehicular traffic in downtown, 

to reduce the likelihood of accidents and to promote increased walking and biking.” 

CITY TRANSPORTATION ENGINEER RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Office of the City Transportation Engineer for the City of Ithaca supports the 

concept of bicycle boulevards for Ithaca. Several internal memos since 2008 demonstrate that 

the Office of the City Traffic Engineer has given consideration to a possible bicycle boulevard 

network. One of these memos is a draft proposal for a pilot bicycle boulevard project along 

North Tioga St. 

A key element in the City’s five-year Bicycle Network Improvement Plan is the 
development of bicycle boulevards on eight City-owned streets (N. Tioga St, 
Cascadilla Ave, Cascadilla St., Third St, Plain St., W. State St., S. Titus Ave. and 
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South St.). - BICYCLE BOULEVARD NETWORK PROPOSAL, OFFICE 
OF THE CITY ENGINEER, CITY OF ITHACA (INTERNAL DRAFT 
MEMO, DECEMBER, 2008) 
 
The City of Ithaca also has recent experience with the successful installation of shared 

lane markings or “sharrows” along Cayuga St, whereby “City staff gained a greater 

understanding of the design nuances associated with this marking and the public was exposed to 

this, now standard, marking.” (City of Ithaca Shared Lane Markings Project Report #4). This is 

a valuable finding, as pavement markings generally are a key element of bicycle boulevard / 

neighborhood greenway design. 

FEDERAL POLICY 

Federal legislation officially recognizes bicycling and walking as modes of 

transportation. The 1998 Federal Transportation bill, Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 

Century (TEA-21), states that "bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due consideration in the 

comprehensive transportation plans developed by each metropolitan planning organization." 

Three sections of the bill stipulate that transportation plans and programs must "provide for the 

development and integrated management and operation of transportation systems and facilities, 

including pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities" (SMTC, University Hill 

Study). The 2005 transportation bill, SAFETEA-LU (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 

Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users) provides a 30% increase in funding for 

bicycle-related projects (from $3 billion to $4 billion), and establishes the Non-motorized 

Transportation Pilot Project and Safe Routes to School program (SAFETEA-LU). 

In addition, the goals of the National Bicycling and Walking Study, produced by the 

Federal Highway Administration, are to double the current percentage of total trips made by 

bicycling and walking while simultaneously reducing the number of bicyclists and pedestrians 

killed or injured in traffic crashes by ten percent. In order to meet these goals, "coordinated and 
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committed effort must be put forth at every level of government" (SMTC, University Hill 

Study). 

Finally, Ray LaHood’s (US Secretary of Transportation’s) recent policy statements 

manifest an increase in the Obama administration’s support for walking and cycling. 

The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling 
facilities into transportation projects. Every transportation agency, including 
DOT, has the responsibility to improve conditions and opportunities for walking 
and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportation 
systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that 
walking and bicycling provide — including health, safety, environmental, 
transportation, and quality of life — transportation agencies are encouraged to go 
beyond minimum standards to provide safe and convenient facilities for these 
modes. - UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY STATEMENT ON BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN 
ACCOMMODATION REGULATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
(MARCH, 2010) 
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CHAPTER 2 :  DEFINING 
NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS 

A low traffic volume and low-traffic-speed street where bicycles, pedestrians 
and neighbors are given priority - CITY OF PORTLAND, OR - BICYCLE 
BOULEVARD DEFINITION 
 
Neighborhood greenways share key characteristics with bicycle boulevards. A bicycle 

boulevard is a roadway that has been modified to enhance bicyclists’ safety and convenience. It 

provides better conditions for bicycles while maintaining the neighborhood character, local 

motor vehicle access and necessary emergency vehicle access. Bicycle boulevards in some 

cities are intended to serve as the city’s primary bikeways, or "bike arterials"; in other cities, 

they parallel other types of nearby facilities, such as bicycle lanes, and offer a lower-stress 

environment for cyclists. In the core area of the City of Ithaca, given an inherent paucity of 

space on city streets for separated facilities such as bicycle lanes, cycle tracks or bicycle paths, 

bicycle boulevards would serve as the backbone of the bikeway network, providing safe, direct, 

and convenient routes across the city. 

On a bicycle boulevard, bicycle safety and circulation are improved compared to other 

streets by creating (or in many cases already having) one or more of the following conditions:  

• Low traffic volumes and speeds. 

• Discouragement of non-local motor vehicle traffic. 

• Free-flow travel for bikes by assigning the right-of-way to the bicycle boulevard at 
intersections where feasible. 

• Traffic control to help bicycles cross major streets (arterials). 

• A distinctive ‘look and feel’ so that cyclists become aware of the existence of the 
bicycle boulevard and motorists are alerted that the roadway is a priority route for 
bicyclists.  

 
The specific design of each bicycle boulevard differs, depending on the street 

characteristics, the desires of the surrounding residents and businesses, and available funds. 
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Still, all bicycle boulevards include five basic elements. These will be described in detail in 

Chapter Three and are: 1) traffic calming, 2) signage & markings, 3) prioritization of travel, 4) 

intersection crossing treatments and 5) traffic reduction. No single element alone, such as traffic 

calming, makes a bicycle boulevard. Bicycle boulevards should be designed with extensive 

public input, including from neighbors, businesses, bicyclists, disabled citizens, and the City’s 

emergency service providers (IBPI Guidebook, 2009). The location of fire stations and 

ambulance dispatch will affect the location of any traffic calming devices or other treatment 

along bicycle boulevards. The needs of all user groups must be taken into consideration as much 

as possible in the design phase (Birk and Raisman APBP webinar, 2010 and City of Berkeley, 

Bicycle Boulevard Design Guidelines). 

A name is important. Bicycle boulevards have been implemented in over a dozen cities 

in the United States in the past decade and the term has become adopted into the transportation 

planning lexicon. Neighborhood Greenway is a new term developed by the City of Portland 

Oregon Bureau of Transportation (PBOT), which renamed its bicycle boulevards as 

neighborhood greenways in the spring of 2010. There were two reasons for the name change. 

First, PBOT felt that “bicycle boulevard” did not appropriately capture the full picture of 

neighborhood benefits of this type of infrastructure. They wanted the name to intrinsically 

include the benefits of walkability, place-making and community building (Raisman, quoted by 

BikePortland.org). Second, PBOT started working with the water and sewer bureau on 

integrating traffic calming and storm water management features through Portland’s Green 

Streets program. Green Streets is a sewer and water bureau program to reduce runoff from 

streets by treating storm water onsite in infiltration beds built right into the city’s streets. Partial 

funding for a proposed 300 mile expansion of the neighborhood greenway network in Portland 

came directly from integrating traffic calming features (required for neighborhood greenway 

expansion) into the Green Streets program. PBOT staff discuss neighborhood greenways in a 
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StreetFilms.org video released in November, 2010 entitled: “Portland’s Bicycle Boulevards 

become Neighborhood Greenways”.   

People have started asking for bike boulevards in their neighborhood because 
they want safer, more bike and pedestrian friendly streets -- no matter what we 
call them." It's not just cyclists who benefit from this…its everyone.- KYLE 
CHISEK, PORTLAND BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION, 
REFERRING TO THE NAME CHANGE (QUOTED BY MAUS, 
BIKEPORTLAND.ORG, 2010) 
 

Consider how the name Neighborhood Greenway enhances the bicycle boulevard concept 

for Ithaca: 

• The values of pedestrian amenity, neighborhood livability and community building are 
inherent in the name Neighborhood Greenway.  

• Neighborhood Greenways call out opportunities for adding attractive green features and 
green infrastructure systems in neighborhoods through the incorporation of planters, 
swales for in-street storm water management, street trees and pocket parks. 

• Neighborhood Greenways link several of the city’s important green spaces to each other 
and to the rest of the city. These include the Cayuga Waterfront Trail, Stewart Park, 
Cass Park, Ithaca Falls, neighborhood parks and Ithaca’s renowned creeks and gorges 
(Fall Creek, Cascadilla Creek, and Six Mile Creek). 

• Neighborhood Greenways invite all city residents and visitors, not just people who 
currently identify themselves as cyclists, to engage in creating a community definition 
of the value of a linked network of traffic-calmed, non-motorized priority streets.  

• Neighborhood Greenways invites the re-envisioning of public streets in neighborhoods 
as a place for people to play and be physically active. 

• Neighborhood Greenways avoid the potential for an unnecessary dichotomy of “cars 
versus bikes” through the use of the potentially confusing term bicycle boulevard. They 
imply a calm and inviting corridor for all modes and invite bicycles, pedestrians and 
motorists to safely and calmly co-exist along designated corridors. 

• Neighborhood Greenways advance the green benefits of increased walking and cycling 
for transportation including clean air and CO2-emission reduction. 

 

Neighborhood greenways should not be confused with traditional greenways, which 

focus primarily on linking to green spaces. The use of the term neighborhood greenway in this 

report refers to the shared-use bicycle infrastructure type more typically known in the 

transportation field as a bicycle boulevard. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS 

Many of the proposed Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways already have some of the 

qualities described above for creating a bicycle boulevard. What infrastructure improvements 

would be required to create a network of bicycle boulevards in Ithaca?  We can draw from five 

basic design elements: 1) traffic calming, 2) signage and markings, 3) prioritization of travel, 4) 

intersection/crossing treatments, and 5) traffic reduction. Again, Chapter Three will discuss 

these at length. 

Ithaca is well-suited for these types of infrastructure improvements. First, Ithaca already 

has a number of traffic calming features including street trees, sidewalks, crosswalks, patterned 

street surfaces, raised intersections, curb extensions, mini-circles, and speed tables. These can 

be expanded and complemented to support an integrated network of calmed streets across the 

flat areas of the city. Second, a 30-mile per hour speed limit is in place on all city streets and 

some areas already have lower speed limits or advisory speeds (10, 15 or 20 mph). Notably, 

state law would also allow the City to post 25 mph speed limits along specific corridors. Third, 

a dense, well-connected grid street pattern makes it easy for car traffic to use alternate corridors 

for through-travel. If carefully planned and designed, the prioritization of travel for pedestrians 

and cyclists along bicycle boulevard corridors will be unlikely to negatively impact access for 

other vehicles. Fourth, crossing treatments at several key intersections along the proposed 

network (3rd & Hwy 13, Dey & Highway 13, Plain & Green, and Plain & Seneca) are planned 

and funded.  

Finally, conditions in Ithaca support emphasizing bicycle boulevards as a primary strategy for 

bicycle infrastructure development. Efforts in Ithaca to implement a complete network of 

bicycle lanes – a strategy identified in the 1997 Ithaca Bicycle Plan - have been unsuccessful to 

date. The development of a bicycle boulevard / neighborhood greenway network does not 

preclude or replace the need for additional types of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure such as 

bicycle lanes on higher-volume streets, additional off-street paths, bicycle parking, but most 
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City of Ithaca streets were built 100+ year ago and are too narrow to accommodate bicycle lanes 

without removing on-street parking on one side of the street. On-street parking would not be 

removed to implement this plan, except in limited circumstances. 

NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS SERVE EVERYONE 

 Based on other US cities’ experience with bicycle boulevard development, the Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways Proposed Plan holds the potential to attract a number of natural 

supportive constituencies, (including transportation advocates, public health advocates, and 

citizens and groups interested in encouraging sustainability and livability), as well as those who 

will express opposition. As Mia Birk reminded attendees of the November 20th Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways event at the Tompkins County Library, change is hard, and one needs 

to expect that there will be some community concern. As noted in the opening section of this 

report, the proposed network has been designed with the intent to mitigate negative community 

impacts by minimizing parking removal and preserving a functional grid street pattern.  

The proposed physical improvements hold the potential to serve a broad spectrum of 

the public.  44% of City of Ithaca residents live within ¼ mile of the neighborhood greenway 

network proposed by this study (Census 2000, ITCTC GIS analysis). Since ¼ mile is considered 

an easy walking distance, the vast majority of city residents would have easy access to the 

network. Let us highlight the specific ways that different user groups are served: 

• Families with children of all ages.  15% of people living within ¼ mile of a proposed 
Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway are children 17 or under (2000 Census). 

• School-aged children.  Three elementary schools (Fall Creek, Beverly J. Martin and 
Immaculate Conception) and two high schools (Ithaca High School and New Roots 
Public Charter School) are within ¼ mile of the proposed network. Boynton Middle 
School is a short distance beyond Ithaca High School along a separated off-street path. 

• People who are interested in using a bicycle more for transportation, but do not 
currently ride due to safety concerns.  A widely-accepted classification of four types of 
cyclists developed by Portland, Oregon bicycle coordinator Roger Geller demonstrates 
that 60% of the population does not currently regularly ride a bicycle for transportation, 
but would be interested in trying cycling if safety and comfort concerns can be 
addressed. 
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• Seniors.  13% of residents within ¼ mile of a proposed Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway 
are 65 or older (2000 Census, ITCTC). Safe bicycling and pedestrian facilities allow 
enhanced senior mobility, which is critical to supporting aging in place. 

• Transit users.  Most transit users walk or bike to access transit. In Ithaca, TCAT busses 
are equipped with bicycle racks, and over 30 bus lines pass through the study area. 
Providing better cycling and walking access to transit stops and better intermediate 
links via neighborhood greenways will enhance the transit user experience.  

• Women.  According to a recent GPS-based study of cyclist behavior and infrastructure 
choice, “women are less likely than men to try on-street bike lanes and more likely to 
go out of their way to use bike boulevards” (Dill, 2009). This study also showed that 
women diverted from the shortest routes more often to take advantage of bicycle 
boulevards or off-street paths. Behavioral research about relative levels of risk-
avoidance points to the reasons for this difference between men and women (Scientific 
American, 2009). 

• Motorists.  Bicycle infrastructure expansions in other cities (Portland Traffic Safety 
Report, 2009 and NYC Pedestrian Study and Action Plan, 2009) have correlated 
directly with reductions in injuries and fatalities for all roadway users, including 
motorists and pedestrians. Also, more people choosing bicycles for more trips 
(especially trips taken during peak travel periods like work commute and school 
commute trips) may translate to fewer cars, which may translate to less peak-hour 
congestion and less competition for parking 

• Pedestrians. Over 40% of City of Ithaca residents walk to work. Neighborhood 
greenways would further enhance the City’s excellent walking environment. 

• Business owners.  Increased accessibility to downtown Ithaca, the West State St. 
commercial corridor, and the southwest Ithaca retail area along with increased tourist 
amenity for the entire city may have a positive effect on retail sales. 

• Taxpayers. Neighborhood greenways are a significantly more affordable to build per 
mile than separated facilities such as off-street bicycle paths or cycle tracks (in-street 
bicycle lanes separated from motor vehicle traffic by a buffer), but may provide a 
similar level of amenity. 

DESIGN USERS 

Who in particular is the target audience for Neighborhood Greenway design?  In other 

words, who are the “design users”?  Neighborhood Greenways create a bicycle and pedestrian 

priority environment on the street. Special consideration in neighborhood greenway design is 

given to children, seniors, and disabled people, all of whom have special traffic safety needs. 

For instance, children have 30% less peripheral vision than adults and poor judgment of 

oncoming speed and seniors and disabled people may have hearing limitations and slower 

movement (Birk & Raisman, 2010). Notably, these groups also often rely more on non-
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overtaking traffic, parking turbulence and right turning traffic (Furth, 2008). He develops speed, 

volume, lane width and parking criteria to identify conditions that are unacceptable, and 

proposes several design ideas to reduce stress. Key ideas from the paper which may inform 

neighborhood greenway design in Ithaca include limiting the speed differential between cars 

and bikes to less than 15 miles per hour by reducing average car speed to less than 25 mph, 

using colored pavement in conflict areas and improved signalization. 

Easy rider facilities have to be safe both objectively and subjectively, protecting 
cyclists from both stress (perceived danger) and hazard (objective danger). - 
FURTH, 2008, PG. 8 
 
To increase bicycle mode share in the City of Ithaca, bikeway improvements would do 

well to focus on children, seniors, the disabled and non-confident or ”interested but concerned” 

cyclists as the “design users” of neighborhood greenways. This infrastructure is also very useful 

and attractive to other users, such as more confident cyclists (Dill, 2009 and IBPI Guidebook, 

2009). 

POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS 

This study identifies several categories of potential benefits of neighborhood 

greenways: safety, economy, fiscal responsibility, health, environment and livability.  This 

section reviews evidence for these potential benefits, many of which rely on an increase over 

time in the percentage of trips being taken by bicycle vs. other modes. Replacing even a small 

portion of short trips that are currently made by car with bicycle or walking trips is likely to 

result in significant community benefits. 

The City of Ithaca enjoys a very high percentage of people who walk to work – 41% 

(2010 Census). The bicycle mode share for trips to work is relatively low – approximately 2.3% 

(2010 Census). This represents an increase since 2000 census when the incidence was 1.8% 

(2000 Census). National statistics show work trips account for just 17% of all trips (NHTS, 
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2001), so the census figures may not accurately represent the total bicycle mode share. Still, 

these are the best estimates for Ithaca.  

Nationally, 40% of all trips (by all modes) are less than two miles long (NPTS, 1995). 

In the City of Ithaca, this percentage may be much higher given the compact nature of the 

“downtown” area of the city. Two miles is an easy cycling distance.  Indeed, one recent 

international walking and cycling literature review aimed at identifying potential government 

policies for increasing walking and cycling found that “based on findings from other successful 

cycling environments, there is a strong market for trips less than 2.5 kilometers” (Krizek and 

Forsyth, 2009). A person traveling at a leisurely biking pace of 12 miles per hour will take 10 

minutes to travel two miles. In addition, evidence suggests that for these types of short trips, 

cycling is “time-competitive” with the automobile (Dill, 2009). 

No study now comprehensively evaluates the impact specifically of neighborhood 

greenways / bicycle boulevards on bicycle or pedestrian mode share, but evidence points 

towards the effectiveness of bicycle boulevards at increasing cycling.  First, as clearly stated in 

two recent comprehensive literature reviews, cities with more bicycle infrastructure in general 

have a higher bike mode share (Pucher, Dill and Handy, 2010; Krizek and Forsyth, 2009). 

Second, Jennifer Dill’s 2008 GPS-based study of infrastructure and travel behavior in Portland, 

OR showed that “well-connected low-traffic streets, bicycle boulevards, and separate paths may 

be more effective than bicycle lanes on busy streets at getting more women and new adults 

bicycling” (Dill, 2008 pg. 3).  Dill’s findings also indicate that cyclists in general“use and 

value” bicycle boulevards.  

In addition, a 2009 survey-based study of resident perceptions along a bicycle boulevard in 

Portland Oregon found that in general “living on a bicycle boulevard makes residents more 

likely to bike” (VanZerr, 2009, pg. 13).  

39 percent of the residents that did not self-select to move to the bicycle 
boulevard reported biking .52 days per week more on average. This finding 
indicates that designating bicycle boulevards in existing residential 
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neighborhoods may have the ability to encourage some of the existing residents 
to bicycle more, as opposed to only those new residents that “self-select” to move 
into the community. - MARIAH VANZERR, RESIDENT PERCEPTIONS 
OF BICYCLE BOULEVARDS: A PORTLAND, OREGON CASE 
STUDY, 2009 

 
Another research project promises to shed further light on the specific impacts of 

bicycle boulevards on travel behavior.  Dill with the Oregon Transportation Research and 

Education Consortium (OTREC) is launching an examination of impacts of new bicycle 

boulevard development on the levels of bicycling, physical activity, and health among the ‘four 

types of cyclists’ through a “longitudinal panel study of families living near bicycle boulevards” 

(OTREC).   

ENHANCED SAFETY 

The conditions that improve multi-modal transportation improve safety for everyone - 

speed reduction, less DUI, better compliance with traffic rules, and better organization of modes 

(Birk and Raisman, 2010). Evidence for this relationship is particularly strong in Portland, 

Oregon – where there is a significant inverse correlation between multi-modal transportation 

infrastructure investments and safety for all road users: cyclists, pedestrians and motorists.  

Recent evidence from New York City demonstrates similar trends for cyclists. Bicycle 

infrastructure expansion there correlates with double digit percentage increases in cycling over 

the past several years. This in turn has correlated with the number of injuries to cyclists being 

cut almost in half between 1998 and 2009 (Steuteville, 2010).  

Why have overall cycling injuries gone down as the rate of cycling has increased in 

New York and Portland? One explanation may come from a ‘safety in numbers’ effect, 

identified by Peter Jacobsen in a convincing 2003 study in the journal Injury Prevention. 

“Jacobsen found that when bicyclists (or pedestrians) become numerous, motorists adjust their 

behavior. They drive more carefully. Policies that increase the number of people walking or 

biking pay off in greater safety” (Steuteville, 2010). 
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The safety benefits of bicycle boulevards are likely to be derived primarily from 
traffic calming and traffic reduction design features. Although the safety benefits 
specifically attributed to bicycle boulevards have yet to be studied, the safety 
benefits of traffic calming are well documented to reduce both the frequency and 
severity of collisions. The same conditions that make a street safe for cycling 
create safer conditions for all roadway users regardless of travel mode. Lower 
motor vehicle speeds translate into greater motorist reaction time, potentially 
allowing collisions to be avoided in the first place. A lower speed (between 16-31 
mph) also means that if pedestrians or cyclists are involved in a collision with a 
motor vehicle, they less likely to be fatal3. One study, conducted to determine if 
there are quantifiable collision reduction benefits of traffic calming, found that 
when several traffic calming treatments were employed as part of a single plan 
(similar to what may occur on a typical bicycle boulevard design), an average 
65% reduction in collisions were reported. - IBPI GUIDEBOOK, PG 52 
 
Traffic speed reduction is an important component of bicycle boulevards. Decreasing 

traffic speed enhances safety for all roadway users. In a Recent British Journal of Medicine 

article evaluating the impact of 20 mph zones in London, England (Grundy et al, 2009), 20 mph 

areas were associated with a 42% decrease in all crash activity, and a 46% decrease in serious 

injury & fatal crashes. Another finding is particularly notable. The biggest decrease in 

pedestrian crashes was for children under the age of 15. The study also showed a significant 

decrease in motor vehicle crashes. 

The City of Berkeley’s Bicycle Boulevard design guidelines (Berkeley Bicycle 

Boulevard design guidelines, Chapter 5) and the Institute for Transportation Engineer’s guide to 

traffic calming by Reid Ewing both offer excellent review of how traffic calming reduces 

speeds. 

OTHER POTENTIAL BENEFITS 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways hold the potential to support ‘place marketing’ and 

tourism initiatives for downtown Ithaca and Tompkins County. They enhance access to 

downtown businesses and retail centers along West State Street and in Southwest Ithaca, and 
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they provide these areas with a competitive advantage compared to retail centers outside the 

City of Ithaca which are not as accessible by bicycling and walking. 

Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways support increased housing density in downtown 

Ithaca by supporting the viability of cycling and walking as primary modes of transportation. 

This is a primary development strategy promoted by the Downtown Ithaca Alliance (DIA). 

Together with transit, car sharing and ride sharing, increased cycling and walking may open 

opportunities for car-free housing strategies in the downtown area.  

Several studies have found that urban greenways are likely to enhance property values, 

and at the very least they do not decrease property values (Lindsey et al, 2004). Neighborhood 

greenways may also hold the potential to mitigate costly traffic congestion as behavior changes 

over time. Also, as a ‘non-invasive’ strategy, Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways could achieve 

these gains without significant disruptions of current traffic realities and parking needs. 

Recent evidence from a case study of the relative economic impact of several different 

stimulus-funded transportation investments in Baltimore Maryland also suggests that non-

motorized transportation improvements provide more jobs than traditional roadway 

improvements (Garrett-Peltier, 2010). The researchers from the Political Economy Research 

Institute compared different types of transportation projects using an IMPLAN-based input-

output model. US Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood touted this study in a recent 

statement on his official blog. 

This week, a coalition of bicycling advocates introduced me to a new report 
showing that in Baltimore, MD, pedestrian and bicycle projects created nearly 
twice as many jobs per dollar spent than traditional road projects. 
That report was followed last week by a survey released by the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention indicating widespread public support--67 
percent--in America's cities for street design activities that increase physical 
activity. Putting the two studies together creates a powerful argument for 
continuing the Department of Transportation's support for bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure projects. Even as these investments increase mobility, they also 
generate economic growth. And, people are demanding them for their 
communities.  - SECRETARY RAY LAHOOD, JANUARY 13, 2011 
BLOG  
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The 2009 report by the League of American Cyclists entitled The Economic Benefits of 

Bicycle Infrastructure Investments provides additional details on the evidence of economic 

benefits of increased cycling/infrastructure. 

FISCALLY SOUND INVESTMENT 

Neighborhood greenways offer a high value for public dollars. In addition to supporting 

existing investments in transit, they cost much less than other separated bicycle facilities like 

cycle tracks and off-street paths. Of course, they also cost much less than auto-oriented 

infrastructure development. A basic cost-per-mile of comparison illustrates: 

• $60 million for one mile of urban freeway (Birk and Raisman, 2010) 

• $2.75 million for one mile of cycle track (Birk and Raisman, 2010). Cycle tracks are an 
in-street separated bicycle facility. 

• $0.25 million for one mile of Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway. 

 

HEALTH, ENVIRONMENT, LIVABILITY 

Neighborhood greenways hold the potential to enhance community health by increasing 

access to walking and bicycling. If total combined walking and bicycling mode share can 

indeed be increased, what would be the health impacts for Ithaca residents? Although not 

dealing directly with the question of increasing bicycle mode share, a recent literature review of 

the  health impacts of cycling reveals that ”the combined evidence presented in studies (which 

have measured the effects of bicycling on physical activity, obesity rates, cardiovascular health, 

and morbidity) indicates that the health benefits of bicycling far exceed the health risks from 

traffic injuries, contradicting the widespread misperception that bicycling is a dangerous 

activity” (Pucher, Dill and Handy, 2010). This literature review also comments on an important 

reason for an increase in government interest in bicycling infrastructure investments: “perhaps 

due to the increasing evidence of the health benefits of bicycling, many government agencies 

and public health organizations have explicitly advocated more bicycling as a way to improve 
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individual health as well as well as reduce air pollution, carbon emissions, congestion, noise, 

traffic dangers, and other harmful impacts of car use” (Pucher, Dill and Handy, 2010). 
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CHAPTER 3 :  A POTENTIAL 
NETWORK FOR ITHACA 

This chapter provides a toolbox of specific design treatments recommended for Ithaca 

and a detailed design concept for six recommended Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway corridors. 

This proposed plan is not a comprehensive bicycle plan for the City of Ithaca, the metropolitan 

region or Tompkins County. Other plans do and should address connections to other key 

destinations in the region. This network is narrowly focused on the flat downtown area in the 

City of Ithaca, which represents the vast majority of the land area within the City boundaries 

and the most densely populated residential areas, and includes many of the most common 

destinations. We begin by discussing the criteria (and alternate criteria) for selecting streets to 

be included in the proposed network (see the maps below in Figure 3). 

STREET SELECTION 

The ITCTC identified the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways network based on these criteria: 

• Already relatively low car traffic. Less than 3,000 average daily traffic (ADT) required, 
less than 1,000 most desirable where possible (see Figure 4 below for a map of Ithaca 
streets with ADT counts). 

• Supports the development of a contiguous network without any gaps. 

• Direct links or close proximity (less than ¼ mile) to the majority of residences and 
popular destinations in downtown Ithaca. 

• Links to existing or planned infrastructure and fit with Ithaca Bicycle Plan and Bicycle 
Boulevard Network proposed by the City of Ithaca Office of the City Engineer. 

• Links to planned extensions of the Cayuga Waterfront Trail. 

• Reasonably continuous street corridor, with as few jogs as possible. 

• Low-volume transit or truck route. 

• Traffic signals at major intersections (or signals are feasible). 

• Not a high commercial traffic corridor if possible. 

• Flat or gentle hills.



Figure 3 – MMaps of prooposed routtes and propposed and aalternate rooutes
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 Figure 4 shows the location of all recorded pedestrian and bicycle crashes in the 

downtown areas of the City of Ithaca between 2000 and 2008. Although not a guiding criteria 

for identifying the neighborhood greenway network, bicycle crash location and incidence 

demonstrate the value of creating safe corridors for bicycle through-travel along or closely 

paralleling corridors with high crash rates.  

This proposed plan recommends eight street segments to form six Ithaca Neighborhood 

Greenway corridors: – Plain-3rd (Figures 12 and 16), Tioga, (Figure 13), Titus-South (Figure 

14), West State (Figure 14), Cascadilla (Figure 15), and Franklin-Lincoln-Fall (Figure 16). A 

full description of proposed treatments follows in this Chapter.   

ALTERNATE SELECTION CRITERIA 

The exact alignment of any neighborhood greenway corridor might be altered based on 

any of several factors. First, the recommended corridors were selected by placing greater 

emphasis on the continuity of the street corridor than on the streets with the lowest possible 

traffic. Placing more emphasis on low-traffic street may alter the corridors (for example, Utica 

Street may be more desirable than Tioga Street for the primary Fall Creek corridor north of 

Farm Street).  See Figure 3, Maps of proposed routes and proposed alternate routes. 

 Second, this study recommends a strong public involvement process to include 

neighborhood design workshops where each neighborhood has an opportunity to suggest 

improvements on specific treatments. Corridor selection may also vary according to 

neighborhood preferences. 

 Third, this study did not evaluate average vehicle speed along potential corridors due to 

a lack of available data. At a minimum, baseline data on proposed corridors should be collected 

prior to implementation to assess the impact of treatments. If collected well enough in advance, 

speed data may also inform corridor selection and/or design decisions. 
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 Finally, West State Street has slightly higher than optimum volumes of traffic 

(approximately 4,000 AADT), and it is also a commercial street with many driveways and 

metered curb parking.  As stated in the criteria above, these are not necessarily desirable traits 

of a neighborhood greenway. Nevertheless, 1) it is the lowest traffic East-West corridor in the 

center of the City, 2) it is controlled by traffic signals at every intersection, 3) the existing 

patterned brick surface acts as a traffic calming feature, and 4) non-local (through-traveling) 

traffic can easily be diverted through signage and additional design elements to encourage use 

Green and Seneca Streets. 

 See Figure 3 for a map of proposed routes and proposed alternate routes. Figure 4 

shows City of Ithaca streets with low (1,000 to 3,000 ADT) and very low (less than 1,000 

ADT).  

CITY OF ITHACA DESTINATIONS 

 The following is sample of destinations that are within ¼ mile of the proposed Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways network. Destinations which may be good candidates for inclusion in 

way-finding signs are in bold. Way-finding signs help neighborhood greenway users navigate 

to significant community destinations by displaying direction and travel time and distance. Final 

decisions about which destinations to show on way-finding signs would be made as part of a 

formal planning process. 

Neighborhoods:   

• Fall Creek 

• Northside 

• Lower Northside 

• Southside 

• Titus Flats 

• Central Business District 

• Western South Hill (if Spencer Rd.) 
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Educational resources: 

• Cornell University (although not on the proposed network, portions of Cornell 
University are within ¼ mile of the network) 

• Ithaca High School 

• Boynton Middle School 

• Fall Creek Elementary School 

• Beverly J. Martin Elementary School 

• Day care providers: GIAC, Children’s Drop In Center, Aspen Grove Day Care, others. 

• Immaculate Conception School 

• Tompkins County Public Library 

 

Parks: 

• Stewart Park 

• Cass Park 

• Ithaca Children’s Garden 

• Dewitt Park, Conway Park, Washington Park 

• Ithaca Skate Park 

• Ithaca Falls  

 
Employment centers: 

• Downtown commercial offices and government offices 

• Cornell University 

 
Commercial centers: 

• Ithaca Commons 

• State Street 

• Route 13 grocers and retailers (Route 13 stores) 

• Ithaca Farmers Market 

 
Community facilities: 

• GIAC (Greater Ithaca Activities Center) 

• Municipal Swimming Pool – Albany & Court 

• Southside Community Center 
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• Cayuga Waterfront Trail 

• The Sciencenter 

• The Kitchen Theater 

• State St. Theater 

• Many places of worship 

 
Transit: 

• Bus routes accessible via the bike boulevard network:   

o Downtown routes: 10, 11, 15, 17, 68 

o Suburban routes:  13, 14, 30, 32, 51 

o Rural Commuter routes: 20, 21, 36, 40, 43, 52, 53, 67 

• All TCAT buses have front bicycle racks with capacity for two bicycles. 

 
Existing or planned bicycle facilities: 

• Cayuga Street sharrows 

• State Street and Hudson Street uphill bike lanes 

• Future planned facilities:  University Avenue to Cornell 

 
Social services: 

• Loaves and Fishes 

• Department of Social Services 

• Salvation Army and WIC program 

• Catholic Charities 

 

SUGGESTED TREATMENTS 

 The guidebook, Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design, is this 

report’s primary source for specific details on treatment options, definitions and descriptions. It 

was published in July 2009 by the Institute for Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation (IBPI) and 

Alta Planning and Design with input from national experts and a Portland, Oregon based 

steering committee. It is the most comprehensive and respected guide for bicycle boulevard 

planning and design in the United States. It includes a comprehensive description of all 
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recommended treatments and should be viewed as a companion document to this study. A 

second useful, recently released (March, 2011) resource is the online, cross-referenced Urban 

Bikeway Design Guide developed by the National Association of City Transportation Officials 

(NACTO). 

 As noted in the infrastructure improvements section of this report (Chapter Two), 

neighborhood greenway design involves a combination of several core strategies. A partial list 

of recommended treatments which address each of the five key strategies of bicycle boulevard 

design is offered in the chart below. Descriptions follow. Appendix A, Master Treatment 

Inventory provides a comprehensive and detailed list of recommended treatments in Ithaca. 

Figures 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 show the specific locations of recommended treatments along the 

proposed Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway network.  

Table 2- List of proposed treatments by strategy 

Markings and Signage  Identification Signs  
Way-finding Signs  
Warning Signs 

Prioritize Bicycle Travel on Bicycle Boulevard  Pavement Markings  
Stop/Yield Signs  

Intersection Treatment  Curb Extensions 
Bicycle Boxes/Advanced Stop Bar  
Bicycle Activated Signals   
Crossing at Off-Set Intersections  

Traffic Calming  High-Visibility Raised Crosswalks  
Residential Speed Limit 

Traffic Reduction  Partial Non-Motorized Only Crossings  
 

 Temporary or moveable options exist for a number of potential treatments. These 

include warning signs directed at vehicles approaching a neighborhood greenway crossing 

(mid-street upright caution signs on pedestals); speed humps (rubberized, moveable speed 

‘cushions’ are an option), diversion (temporary planters may be used as bollards, etc.). 

 This proposed plan prioritizes maintaining existing on-street parking. It recommends 

parking removal only under conditions where it is necessary to provide a continuous, gap-less 
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network and no other alternative is available which will create safe and comfortable conditions 

(for example, North Tioga St. between Court St. and Seneca St.). 

INTERSECTION / CROSSING TREATMENTS 

Improvements along bicycle boulevards are of limited utility if cyclists cannot 
safely and comfortably cross major roadways. Intersection improvements on 
bicycle boulevards enhance cyclist safety by eliminating or raising awareness of 
potential areas of conflict between motorists and cyclists, and by reducing the 
delay cyclists experience at traditional intersections where no accommodations 
have been made for cyclists. - IBPI BICYCLE BOULEVARD PLANNING 
AND DESIGN GUIDEBOOK 

CURB EXTENSION 

 Also known as a curb bulb-out, a curb extension “extends the sidewalk or curb face into 

the parking lane at an intersection” in order to shorten the crossing distance / crosswalk for 

pedestrians and cyclists (IBPI, 2009). Curb extensions also “visibly narrow the roadway” (IBPI, 

2009). They are often used with an advance stop bar to identify the appropriate location in front 

of the crosswalk for cyclists to wait, and are suitable for the incorporation of green features such 

as landscaping or in-street storm water treatment. 

 Curb extensions are already planned for two key intersections along the proposed 

Neighborhood Greenway network: at Plain & Seneca, and at Plain & Green (funded separately 

by the TIP; likely date of installation is 2011).  This study proposes the addition of a curb 

extension at Cayuga & Cascadilla. If employed, care in the design of a curb extension here must 

be taken to avoid obstructing cyclist travel along Cayuga. See Figure 5 below for an example of 

a curb extension with an advance stop bar. 



Figure 5 – 
Source: Matt
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 Bicycle detectors are recommended at 4 intersections along the proposed network of 

Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways: at South St & Route 13, Plain & Green, Cascadilla & 

Meadow and Cascadilla & Fulton. 

SIGNAL 

 A new bicycle and pedestrian activated signal is recommended in one location – at 

Plain & Seneca. 

BICYCLE BOULEVARD MARKINGS AND SIGNAGE 

The purpose to signage on bicycle boulevards is to identify routes to both 
bicyclists and motorists, provide destination and distance information, and warn 
users about changes in road conditions as needed. 
In addition to serving these roles, signage also helps to “brand” the bicycle 
boulevard network, fostering familiarity among cyclists and motorists with traffic 
conditions that are to be expected on these facilities. Unlike other marketing 
efforts, distinctive signage has the advantage of passively advertising the bicycle 
boulevard 24 hours a day.  - IBPI BICYCLE BOULEVARD PLANNING 
AND DESIGN GUIDEBOOK 
 

 Signs alone do not create a neighborhood greenway or bicycle boulevard, but they are 

important elements of a comprehensive system. The color of both identification and way-

finding signs should be different than regulatory and warning road signs. Other communities 

have used green or purple signs; there appearance has been both non-customized and 

customized. A formal planning / design process should include a comprehensive evaluation of 

potential designs for both signs and pavement markings.  

WAY-FINDING SIGNS 

 Way-finding signs “provide cyclists with direction, distance and/or estimated travel 

time to destinations” (IBPI, 2009). They also “passively market” the bicycle boulevard, and 

“inform motorists to expect cyclists”. They hold the potential to offer a significant benefit to 

tourists and residents alike to navigate to common Ithaca destinations by bike and on foot. The 
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average travel speed used to establish travel times for cyclists on way-finding signs is most 

commonly 10 mph. 

 Signs at appropriate locations should list the most prominent community amenities and 

destinations to be reached.  See Figure 7 below for an example way-finding sign in Berkeley, 

California which includes destinations and travel distances, but not travel times. 

 Possible locations for way-finding signs along the proposed route include the following 

intersections (with # of signs at each proposed intersection). ITCTC selected these locations by 

identifying the most prominent neighborhood greenway entry points and intersections. In total, 

this study recommends a minimum of 32 or more way-finding signs. 

• Tioga and Lincoln (4) 

• Tioga and Cascadilla (3) 

• Tioga and Seneca/Commons (2) 

• Lincoln and Dey (3) 

• 3rd and Lincoln (2) 

• Cascadilla & 3rd/Plain (5) 

• State & Plain (4) 

• State & Cayuga (1) 

• Titus & Plain (2) 

• Cascadilla & Cayuga (2) 

• Cascadilla Meadow (1) 

• Cascadilla & Fulton (1) 

• Fulton & Court  (2) 



Figure 7 – B
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fold: 1) the community already has experience with these markings on Cayuga St, and 2) the 

sharrow was recently added to the MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices) as an 

approved marking.  

BICYCLE LANES 

 Bicycle lanes have their own unique set of design guidelines, and are generally a 

separate type of bicycle infrastructure from bicycle boulevards. In general, this plan does not 

prioritize bicycle lanes as a potential treatment, largely because the City would need to remove 

large amounts of on-street parking to accommodate the increased pavement surface needed for 

bicycle lanes. But the neighborhood greenway network should be both contiguous and 

comfortable and safe.  In order to achieve this, this plan recommends that bicycle lanes be 

included in neighborhood greenway development in two cases: along busy commercial streets 

with heavy bus traffic, and as lead-ins to bicycle boxes. Specifically, this plan recommends 

bicycle lanes for Tioga between Court and Seneca, on Cascadilla between Meadow and Fulton, 

and on Franklin between 2nd and 3rd, and wherever bike boxes are recommended. 

CALMING TREATMENTS 

Traffic calming is a set of design elements that reduce the speed and volume of 
motor vehicle traffic on roadways. Although frequently applied on many streets 
throughout communities, traffic has a natural relationship with bicycle boulevard 
development due to the operational conditions required. Traffic calming features 
are typically self-enforcing: the physical conditions of the roadway as opposed to 
regulatory devices influence drivers to reduce their speed in order to comfortably 
and safely drive the route.  When implementing traffic calming on bicycle 
boulevards, special consideration must be given to ensure designs to not create 
adversely affect cyclists, such as poorly designed speed humps that unnecessarily 
jar cyclists who pass over them or curb extensions that enhance rather than 
reduce areas of conflict between motor vehicles and cyclists. - IBPI BICYCLE 
BOULEVARD PLANNING AND DESIGN GUIDEBOOK 
 

 This proposed plan prioritizes raised crosswalks over mid-block speed humps because 

they hold the potential to serve a dual purpose of slowing traffic along NG corridors and 

improving pedestrian safety and comfort at intersections. However, this does not preclude the 
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appropriate use of mid-block speed humps, chicanes or other calming treatments in Ithaca. 

Planners, engineers and community members should refer to the IBPI guidebook during a 

formal planning phase for a complete set of possible treatments upon which to draw. In 

addition, this plan recommends the application of a ‘residential speed limit’ of 25 mph or less 

along neighborhood greenways (details follow on the next page). 

HIGH VISIBILITY RAISED CROSSWALK 

 The goal of this treatment is to “reduce motor vehicle speeds and create a visibly 

prominent crossing location for bicyclists and pedestrians.” (IBPI, pg. 30)  These should be 

installed with “advance warning and advisory speed signage.” (IBPI, pg. 30) The IBPI 

Guidebook also recommends using these at mid-block crossings, where the bicycle boulevard 

crosses a busy street. Given Ithaca’s successful experience with raised intersections (along 

Buffalo St.) and raised crosswalks (Dey St.), this plan recommends the slightly different 

application of installing raised crosswalks across neighborhood greenways to slow vehicle 

speeds and improve pedestrian crossings at intersections.  However, during the design phase, 

neighbors and planners may also wish to consider several other options in addition to raised 

crosswalks exclusively.  These may include: 1) installing mid-block speed tables/humps and 

raised crosswalks at intersections where the goal is to have more calming along neighborhood 

greenway corridors, 2 using mid-block speed tables or and humps just before the crosswalk 

instead of raised crosswalks where the goal is to reduce the speed of travel along the 

neighborhood greenway corridors or 3) when the goal is to slow and warn cross-traffic at two-

way controlled intersections, using high-visibility crosswalks parallel to the direction of 

neighborhood greenway through-travel in conjunction with a speed table to slow traffic in 

advance of a high-visibility crosswalk. 
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than 25 miles per hour” along designated individual streets that are not state highways. 

(NYSDMV Sec. 1643) One notable exception is in school zones, where a city may establish a 

limit of no lower than 15 mph. To lower the speed limit along neighborhood greenways to 

20mph (a recommendation of the IBPI guidebook) would most likely require state legislation to 

authorize the use of regulatory speed limits below the standard. Several precedents for state law 

permit speed limits lower than 25 mph to be established by municipalities. For example, the 

Town of Hempstead, NY is permitted to established a 15 mph speed limit in the Point Lookout 

area (NYSDMV, Sec.  1643). 

 State law treats the use of advisory speed limits and warning signs in advance of 

calming treatments such as raised crosswalks, speed humps/tables and mini traffic circles 

differently than regulatory speed limits. The City may post such advisory speed signage at 

speeds lower than the lower limit of 25 mph designated by state law for street segments. The 

City of Ithaca currently employs advisory speed signage (yellow color) at numerous locations, 

including several locations along proposed NG corridors (e.g. Plain St. and the Six Mile Creek 

bridge and Plain St. at the Southside Community Center.) 

CHICANE 

 This plan takes advantage of several opportunities to change the pattern of daytime on-

street parking to break up long lines of sight and slow vehicles by creating a ‘chicane’ effect 

along two proposed NG corridors. Curbed islands in front of the on-street parking and (at the 

least) painted lane striping could help reinforce the weaving pattern. This innovative treatment 

takes advantage of one-side of the street parking situations on Cascadilla and Plain. Figure 9 

above shows chicanes using mid-block curb bulbouts along a bicycle boulevard in Berkeley, 

California. 

 

 



TRAFFIC R

Figure 10 –
Source: Jona
 

Also

and cyclists t

non-motorize

they are proh

park features

This 

of Court St. a

Street. The p

through this p

 Whil

be essential t

they may alte

REDUCTION

– Partial no
athan Maus, b

 called a parti

to enter while

ed only crossi

hibited only fr

s can be incorp

proposed pla

and the south 

artial non-mo

project. 

le desirable to

to install parti

er current traf

N TREATM

n-motorized
ikeportland.o

ial diverter or

e limiting the 

ing is less inv

rom entering 

porated. See F

an recommend

side of Linco

otorized only 

o create a calm

ial non-motor

ffic patterns. F

 

50 

MENTS 

d-only cros
org  

r partial street

entry of moto

vasive than fu

the corridor f

Figure 10 abo

ds them on Ti

oln St.) and on

crossing at S

m bicycle and

rized crossing

For this reaso

sing in Port

t closure, this

or vehicles to

ull street closu

from that loca

ove for an exa

ioga St. in tw

n Cascadilla 

outh and Fair

d pedestrian p

gs to achieve a

on, they are lis

tland, Oreg

s treatment all

 an NG corrid

ure. Vehicles 

ation.  Landsc

ample. 

wo locations (o

St. on the eas

r St could also

priority enviro

an effective N

sted as option

 

gon 

lows pedestri

dor.  A partia

can exit the s

caping or poc

on the north s

st side of Mea

o be improved

onment, it ma

NG network, 

nal treatments

ians 

l 

street; 

cket 

side 

adow 

d 

ay not 

and 

s. If 



installed in ap

reduce cut-th

patterns. The

permanent, c

used this stra

treatments w

RAISED CE

 

Figure 11 –
Source: Stree

Like 

through, crea

wide enough

This plan rec

ppropriate loc

hrough traffic 

ey can be temp

hanged or rem

ategy to good 

ere popular a

ENTER MED

– Raised cen
etsblog.org  

non-motoriz

ating a more c

h, it also perm

commends ins

cations, with 

on NG corrid

porarily insta

moved after a

effect using m

and effective a

DIAN 

nter median

ed only cross

calm and invi

mits cyclists an

stalling center

 

51 

excellent des

dors without s

alled. These te

a trial period. 

movable plan

and became p

n in Los Ang

ings, raised c

ting corridor 

nd pedestrians

r medians on

sign character

significant di

emporary trea

Notably, Ber

nters, paint an

permanent. 

geles, Califo

center median

for cyclists a

s to cross bus

Clinton St. an

ristics, they w

sruption to ov

atments could

rkeley and Ne

nd signage. In

ornia 

ns reduce mot

and pedestrian

sy streets one 

and Court St. w

would serve to

verall traffic 

d be made 

ew York City 

n these cases, t

tor vehicle cu

ns. If the med

lane at a time

where Plain S

o 

 have 

the 

 

ut-

ian is 

e.  

St. 



 

52 

crosses them. Along with partial non-motorized only crossings, this plan defines them as 

optional. See Figure 11 above for an example. 

SUGGESTED TREATMENTS FOR ITHACA NEIGHBORHOOD 

GREENWAYS 

 This study recommends six corridors for the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways network. 

Together, the proposed Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways are 4 and 1/2 miles long and comprise 

5% of city streets. Detailed maps of treatments for each of the corridors are included at the end 

of this chapter (Figures 12-16). Recommended alternatives to portions of these corridors are 

included in the overview map (Figure 3), but detailed treatment recommendations for the 

alternates are not included. For each corridor, this section of the plan provides the following: 

1) A brief summary of existing conditions and issues including;  

a. Traffic volume for each of the proposed corridors are identified for each 
corridor using the following scale:  Moderate (3000 – 5000 cars per day), Low 
(1000-3000 Cars per day), Very Low (under 1,000 cars per day). 

b. Existing or planned positive features including traffic calming or features which 
currently support a neighborhood greenway environment 

c. Existing challenges  

d. Parallel alternate car routes 

e. Alternate NG corridor(s) 

2) A detailed table of recommended treatments 

CORRIDORS: 

• Plain and 3rd – map segments 1, 6 (Figures 12 and 16) 
• Tioga – map segment 2 (Figure 13) 
• Titus–South – map segment 3 (Figure 14) 
• West State – map segment 4 (Figure 14) 
• Cascadilla – map segment 5 (Figure 15) 
• Franklin–Lincoln–Fall – map segments 7 and 8 (Figure 16) 

PLAIN - 3RD 

 Plain Street is a primary North-South corridor. It links the Southside and Northside 

neighborhoods to the Ithaca Farmer’s Market, Elmira Rd and the rest of the Ithaca 
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Neighborhood Greenway network. See Figures 12 and 16 for detailed maps of recommended 

treatments on this corridor. 

• Traffic volume: Low 

• Features: 

a. Existing traffic calming features are in place at Center, Six Mile Creek Bridge, 
Southside Community Center, Buffalo and South. 

b. Several crossing improvements are planned at Hwy 13 & 3rd (2011), Green and 
Seneca (designed in 2011, built in 2012). 

c. This is identified as a planned bicycle boulevard corridor by the City of Ithaca 
Office of the City Engineer. 

d. Plain St. crosses many busy streets including Clinton, Green, Seneca, Court, 
and Buffalo. 

e. This is currently a common through street for cars. 

• Parallel options for cars: Albany (Moderate to Very Heavy Traffic), Meadow/Fulton 
(Very Heavy Traffic). 

• Alternate Corridors: Corn/Washington from Cleveland to Cascadilla (lower traffic, but 
issue with jog at Buffalo, lacks directness), Willow/Lake & Madison (very low traffic, 
but lack directness). 

 
Table 3 – Plain Street and Third Street Neighborhood Greenway 
Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 

Elmira Rd. 
to Wood 

No parking 8am-6pm on East side of street 
for two blocks; long, straight line of sight 
and wide street encourage speeding 

Change No Parking signs to other 
side of street between Park and 
Wood to interrupt line of sight and 
slow cars. 

at Wood 4-way stop sign slows bicycle travel along 
proposed Bicycle Boulevard route. 

Two options: 1) Convert to Mini 
Traffic Circle with four-way yield 
(or two-way stop on Wood); dual 
effect of calming traffic on BB and 
allowing for easy through-travel by 
bicycle. Must allow busses to 
navigate straight through. 2) Simply 
Remove Stop Signs along Plain to 
change to two-way stop along Wood.  
Option 1 would achieve the calming 
goal in addition to allowing easy 
bicycle through-travel, but would be 
more costly. 

at Clinton 2-way stop along Plain, very busy 
intersection, limited visibility 

Option 1) Bicycle Advance Stop 
Bars in both directions to indicate 
that cyclists are permitted to stop 
closer to the intersection than cars. 
Full bicycle box not required in this 
location. With High Visibility Raised 
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Crosswalks across Clinton and 
"Caution Bicycles" signs along 
Clinton in advance of intersection 
with Plain. 

at Clinton 
Potential access point to BB from Clinton.  
Through-travel along Plain by cars 
currently common. 

Option 2) Advanced Option 
(aggressive treatment and not 
required for overall 
implementation): Raised Center 
Median in Clinton to prevent left 
turns onto Plain and also prevent 
through travel along Plain by cars 
(bicycles can travel through center 
median. As an alternative, consider 
Partial Diverter allowing through 
travel by bicycles but exit (South) 
only by cars on North side of 
Clinton. 

Clinton to 
Elmira Rd. 

TCAT route #15 runs once per hour in 
each direction. Route #68 runs 4 times per 
day in the mid-afternoon. 

Ensure treatments allow through-
travel by bus between Clinton & 
Elmira. 

Titus to 
Center Poor road surface condition Resurface according to Streets & 

Facilities maintenance schedule. 

at Green 

Very busy one-way (Eastbound) street. 
Intersection is controlled by flashing red 
light along Plain, and along Green by a 
flashing yellow light with three-colored 
signal controlled by a button in the fire 
station at 10 W Green. Anecdotally, one 
firefighter told the researcher that the 
button is rarely used because either there is 
not much traffic or the 30 second timer is 
not enough time. 

Separate project (T.I.P. funded) will 
install curb bumpouts and high-
visibility crosswalk at this 
intersection to shorten crossing 
distance and improve line of sight. 
Install bicycle Forward Stop Bars. 
If feasible, install a Bicycle Loop 
Detector in the roadway along Plain 
to trigger red light along Green. 
Also, install Caution Bicycles sign in 
advance of intersection facing 
oncoming East-bound traffic along 
Green. 

at Seneca 
On this very busy street, the intersection is 
controlled only by two-way stop along 
Plain (no signal) 

Separate project (T.I.P. funded) will 
install curb bumpouts and high-
visibility crosswalks at this 
intersection to shorten crossing 
distance and improve line of sight. 
Option 1) Install bicycle Forward 
Stop Bars and Caution Bicycles sign 
facing oncoming West-bound traffic 
along Seneca.  

at Seneca   

Option 2) Advanced Option 
(potentially expensive and not 
required for overall 
implementation): Install New 
HAWK Traffic Signal with Bicycle 
Loop Detector. 
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at State Intersects bicycle boulevard 
Optional: Install Center Left Turn 
pavement markings at Plain and 
State. 

at Buffalo   Raised Crosswalk currently in place. 

at Court Access point to through travel along Plain. 

Advanced Option (desirable, but not 
required for overall 
implementation): Install Raised 
Center Median Barrier in Court St. to 
prevent left turns onto Plain from 
Court and also prevent through travel 
along Plain by cars. 

at 
Cascadilla 

Intersection is offset; crosses Cascadilla 
Neighborhood Greenway 

Bicycle Center Left Turn pavement 
markings at Plain and at 3rd. 
Requires removal of three on-street 
parking spots on South side of 
Cascadilla. 

at Madison Long straightaway encourages speeding. Install Raised Crosswalk   
at Hancock four way stop Convert to Mini Traffic Circle 
Madison to 
Hancock no parking both sides   

Hancock to 
Adams 

no parking on the East side of the street, 
except for DMV road test queue M-F 8am-
5pm.  West side: no parking 8am-5pm. 

  

Adams to 
Lincoln 

DMV cue line on East Side of street, too 
narrow for bike lanes   

at 13 Difficult crossing across major arterial; 
slated for crossing improvement in 2011. 

In addition, consider installing 
bicycle box, lane leading into box, 
bicycle detector or push-button 
crossing signal for bikes. 

 

TIOGA 

Tioga Street links the Fall Creek neighborhood to the Ithaca Commons and the rest of the 

Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway network. See Figure 13 for detailed maps of recommended 

treatments on this corridor. 

• Traffic volume: Low to Moderate 

• Features: 

a. There are relatively few stop signs. 

b. There is on-street parking on both sides of the street, the full length. 

c. The pavement is in poor condition. 
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d. Tioga St. from Lincoln to Tompkins is likely to be rebuilt in 2011, with other 
areas rebuilt by 2013. Cost of traffic calming features could be reduced by 
approximately 65% if coordinated with street rebuild. 

e. This is currently a common through street for cars. 

f. There is metered parking and commercial traffic from Seneca to Court.  

g. A long-straight line of sight encourages speeding. 

h. Provides an important connection to schools. 

• Parallel options for cars: Aurora (ADT 4,214) & Cayuga (ADT 6,187). 

• Alternate Corridors: Utica St (very low traffic, currently in common use by ‘easy rider’ 
cyclists, but would require a job of Tioga at Farm and turning lots of stop signs along 
Utica.), Yates to Willow/Lake. 

 
Table 4 – Tioga Street Neighborhood Greenway 

Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 

Cascadilla 
to Lincoln 

Long, straight line of sight and wide street 
encourage speeding 

Calm the street using Raised 
Crosswalks (across Tioga) at several 
locations (Farm, Marshall, Yates, 
King) 

full length Poor pavement condition 
Repave - city maintenance schedule 
currently plans for re-paving in one 
or two block segments 

Court to 
Lincoln 

TCAT bus #36 stops at Court, Farm and 
Lincoln, but there are only four busses 
daily in each direction therefore very 
minor bus conflict. 

Ensure bus can pass through 
treatments, or reroute 

Court to 
Lincoln 

This is a desirable alternate route to 
Cayuga or Aurora for cars. 

Advanced Option (desirable, but not 
required for overall implementation): 
Install Partial Diverters at Court (or 
possibly Farm) at the South end and 
Lincoln at the North end to allow 
vehicles to exit the bicycle boulevard, 
but not enter. Requires North-bound 
TCAT bus #36 route to be diverted to 
Cayuga. Signage: "do not enter, 
Except Bicycles".  

at 
Tompkins 

4-way stop sign slows bicycle travel along 
proposed Bicycle Boulevard route. 

Keep as-is. Conversion to Mini 
Traffic Circle with four-way yield 
was considered to allow easier 
through-travel by bicycles, but given 
the traffic volume at this intersection, 
and heavy pedestrian use, it was 
determined that a traffic circle may 
undermine pedestrian safety. 



 

57 

Lincoln to 
Farm 

Free parking allowed on both sides of 
street - not fully occupied and off-street 
parking appears adequate. 

Removal of one side of parking and 
installation of bike lanes is an option, 
but is not recommended due to 
anticipated opposition from 
homeowners. The recommended 
treatments are therefore calming and 
diversion measures (raised 
crosswalks and partial diverters) 

Seneca to 
Court 

TCAT bus #10, stops at Court (N. bound), 
buses every 8-10 minutes.  Major bus 
conflict potential. 

The bike lanes at bus conflict areas 
should be hashed (vs. a continuous 
solid line) to define the conflict area. 

Seneca to 
Court 

Heavy commercial traffic area, changes in 
nature at Farm from neighborhood street 
to commercial street, especially between 
Court and Seneca. On-street metered 
parallel parking on both sides of the street 
between Buffalo and Court. On-street 
metered parallel parking on West side of 
the street ONLY between Seneca and 
Buffalo.  The East side of the street 
between Seneca and Buffalo has "no 
standing" for the South half of the block. 
The North half of the block (in front of 
the post office and Town Hall) currently 
has 10 minute parking. All businesses and 
public agencies along Tioga between 
Farm and Seneca have adequate off-street 
parking available.  

Install Bicycle Lanes in both 
directions between Seneca and Court. 
Remove parking on one side of the 
street (East side requires the fewest 
meters (14) to be removed and does 
not disrupt parking in front of the 
courthouse). Between Seneca and 
Buffalo this allows 8 ft. for curb 
parking and twenty feet for the 
vehicle travel lanes, including center 
striping.  Between Buffalo and Court, 
the combined width of the parking 
and bike lane will need to be reduced 
to 11.5 ft. (from 13ft). Further 
engineering work will need to be 
complete to confirm feasibility.  The 
curb-to-curb width of Tioga Street 
between Seneca and Buffalo is 38 ft.  
The curb-to-curb width of Tioga 
Street between Buffalo and Court is 
36 ft. 

Seneca to 
Court 

Bike Lane installation requires removal of 
metered on-street parking. 

Estimated maximum revenue loss is 
$1,750 per year per meter ($6.75/day 
x 5 days/week, 52 weeks in a year). 
($1/hour rate and 75% estimated 
occupancy 9am-6pm). 14 meters = 
$24,500 per year, although much of 
this will be offset by fuller occupancy 
in other metered areas and in the 
nearby City-managed garage. 

Farm to 
Seneca 

Yellow center line - may encourage 
motorists to pass cyclists with 
uncomfortably small distance between 
vehicle and cyclists 

No passing bicycles zone, or bicycles 
allowed full lane signage (whatever is 
standard across all bicycle 
boulevards) 

at Farm Pedestrian curb bumpouts 
Standard Bicycle Boulevard 
pavement markings showing bicycle 
travel lane. 
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at 
Cascadilla 

Intersection with Cascadilla Bicycle 
Boulevard.  Lots of existing pedestrian 
traffic. 

Bicycle Center Left Turn pavement 
markings for cyclists in N. bound 
direction on Tioga to Turn to the 
left/West onto Cascadilla (segment 
South of the creek).  Install High 
Visibility Crosswalk / Crossbike 

at Court Traffic light, difficult crossing, right hook 
potential 

Install two Colored Bicycle Boxes 
along Tioga on each side of Court 
with colored bicycle lanes leading 
into the boxes. 

at Buffalo  Traffic light, difficult crossing, right hook 
potential 

Install two Colored Bicycle Boxes 
along Tioga on each side of Buffalo 
with colored bicycle lanes leading 
into the boxes.  

at Seneca 

Traffic light, south bound cars must turn 
right. Curb bumpout at Seneca on NW 
corner restricts cyclist through-travel on 
the right side of travel lane.  Direction of 
pedestrian ramp on SW corner requires 
cyclists travelling through to the 
Commons to enter sidewalk from center 
of travel lane rather than from space to the 
right of the travel lane between the 
bumpout and parking.    

Improve Sidewalk Ramp for 
cyclists to safety access sidewalk 
from street to facilitate ease of 
crossing.  Bicycle Dismount signage. 

at Ithaca 
Commons -
Seneca 

Pavement markings currently imply 
bicycles are not allowed.* 

Change signage to Bicycle Dismount 
Zone signage to indicate that the 
Commons is a safe through-route for 
cyclists willing to dismount to 
connect to State St. Bicycle 
Boulevard and Home Dairy Alley. 

At 
Commons 

No bicycles pavement markings at entry 
to Commons, discourages bicycle through 
traffic, but this is the safest route to the 
library and State St. bicycle boulevard. 

Bicycle Network Map to include 
Commons and Home Dairy Alley on 
BB network as Dismount Zone. 

 

TITUS - SOUTH 

The Titus-South Neighborhood Greenway corridor links the Titus Flats neighborhood and 

the Plain St. Neighborhood Greenway to the Southwest Ithaca retail area and South Cayuga 

Street See Figure 14 for detailed maps of recommended treatments on this corridor. 

• Traffic volumes: Very low 

• Features: 
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a. It is already a quiet, traffic-calmed street with several existing calming 
treatments (partial diversion at S. Titus and Fair, no through traffic signage at 
entry from Cayuga, and a mid-block speed hump between Fair and Plain. 

b. On-street parking is allowed on one side of street Cayuga to Plain 

c. This is currently a common through-street for cars 

d. It is an important connection to Wegman's and big box retail stores. 

• Parallel route options for cars: Clinton (ADT 8,000-9,000) and Elmira Rd/Spencer St. 
(ADT 6,400-10,000)  

• Alternate Corridor: Wood St. 

 

Table 5 – South Titus Street and South Street Neighborhood Greenway 
Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 

at Hwy 13 
(east-
bound) 

Cyclists traveling straight through to 
Bicycle Boulevard from Wegman's 
parking lot area must navigate across a 
right turn lane. There are no markings to 
indicate the proper road position for 
cyclists. 

Install a Painted Bicycle Lane 
Through Conflict Area for straight 
travel through this conflict area.  

at Hwy 13 
(west-
bound) 

Signalized intersection. Crosses high-
traffic State Route 13 from neighborhood 
to grocery stores and big box retail stores. 

Install Bicycle Detector in roadway 
(bicycle-activated-signaI). Install 
colored Bicycle Box (may require 
removal of 1-2 on-street parking 
spaces on S. side of South at 13) 

at Fair Traffic calming device / partial diverter is 
in disrepair 

Rehabilitate existing Partial 
Diverter; install "Except Bicycles" 
sign under "no through traffic sign. 

Cayuga to 
Plain 

Narrow roadway width requires queuing to 
pass. This is effectively a no-pass zone. No treatment; already calmed 

WEST STATE – MARTIN LUTHER KING 

This is a primary East-West corridor linking the rest of the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway 

network to State Street retail stores, the Ithaca Commons and the West End. 

• Traffic volume: Moderate 

• Features: 

a. There are many signalized intersections and lots of metered on-street parallel 
parking and commercial activity.  But, it is the best East-West candidate in the 
central city. 

b. Current traffic speeds appear to be fairly low. 

c. Existing calming facilities include patterned brick surface Meadow to Cayuga. 

d. It is currently a common through street for cars. 
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• Parallel route options for cars: Green (ADT 8,000-9,000) and Seneca (ADT 6,400-
10,000)  

• Alternate Corridor: None 

 
Table 6 – West State Street / Martin Luther King Street Neighborhood Greenway 
Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 

at Meadow 
(East side) 

Existing yellow cross hashing on State 
creates an opportunity to develop an 
enhanced "gateway" treatment into 
bicycle boulevard. 

Install Raised Median in location of 
existing yellow cross hashing. Install 
Bicycle Boulevard identity signage in 
center median facing East Bound 
traffic coming onto State (also 
bicycle no passing zone signage if 
relevant).   

at Plain Intersects with Plain/3rd bicycle 
boulevard 

Consider Center Bicycle Left Hand 
Turn markings. 

at Ithaca 
Commons 

Pavement markings imply bicycles are 
not allowed.* 

Change signage to Bicycle Dismount 
Zone signage to indicate that the 
Commons is  a safe through-route for 
cyclists willing to dismount to 
connect to State St. Bicycle 
Boulevard 

full length 

Parking removal for bike lanes is not an 
option.  Lots of slow-moving 
commercial traffic and signals at every 
intersection. 

No passing bicycles zone, or bicycles 
allowed full lane signage (whatever 
is standard across all bicycle 
boulevards) 

all signalized 
intersections 

Cars are likely to crowd cyclists while 
queuing at the lights at Geneva, Albany, 
Plain, Corn 

Pavement markings at intersections 
should reinforce that bicycle are 
allowed/expected full lane. No raised 
crosswalks are needed (signals are 
potentially calming). 

 

CASCADILLA 

 Cascadilla Street links the Tioga Street Neighborhood Greenway to the 3rd/Plain Street 

Neighborhood Greenway, Cayuga Waterfront Trail/West End via Fulton St. sidewalk, and 

Purity Ice Cream. See Figure 15 for detailed maps of recommended treatments on this corridor. 

• Traffic volume: Variable (Very Low, Moderate, Low) 

• Features: 

a. There is a busy crossing at Cayuga, and busy signalized crossings at Meadow & 
Fulton. 

b. It is currently a common through-street for cars West of Cayuga. 

c. The one-way extremely low-traffic section East of Cayuga along the creek is a 
commonly used pedestrian and bicycle corridor. 
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d. Daytime on-street parking is allowed on one side of street (South side). 

e. Creating a shared use bicycle and pedestrian path on the west side of Fulton St. 
between Court and Cascadilla would provide access to the Cayuga Waterfront 
Trail corridor. 

• Parallel route options: Parallel route options for automobiles are Court (ADT 2,783) 
and Buffalo (ADT 7,032) 

• Alternate Corridor: Madison/Yates 

 
Table 7 – Cascadilla Street Neighborhood Greenway 

Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 
Aurora to 
Tioga "No Outlet" signage at Tioga Add "Except Bicycles" sign 

at Tioga    Heavily used cyclist and pedestrian 
crossing (across Tioga) 

Install Raised Crosswalk (across 
Tioga) 

Tioga to 
Cayuga 

Currently marked for one-way travel in 
west-bound direction. "Do Not Enter" 
sign at potential east bound bicycle 
boulevard entry at Cayuga.  ADT is 
extremely low.  

Designate South side of creek as 
two-way bicycle boulevard. Add 
"Except Bicycles" sign to East-
bound entry at Cayuga.  

Tioga to 
Cayuga 

"No Through Traffic" sign at west-bound 
entry at Tioga is on North side of creek 
only 

Add a "No Through Traffic" sign 
at entry at Tioga to segment on 
South side of creek 

at Tioga 
(East-bound) 

No stop sign for East-bound (contraflow) 
bicycle traffic 

Add "Stop" sign for bicycles - can 
be smaller size 

at Cayuga 
Busy crossing, intersection with 
designate bike route with sharrows 
(shared lane markings) 

Add high visibility Raised 
Crosswalk in location of current 
crosswalk.  Consider installing 
temporary "State Law - Stop for 
Pedestrians" sign on pedestal base. 

at Cayuga 
(West-
bound) 

Poor visibility for cyclists crossing 
Cayuga in a west-bound direction 
requires cyclists to encroach into 
intersection to see North-bound car 
traffic on Cayuga. 

Add small Curb Extension on East 
side of new raised/high-visibility 
sidewalk across Cayuga. 

at Cayuga 
(East-bound) 

Poor visibility for cyclists crossing 
Cayuga in an East-bound direction 
requires cyclists to encroach into 
intersection to see South-bound car 
traffic on Cayuga. 

Add a Forward Stop Bar pavement 
marking for cyclists 
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Washington 
to Cayuga 

No parking 9am - 6pm on North side of 
street, long straight line of sight for 
motorists encourages speeding 

Change "No Parking" signs to 
create chicane effect using parked 
cars with alternating on-street 
parking. 1st to 2nd: South side No 
Parking (change from N. side); 3rd 
to Plain: no parking both sides (to 
create room for center bicycle left 
turn lanes), Plain to Park South Side 
No Parking (change from N. side).  
Ithaca Car Share car between Park 
& 4th would also need to be 
relocated to other side of street if 
this particular pattern is adopted. 

at 1st Long straight street, needs calming Add Raised Crosswalk 

at Plain / 3rd 

Bicycle Boulevard off-set 
crossing/intersection, currently on-street 
parking is already not allowed between 
3rd and Plain 

Add Center Left Turn markings at 
turns from Cascadilla onto 3rd and 
onto Plain in the opposite direction.  
Remove three on-street parking 
spots between Cascadilla and Plain 
on South side of the street. 

at 
Washington Long straight street, needs calming. 

Add Raised Crosswalk.  This 
crosswalk is currently set at a 
diagonal…confirm that raised 
crosswalk can be installed on a 
diagonal. Installation of raised 
crosswalk at Park Pl may be more 
expensive because of sewer access 
(manhole cover) in crosswalk. 

at Albany / 
2nd Four way stop at off-set intersection Keep as-is 

at 4th Manhole cover is recessed several inches 
from street grade in bicycle lane of travel Bring manhole cover to grade 

at Meadow 
Access point to neighborhoods off of 
main arterial. Currently allows Cascadilla 
as possible through-route to Cayuga. 

PLUS' Option (desirable, but not 
required for overall 
implementation): Partial Diverter 
at Meadow to allow vehicles to exit 
bicycle boulevard West, but not to 
enter East-bound. Signage: "do not 
enter, except bicycles".  Partial 
diverter should allow bicycle 
through-travel East-bound, e.g. Also 
requires re-marking arrows on 
pavement and changing signs on 
Meadow (state route) to indicate 
straight only at Cascadilla, no right 
turn. 
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at Meadow 
(West-
bound) 

Right hook potential (vehicles turning 
right into path of cyclist traveling 
straight). No markings to indicate proper 
lane position for cyclist/motorist. 

1) Install Bicycle Box with Colored 
Bicycle Lane leading into it.  
Requires removal of two on-street 
parking spots on NE corner.. Corner 
business has ample off-street 
parking.  2) Install Bicycle Detector 
in pavement (both directions). 

Meadow to 
Fulton 

Vertical storm drain grates in bicycle 
travel lane in two locations. One is also 
several inches below level of asphalt. 

Change orientation of storm grates. 
Make level with the street. 

Meadow to 
Fulton 

Busy street segment between two 
signalized intersections with parking on 
both sides. Bicycles currently forced to 
share lane with other vehicles. Parking 
on N. Side of street appears heavily used 
for Purity Ice Cream.  South side of street 
parking is lightly used. Road width was 
not measured. 

Remove parking on the South side 
of the street and install Bike Lanes 
in both directions. 

at Fulton 
(West-South 
bound) 

Bicycle Boulevard transitions from on-
street route to off-street designated 
bikeway (currently a 5-ft wide concrete 
sidewalk) 

For west-bound cyclists (transition 
from crossing Fulton on the street to 
the path on the West Side of Fulton-
Southbound), 1) install "Bicycles 
Use Sidewalk" sign.   2) Install 
Bicycle Detector in pavement (on 
East side of Fulton only). 

at Fulton 
(East-North 
bound) 

Bicycle Boulevard transitions from off-
street designated bikeway (currently a 5-
ft wide concrete sidewalk) to on-street 
route. 

Add on-pavement Bicycle 
Boulevard Designation markings 
indicating use of crosswalk by 
cyclists.   

at Court 
street 
entrance to 
CWT 

Rail crossing is uneven, wavy asphalt. 
"Driveway" is privately owned. 

Improve Rail Crossing. Coordinate 
with CWT Committee, CSX.  
Coordinate public access with 
private driveway owner.  May 
require an easement. 

at Fulton 
and Court Sidewalk ramp to Court exits  

Widen/improve ramp to permit 
straight on entry/exit in both 
directions. 

Fulton 
sidewalk - 
Cascadilla to 
Court 

Sidewalk is 5ft wide, inadequate for two-
way bicycle passing and shared 
pedestrian use. Right of way is owned by 
NY State. 

Widen sidewalk to 8-12 ft. 

Fulton 
sidewalk - 
Cascadilla to 
Court 

City of Ithaca code (Ord. No. 06-11) 
prohibits cyclists from riding on 
sidewalk, "intended for the use of 
pedestrians". 

Change designation to multi-use 
path and sign as designated bike 
route/shared use path. 
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FRANKLIN - LINCOLN - FALL 

 This corridor links the Tioga Neighborhood Greenway to the 3rd/Plain Neighborhood 

Greenway along the north edge of the city.  It provides access to Ithaca Falls, the ScienCenter, 

and the Cayuga Waterfront Trail and Stewart Park via Dey and 3rd Streets. See Figure 16 for 

detailed maps of recommended treatments on this corridor. 

• Traffic volume: Very Low to Low 

• Features: 

a. Pedestrian bridge over Cascadilla Creek at ScienCenter provides a natural 
barrier to cars. 

b. Lincoln is currently a common through street for cars east of Dey St. 

• Parallel route options: Parallel route options for automobiles are Falls (Cayuga to Lake, 
ADT ) and Tompkins/Hancock (ADT 1,346/2,875) 

• Alternate Corridor: None 

 
Table 8 – Lincoln Street Neighborhood Greenway (Franklin, Lincoln and Fall 
Streets) 
Location Issue / Condition Possible Solution 

at Lake and 
Franklin 

Curb cut at start of ramp to the path is 
too high for safe navigation by cyclists 
(2-3 inches above street) 

Improve Sidewalk Ramp / curb 
cut to permit a smooth entry / exit 
to the path from Lincoln  

Third to 
Second 

Wide right of way with wide entry (no 
curbs) to parking lot on South side, and 
city storage lot on North side. There is 
no on-street parking. 

Improvements (curbs, crosswalks, 
clear driveways) are scheduled for 
this segment, in conjunction with 
the 3rd and Hwy 13 improvements. 
Consider installation of 5ft wide 
Bike Lanes in both directions if 
post-improvement road width 
allows. 

creek foot 
bridge at 
Lincoln 

Narrow bridge with wooden surface Install "Bicycles Yield to 
Pedestrians" sign. 

at Dey Existing (old) bicycle route identity 
signage Remove or re-use 

at Tioga and 
Lincoln 

Intersects Tioga Bicycle Boulevard, 2 
way-stop along Lincoln Keep as-is 
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ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE NETWORK 

Since the completion of the study phase of this project (identification and study of the 

corridors above), several valuable ideas about the network were shared with the ITCTC. Many 

of these ideas came from community members who attended the November 20th, 2010 Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways open community event at the Tompkins County Library. A full list 

(verbatim) is attached as Appendix E.  Ideas that fit best within the scope of a Neighborhood 

Greenways project are listed below as quotes with comments from the study author. 

Network must go to IHS and Boynton. Please reconfigure the traffic flow to allow 
safe cycling to schools. -  

This would involve providing an extension of the proposed Tioga St. corridor north to 

York St., connecting to Cayuga St. A bicycle lane could then be installed on Cayuga between 

York and the start of the off-street path connecting IHS to Boynton. Alternatively, the sidewalk 

on the West side of Cayuga between York and the schools could be designated as a shared use 

facility and signed to direct cyclists onto the sidewalk. This is not ideal due to the potential 

conflict with pedestrians. Thinking more ambitiously, a new pedestrian bridge over Fall Creek 

beginning from the back of the parking lot by Fall Creek Pictures and/or improvements to the 

user path along the levee along Fall Creek could provide safe and comfortable access between 

the neighborhood greenway and the schools. 

Include LACS as a destination”. “What is the link for West Hill, Hector and Cliff St. 
and all roads? 
 
The proposed network links to the Cayuga Waterfront Trail, which goes to the West of 

the Cayuga Inlet. Also, a decision was made by the ITCTC to focus this plan on the flat areas of 

the City. Connecting destinations west of Cayuga Inlet in the City of Ithaca to the CWT and the 

neighborhood greenway network should be addressed by future planning efforts. 

Advertise West Spencer as a safe route.  

This route would assist people in safely and comfortably reaching Buttermilk Falls State 

Park by bicycle from the City of Ithaca. It should likely be included in a future master bicycle 
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planning process that would enhance links to destinations outside of the core of the City of 

Ithaca. 

Easy connection to Cornell – dedicated bike paths to/from/on Cornell campus. 

The lowest grade street between downtown Ithaca and Cornell is University Ave. 

Previous planning exercises have considered improvements to accommodate bicycles. This 

would be a key link in a comprehensive bicycle network, but it is not included in this proposed 

plan because it does not fit traffic volume and grade criteria for neighborhood greenway 

designation. Another street, Cascadilla Park Place, was considered but also not included. It is 

very calm, but also extremely steep. Currently, the best way for casual cyclists to climb the hill 

from downtown to Cornell is via a TCAT bus/bus bike rack. 

Elmira Rd. is wide and works, but you ride through parking lots (for a possible route 
of Plain St. to Elmira to Rt. 13). Mark roads for bikes.) 
 
Elmira Rd from Plain St. to Route 13 is a candidate for a “complete street” redesign; 

indeed the City has existing plans for to this, which would provide an excellent link between the 

neighborhood greenway on Plain St. Elmira Rd. and the big box stores on Route 13 in SW 

Ithaca. 

Designate S. Cayuga to Commons (Plain is too far). 

While S. Cayuga St. likely has too many cars per day to be considered a candidate for 

Neighborhood Greenway designation, one route that should be examined in more detail is 

connecting to the signalized pedestrian crosswalk at Cinemopolis on the south edge of The 

Ithaca Commons, through the esplanade along Six Mile Creek to the corner of Clinton St. and 

S. Cayuga St. It is one block south from there to the Neighborhood Greenway at S. Titus St., 

along S. Cayuga St. 

Geneva St. as N-S bike route with traffic assistance on Green & Seneca. 

This was considered as an alternate to Plain St.. The character of the streets is quite 

similar in terms of traffic volume and current crossing issues. But Geneva St. does not provide 
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as direct of a connection because it does not cross Six Mile Creek. This this plan works to avoid 

jogs in order to create a highly predictable and intuitive system. Also, Plain St. is slated for 

crossing improvements at Green St. and Seneca St. 

Cayuga St. needs traffic calming. 

Cayuga St. has over 6,000 cars per day. This plan prioritizes lower-traffic streets as the 

primary corridors for neighborhood greenways. Cayuga St. is also likely a common emergency 

responder route. For these reasons, traffic calming is not recommended on Cayuga St. 

Consider 2nd St. instead of 3rd St.? 

2nd St. fits criteria for a Neighborhood Greenway to a certain degree. It has lower traffic 

than 3rd St. but it doesn’t go straight through and does not benefit from an existing 4-way 

controlled intersection at Hancock St. (a busy crossing).  



Figure 12 –– Conceptuaal network wwith treatmments, Segmment 1 – Plaiin Street 
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Figure 13 –– Conceptuaal network wwith treatmments – Segmment 2 – Tiooga Street
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Figure 14- Conceptuall network wwith treatmeents, Segmeents 3 and 4-South Streeet/South Ti
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and West Sttate Street
 



Figure 15 –– Conceptuaal network wwith treatmments – Segmment 5 – Caascadilla Strreet 

7
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Figure 16 –– Conceptuaal network wwith treatmments, Segmments 6, 7 annd 8 – Thirdd Street, Fr
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et and Linccoln/Fall Strreet  
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CHAPTER 4 :  IMPLEMENTATION 
 This section includes brief discussions costs, policy and funding considerations, phasing 

options, and planning process considerations. 

COST SUMMARY  

 A detailed summary of the range of likely costs for each type of treatment is attached as 

Appendix A.  Specific cost estimates are taken from two sources: 1) from the IBPI guide and 2) 

from previous City of Ithaca projects. Quantities for each treatment with corresponding 

locations are taken from the treatment recommendations proposed by this proposed plan. The 

actual project costs for an Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway network will vary depend on several 

factors. Reasonable middle range estimates of the cost of the initial installation are from 

$558,695 to $864, 255 depending on whether a basic or plus option is selected. As noted in the 

corridor descriptions above and in Appendix A, the plus option include several more extensive 

treatments such as partial non-motorized only crossings, raised center medians, a new traffic 

signal at Plain Street and Green Street, a wider path along Fulton Street. 

Table 9- Cost estimate ranges 

  
Low 
Estimate High Estimate Middle Estimate 

TOTAL (Basic) $283,625 $833,765 $558,695 
TOTAL  (Plus) $476,745 $1,271,765 $874,255 

DETERMINANTS OF VARIABLE COSTS 

 In addition to the decision about whether to pursue a “basic” or a “plus” option for 

physical treatments, several other factors will affect the final cost. These include the quality of 

materials selected, the level of coordination with other efforts, non-infrastructure costs and 

system maintenance costs. A discussion of each of these factors follows. 
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QUALITY OF MATERIALS 

 There are several choices to make during a planning and engineering phase about which 

materials and processes to use for various treatments.  These include: 

• Pavement marking material: paint or thermoplastic. The upfront cost of installing the 
markings in paint is much less, but paint requires more maintenance. For this reason, 
the City of Ithaca may wish to install the markings in thermoplastic. 

• The City of Ithaca may also consider including the purchase of stencils for painted 
pavement markings in a funding proposal. Federal and state transportation funding for 
this type of project would not typically pay for ongoing maintenance costs, but the City 
may be able to make an argument to funders that the purchase of stencils should be 
included for use in the initial installation. The stencils could then be re-used. 

• Permanent vs. temporary treatments. The City of Ithaca has used more temporary-
style calming treatments with some success, such as the partial diverter at South St. and 
Fair St. The benefits of less permanent installations are that they can be cheaper and 
obviously can be tested for a “trial period”, if needed. However, the maintenance costs 
may be greater over time and the physical appearance may deteriorate more rapidly as 
well.   

• This study suggests alternating the side of the streets on which cars are permitted to 
park during the daytime on Plain St. and Cascadilla St.  This is an affordable option, but 
if in testing this concept proves ineffective, the City may wish to install more 
substantial physical improvements such as curbed chicanes or additional speed humps 
or raised crosswalks. 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER IMPROVEMENTS / EFFORTS 

• Planned rebuilding of Tioga St.  As noted in the description of the Tioga St. corridor 
in Chapter 3 of this study, Tioga St. is slated for a complete road rebuild during 2011 
and 2012. Significant savings are likely to accrue from including the traffic calming and 
neighborhood greenway design elements in the re-build of Tioga if it is indeed selected 
as a Neighborhood Greenway corridor. 

• Community partnerships. If the City engages in a substantial community outreach 
project and generates significant levels of community buy-in, community groups may 
choose to adopt and add value to aspects of the neighborhood greenways. See the 
Process Recommendations section of this report on page 51 for a list of possible 
partnerships. 

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 

 This study focuses on the use of physical infrastructure changes to develop a network of 

neighborhood greenways. Yet, the literature on encouraging bicycle transportation (Krizek & 

Forsyth 2009; Pucher, Dill, & Handy 2010) demonstrates that “substantial increases in bicycling 

requires an integrated package of many different, complementary interventions, including 
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infrastructure provision and pro-bicycle programs, supportive land use planning, and restrictions 

on car use” (Pucher, Dill & Handy). A comprehensive treatment of non-infrastructure measures 

(also known as “soft measures” is outside the scope of this study. Thus, the cost estimate given 

above does not include several potentially important non-infrastructure-related costs.  Briefly, 

these may include: 

• Education and encouragement. These are essential to a successful neighborhood 
greenway program, and can take many forms. Ideas include bikeway maps/guides for 
community distribution, public outreach, events (organized rides, media events, bike to 
work, bike to school days, Cyclovias, etc.), print and outdoor media marketing, 
individualized marketing, Safe Routes to School, etc. 

• Evaluation. A final project proposal should include funds for comprehensive, robust 
program evaluation, including pre-and post-implementation surveys and bicycle and 
pedestrian counts. There may be meaningful opportunities for researchers from local 
higher education institutions to support these evaluation efforts. 

• Engineering and planning. This is likely to be about 10% additional on top of the 
physical improvements cost. 

SYSTEM MAINTAINANCE 

 The City of Ithaca will need to perform some level of ongoing maintenance of the 

neighborhood greenway system. Much of this maintenance can likely be absorbed with little 

additional cost to the City, since this project mainly involves retrofitting existing pavement, not 

devoting new land area to transportation infrastructure. Still, further study is needed to estimate 

these costs. Considerations may include: 

• Pavement markings. Paint will wear off, although given the selection of low-traffic 
corridors for the neighborhood greenway network, the rate at which markings will need 
to be repainted will be less (every 3-5 years?) than in locations experiencing high traffic 
volumes. East State St. for instance has high traffic volumes and the City must reapply 
paint here each year). Thermoplastic will last longer. The City of Ithaca may further 
mitigate costs by using the project application to purchase stencils. 

• Signs. These are relatively maintenance free. 

• Traffic calming features. The City’s history with low maintenance requirements at 
existing calming features on Buffalo St. and Dey St. and several other locations 
suggests that these may also be relatively maintenance free 

• Materials for treatments. In selecting materials for traffic calming improvements 
(brick vs. concrete vs. asphalt), the City should take into account the relative 
maintenance cost associated with each type of material. 
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FUNDING  

 Several likely sources of funding are available for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 

planning and development. Appendix C of the IBPI Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design 

Guidebook provides a comprehensive list of potential sources (IBPI, pg. 80) at Federal, State, 

and local levels. The City of Ithaca (Office of the City Engineer) and the Ithaca Tompkins 

County Transportation Council should work to target sources and apply for funding during the 

next phase of this project. 

 The two most promising Federal sources of funding for the Ithaca Neighborhood 

Greenways project deserve specific attention here. First, the next application for Federal 

funding is likely to be in the Fall of 2011 with the update of the TIP - Transportation 

Improvement Program. If adequate local support for the concept is shown during the first half of 

2011, the City may wish to include this project in their general application to the State for use of 

TIP funds. Second, the competitive Transportation Enhancement (TE) grant program may also 

be applicable to a neighborhood greenways project. However, the funding timeline for this 

source is less clear and since the typical TE project pays for improvements “outside the 

pavement”, further research is required to identify whether this source would indeed be a good 

fit. 

Several communities which have been successful at developing bicycle boulevards have 

invested local money. In Portland, Oregon a third of traffic fine revenues go to a community 

traffic safety fund, and this has been an important source of local funding for bicycle boulevard 

development (Raisman interview). 

Incorporating meaningful partnerships with community organizations in Ithaca could 

also provide a significant source of financial support in the way of both reduced implementation 

and management costs.  Several ideas: 

• Work with schools and community organizations for funds and volunteer projects.   
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• Contract with students in the Cornell Department of City and Regional Planning and/or 
Landscape Architecture on volunteer design and/or planning projects. 

• Work with Design Connect at Cornell University, a “multidisciplinary student outreach 
organization which collaborates with small communities across Upstate New York to 
create comprehensive and sustainable design solutions.” 
http://designconnectcornell.com/ 

• Apply for grants from local community foundations. This may be an important source 
of added value funding for related encouragement and education initiatives. 

• Develop a volunteer service or neighborhood organizations to provide maintenance of 
landscaping green features, planters, etc. 

 

POLICIES 

Several policy initiatives or changes can support the implementation of neighborhood 

greenways in Ithaca.  

First, the City of Ithaca Code should likely be amended to allow cycling on “designated 

shared paths”, such as the proposed connection along a widened sidewalk on the West side of 

Fulton Street between Cascadilla St. and Court St. The current City of Ithaca code restricts the 

use of sidewalks and footpaths by cyclists. 

No person shall ride, drive or operate a bicycle along any public sidewalk or footpath 
intended for the use of pedestrians. This provision shall not apply to children 10 years 
of age or under nor to anyone who, because of a disability, requires the use of a 
bicycle as a means of transportation or mobility. Any violation of the provisions of 
this section constitutes a civil offense punishable in accordance with Section 1-1 of 
the City of Ithaca Municipal Code. - CURRENT CITY OF ITHACA CODE: 
[AMENDED 7-5-2006 BY ORD. NO. 06-11] 

Second, current state law does not allow the City to set a speed limit on a given street 

corridor lower than 25 mph. This may be adequate to achieve the appropriate conditions along 

Neighborhood Greenway corridors, but a limit of 20 mph would provide substantial 

improvements in terms of cyclist and pedestrian safety and comfort along the designated 

corridors.  City leaders, working with state legislators, may wish to petition for a legislative 

change allowing the speed limit to be set to 20 mph along bicycle boulevards/neighborhood 

greenways. 
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Third, the Ithaca Commons is currently designated as a “Dismount Zone” for cyclists to 

support the values of pedestrian safety and comfort in Ithaca’s downtown pedestrian center. The 

Commons is also an ideal corridor for cyclists wishing to avoid heavy one-way traffic on 

Cayuga, Seneca and Green Streets. For the latter reason, it is included in the Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenway network as a pass-through area. Given the substantial benefits of 

having a contiguous bicycle boulevard network, and the importance of the Commons to that 

network, City of Ithaca policy makers and groups engaged in re-envisioning the future of the 

Commons may wish to consider a policy change around the use of bicycles in the Commons to 

provide balance to the goals of safety, comfort, utility and supporting a multi-modal 

transportation system. 

Finally, additional policy recommendations addressing common concerns and 

challenges include provisions for the following (IBPI guidebook, pg. 10): 

• Maintaining property access 

• Limiting impacts on traffic patterns.  

• Providing emergency service access. 

• Addressing transit route conflicts. 

• Enforcement issues. 

OPTIONS FOR PHASING 

Several options for phased implementation appear below with recommendations. 

OPTION A 

 Implement the entire network in two phases: Phase I, install signage and markings; 

Phase II, install physical improvements. Evidence suggests that effective neighborhood 

greenways require both signage and physical treatments. The result of a phased approach with 

signage and markings installed first might be public confusion due to the inadequacy of signage 

alone to alter the physical character (and user experience) of the street. 
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OPTION B 

 Pilot a segment with City funds (possibly on Tioga St.), then apply for funds for full 

project from a state or federal source such as the TIP. The advantage of this option would be 

two-fold. First, the City could try out the improvements in an area where they are most likely to 

show strong success, and be readily understood and valued by the community. This could 

generate grassroots demand and support for the broader network. Second, the City could apply 

lessons learned from the pilot segments to the entire network. The disadvantage of this approach 

is that there are certain benefits of Neighborhood Greenways that would only be generated by 

the development of a complete contiguous network. For instance, one would not expect to see 

City-wide increases in cycling, since one corridor alone addresses the issues of access and 

comfort for a limited set of people and trips. One would however, expect to see safety and 

livability improvements on the single corridor in question. 

OPTION C 

 Implement the next work in two phases with Phase I: Install non-aggressive treatments 

first (the “Basic” program described in the master treatment inventory – Appendix A), then 

Phase II: partial diverters, median barriers (the “Plus” program described in Appendix A). A 

possible advantage of this approach is that it can be combined with the Pilot option (Option B). 

OPTION D 

 A final option is to consider the use of temporary, “trial” installations of some 

treatments. Then, after a trial period of several months, based on community response, the City 

could decide to keep the temporary treatments in place, install more permanent treatments or 

remove them. The City has used this method in the past for traffic calming and channeling 

purposes, for example by using railroad ties and stone at the partial closure at South St. and Fair 

St. Several additional examples support how this might work for different types of treatments: 
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• For partial non-motorized only crossings, use movable planters and paint instead of 
concrete.  

• For calming, use temporary rubberized speed cushions (see page 30 of Miami-Dade 
County Bicycle Boulevard Planning Study). 

• For warning signage at crossings, use “Yield to Pedestrian” signs in crosswalk signs on 
rubber pedestals to enhance visibility of crossings. 

PHASING RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Phasing is not required, but may have certain advantages. If phasing is preferred, this 

study recommends Option C, or a combination of Option B and C.  Option A is not 

recommended. Option D (trial installations) can be combined with any approach. 

PROCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The office of the City Transportation Engineer (with participation from the Board of 

Public Works, Common Council, the Ithaca Planning Department and the Mayor) should work 

closely with Ithaca’s residential and business communities to ensure that the neighborhood 

greenway project addresses the needs of the community. A combination of displays, marketing, 

presentations, public meetings and public design charettes and workshops should be considered. 

 Studies note that “substantial increases in bicycling require an integrated package of 

many different, complementary interventions, including infrastructure provision and pro-bicycle 

programs, supportive land use planning, and restrictions on car use” (Pucher, Dill and Handy, 

pg. 2). The community will be well served if the City and other parties seek out opportunities to 

incorporate these complementary interventions. Also, planning and creative thinking about how 

to develop real on-the-ground partnerships with other community efforts hold potential to 

expand the appeal and impact of neighborhood greenways beyond the narrow realm of 

transportation planning.  The following is a list of potential opportunities for connection with 

other community initiatives. 

• Combine pocket parks and non-motorized only crossings. 

• Incorporate creative neighborhood place-making, for example public art as a traffic 
calming mechanism at intersections (painted intersection). 
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• Combine green infrastructure and ecosystem enhancement with traffic calming 
measures. 

• Partner with Safe Routes to School (SRTS). Local funding for the Safe Routes to 
School program may become available again upon passage of the federal transportation 
bill, possibly as early as 2011 or 2012. SRTS stakeholders including the City of Ithaca 
Office of the City Engineer, the Ithaca City School District and other school partners, 
the City of Ithaca Police Department and others should consider linking traffic safety 
improvements around schools and walking and cycling encouragement initiatives with 
Ithaca Neighborhood Greenway efforts. 

• Partner with physical activity promotion efforts in Ithaca. One prominent partner might 
be the Health Planning Council and Creating Healthy Places, their three year grant to 
improve health through nutrition and physical activity promotion in the Northside and 
Southside neighborhoods. 

• Partner with tourism promotion efforts, such as with the Tompkins County Chamber of 
Commerce and the Tompkins County Strategic Tourism Planning Board. 

• Partner with the Cayuga Waterfront Trail Initiative. 

• Partner with the Ithaca Commons  and Downtown Ithaca Alliance. 

• Partner with other trail/greenway initiatives, such as the Black Diamond Trail, and Six 
Mile Creek trail extension. 

• Partner with the Way2Go transportation education program at Cornell Cooperative 
Extension of Tompkins County. The program may have the capacity to support the 
Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways initiative through in-kind marketing. 

EVALUATION 

 A robust evaluation program will not only track project implementation and, but seek to 

understand impacts around the core goal areas of improved safety, increased bicycle mode 

share, resident and user perceptions, and enhanced livability. The following processes are 

recommended: 

• Pre and post bicycle and pedestrian counts on proposed neighborhood greenway 
segments and other areas in the city to develop baseline data and establish trends. 

• Pre and post implementation measurement of motor vehicle speed and volume along 
Neighborhood Greenway corridors. 

• Survey of city residents, community perceptions 

• Ongoing GIS analysis of crash locations and pedestrian and cyclist injuries. 

• Opportunities for partnership with Cornell University Department of City and Regional 
Planning (or others) should be built in to develop original research design projects 
around neighborhood greenway implementation.  
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NEXT STEPS 

SHORT TERM: 

 This study and proposed plan have evaluated the potential for a network of bicycle 

boulevards / neighborhood greenways in the City of Ithaca. It suggests that neighborhood 

greenways are a good fit for enhancing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure in the City of 

Ithaca, and that such an investment holds the potential to pay significant dividends to quality of 

life and safety. A primary goal has been to provide the City of Ithaca with information to move 

forward with the next steps towards implementing a comprehensive neighborhood greenway 

strategy. The ITCTC is prepared to support the City’s efforts by providing additional research, 

collaborative outreach and information on opportunities to fund such an initiative. Specifically, 

the following planning steps and research should be pursued: 

• Develop a comprehensive strategy for marketing this study to decision-makers and 
stakeholders in the City of Ithaca. The ad-hoc steering committee for the Ithaca 
Neighborhood Greenways Study and Proposed Plan has just begun this process as of 
April, 2011.  Strategies may include: 

o Meet with key decision-makers and share this study - City of Ithaca Engineer, 
the Board of Public Works, Mayor Carolyn Peterson, and Ithaca Common 
Council. 

o Meet with potential partners – several groups have expressed interest in being 
engaged early in the process of developing this project including the City of 
Ithaca Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, the Way2Go program of 
Cornell Cooperative Extension. Other potential partners to consider including 
early in the process are the New York Department of Transportation, Ithaca 
Health Planning Council and Human Services Coalition of Tompkins County, 
the Finger Lakes Cycling Club, emergency service providers, and the City of 
Ithaca Police Department. 

• Decide whether to apply for funding for a neighborhood greenway project for Ithaca. 
Ideally, this should be completed prior to October, 2011 in order to take advantage of 
the next round of funding for the TIP. 

• Community outreach process – once a determination has been made about the level of 
potential support for this concept amongst decision-makers and likely partners, there is 
a need to educate and collect feedback from a wide variety of additional community 
stakeholders. This could be done in advance of a formal master planning process, or as 
part of one, depending on the need. These may include the following (not a 
comprehensive list): 

o Neighborhood associations / groups 
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o School-based groups: ICSD school board, PTAs 

o Downtown Ithaca Alliance 

o Southside Community Center 

o Chamber of Commerce and other business and tourism groups. 

o Media outlets: Ithaca Journal, Ithaca Times, etc. 

o Cornell University and Ithaca College  

• Research funding mechanisms and develop a prioritized list of sources with application 
and funding timelines. 

• Benefit / cost analysis – several tools are available for calculating the benefit / cost 
ratios of non-motorized transportation investments based on assumptions of reduced 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  This is outside the scope of this study, but would be a 
useful addition. 

• Explore the possibility of a city-funded pilot program on North Tioga St.  

• Track the status of research on bicycle boulevards.  Studies are currently underway 
which hold the potential to significantly enhance understanding of the effects/benefits 
of bicycle boulevard infrastructure.  

• There is a need to examine the non-construction cost implications of pursuing a 
neighborhood greenway project in the City of Ithaca in more detail, for example for 
planning and engineering, inspection and maintenance. While the upfront capital 
investment is likely to be covered by money from outside the community (state / federal 
transportation dollars) the City is likely to incur additional costs after a certain period 
for maintenance. The amount will partially depend on the initial design of treatments 
such as pavement markings and traffic calming features. It will also depend on future 
decisions about the level of maintenance to pursue, and level of coordination with other 
maintenance programs. More research is required to provide a range of estimates. 

LONG TERM:  

 Upon completion of short-term tasks, if the City of Ithaca determines that an Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways project should move forward, next steps include procurement, 

engineering and implementation and evaluation. A formal master planning process should 

include a comprehensive public involvement process and several decisions should be made in 

the course of this planning process including: 

• To pilot or not to pilot  

• Selection of phasing options 

• Final selection of specific corridors and treatments. 
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APPENDIX A –  DETAILED COST SUMMARY BY TYPE OF PROPOSED TREATMENTS 

  Locations 
Quantity 
(Basic) 

Quantity 
(PLUS) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Total 
Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Total Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Cost Source / 
Description MUTCD Status 

Intersection Treatments 

Curb Extensions / Bulbouts 

Plain@Seneca (2, TIP)), 
Plain@Green (2, TIP), 
Cascadilla@Cayuga (1), 
Clinton@Plain (2) 3   $2,000 $20,000 $6,000 $60,000 

IBPI Guide, per 
corner   

Bicycle Box / Advanced Stop 
Bar 

South@Route13, 
Cascadilla@Meadow, 
Tioga@Court, 
Tioga@Buffalo,  4   $5,000 $6,000 $20,000 $24,000 IBPI Guide Type of advanced stop bar 

Colored bicycle lane at 
intersection leading into 
bicycle box 

South@Route13, 
Cascadilla@Meadow, 
Tioga@Court, 
Tioga@Buffalo,  4   0 0 $0 $0 

part of bicycle 
box installation 

 No Parking Bike Lane signal for 
bike lane leading into box (Sign 
R7-9) 

Advance stop bar (with no 
bike box) 

Plain@Seneca (2), 
Plain@Green (2), 
Cascadilla@Cayuga 5   $175 $350 $875 $1,750 IBPI Guide   

Mini Traffic Circle 
Plain@Wood, 
3rd@Hancock 2   $5,000 $12,000 $10,000 $24,000 IBPI Guide   

Bicycle Detector (Bicycle-
activated signal) 

South@Route13 (2), 
Plain@Green (2), 
Cascadilla@Meadow (2), 
Cascadilla@Fulton (1) 7   $1,075 $2,075 $7,525 $14,525 IBPI Guide 

2009 MUTCD, Sec. 9C.05 (page 
810 & 814). Also, Sec9D.02, 
Signal Operations for Bicyclists, 
"signal timing and actuation shall 
be reviewed and adjusted to 
consider the needs of bicyclists" 

Bicycle Center Left Turn 
Lane(s) 

Cascadilla@3rd, 
Cascadilla@Plain, 
Tioga@Cascadilla 3   $175 $350 $525 $1,050 IBPI Guide   

Painted Bicycle Lane Through 
Conflict Area South@13/Wegmans 0 1 $2,500 $6,000 $0 $0   

2009 MUTCD Sec. 9C.04, 
Figure 9C-4 for example, Sign 
R4-4 

Intersections SUBTOTAL A (Basic) $44,925 $125,325 
SUBTOTAL B (Plus) $47,425 $131,325 
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Markings and Signage Locations 
Quantity 
(Basic) 

Quantity 
(PLUS) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Total 
Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Total Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Cost Source / 
Description   

Wayfinding Signs - Bicycle 
Boulevard Destinations 

Wayfinding Sign locations - 
SEE BELOW 34   $30 $300 $1,020 $10,200 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 

2009 MUTCD Section 9B.20.  
See Figure 9B06 for placement 
example. 

Identification Signs - Bicycle 
Boulevard Designation signs 

approximately two per 
crossing, plus select entry 
points 114   $30 $300 $3,420 $34,200 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 

2009 MUTCD, Section 
9B.21covers Bicycle Route 
Signs, See Figure 9B-5 for 
placement example. 

Pavement Markings - Bicycle 
Boulevard Designation  

Just after each intersection 
and at 200 ft. intervals 350   $75 $400 $26,250 $140,000 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 

2009 MUTCD Section 9C.07 
covers Shared Lane Markings. 
(Figure 9C-9 for example) 

Warning signs (Caution 
Bicycles, Bumps, etc) 

Clinton@Plain (2), 
Cayuga@Cascadilla (2), 
Green@Clinton (1), 
Seneca@Plain 1)  6   $30 $150 $180 $900 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 2009 MUTCD Section 9B.18 

No Through Traffic sign  

Cascadilla(North)@Tioga, 
others at diverters are 
incorporated into Partial 
Diverter/Center Median 
design) 1   $30 $300 $30 $300 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 2009 MUTCD Section 9B.14 

Bicycles Use Sidewalk / 
Shared Path signs 

Fulton@Court, 
Fulton@Cascadilla, 
Lincoln@Willow, 
Franklin@AliceMillerWay 4   $30 $300 $120 $1,200 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) 

2009 MUTCD Section 9B.12, 
Symbol R9-7 

Stop for Pedestrians 
temporary upright sign 

Clinton@Plain, 
Cayuga@Cascadilla, 
Tioga@Cascadilla 3       $0 $0     

Bicycles Yield to Pedestrians 
Sign 

Lincoln@Lake footbridge 
(2), Fulton@path (2) 4   $30 $150 $120 $600 

plus installation, 
IBPI Guide 

2009 MUTCD Section 9B.12, 
Symbol R9-7 

Bike Lanes 

Cascadilla between 
Meadow & Fulton (540 ft), , 
Tioga between Seneca and 
Court (1,540 ft), Franklin 
between 3rd & 2nd (600 ft) 2,080 600 $4 $8 $8,320 $16,640 

(in feet) IBPI 
Guide (low-end), 
author's estimate 
(high-end), may 
also require 
center restriping 

2009 MUTCD Section 9C.04 
covers Markings for Bicycle 
Lanes 
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Except Bicycles signs (used 
in conjunction with "Do Not 
Enter" signs, Raised Center 
Medians, and Partial 
Diverters) 

Cascadilla@Tioga, 
Cascadilla@Cayuga, If 
Diverters: Plain@Court (2), 
Plain@Clinton (2), 
Cascadilla@Meadow, 
Tioga@Court (2), 
Tioga@Lincoln (2) 2 9 $30 $300 $60 $600 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end)   

No Right/Left Turn signs 
(Used for cross-traffic with 
Partial Diverters) 

If Diverters: Plain@Clinton 
(2), Plain@Court (2), 
Cascadilla@Meadow 0 5 $30 $300 $0 $0 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) OK 

New Pedestrian Hybrid 
(HAWK) Traffic Signal Plain@Seneca (optional) 0 1 $100,000 $175,000 $100,000 $175,000 IBPI Guide 

Residential Speed Limit Sign 
(20mph) at all  0 130 $30 $300 $0 $0 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) OK 

No Passing Bicycles Zone 
signage general application 0 130 $30 $300 $0 $0 

IBPI Guide (low-
end), City of 
Ithaca (high-end) n/a 

Markings & Signs SUBTOTAL A (Basic) $139,520 $379,640 
SUBTOTAL B (Plus) $250,140 $641,640 

    

Calming Treatments Locations 
Quantity 
(Basic) 

Quantity 
(PLUS) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Total 
Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Total Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Cost Source / 
Description 

Speed Hump, Table or 
Cushion 

none explicitely 
recommended; an optional 
treatment where additional 
calming is needed 0   $2,000 $15,000 $0 $0   

High Visibility Raised 
Crosswalk 

Cascadilla@Tioga, 
Cascadilla@Cayuga, 
Cascadilla@Washington, 
Cascadilla@1st, 
Tioga@Farm, Tioga@King, 
Tioga@Yates, 
Tioga@Marshall, 
3rd@Madison, 
Plain@Clinton (2) 11   $2,000 $15,000 $22,000 $165,000   

High-Visibility Crosswalk 
(non-raised) 

Plain@Seneca (TIP), 
Plain@Green (TIP) 0   $2,000 $15,000 $0 $0   

Change no parking signs to 
create alternating on-street 
parking pattern 

Cascadilla between 
Washington and Cayuga, 
Plain between Elmira Rd 
and Wood,  20   $50 $100 $1,000 $2,000 

installation cost 
only (estimate) 
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Remove on-street parking 
spaces 

Tioga between Court and 
Seneca (14), 
Cascadilla@Meadow (2), 
Cascadilla between 
Meadow and Fulton (5), 
Cascadilla beteen Third 
and Plain (3), South@13 
(2) 6   $30 $300 $180 $1,800 

sign/meter 
removal cost plus 
no parking sign 
installation; 
forgone parking 
revenue if 
metered. 

Raised Median 

State@Meadow (currently 
painted, add concrete for 
gateway treatment) 1   $10,000 30,000 $10,000 $30,000 author's estimate 

     Calming  SUBTOTAL A (Basic) $33,180 $198,800 
SUBTOTAL B (Plus) $33,180 $198,800 

Traffic Reduction - 
OPTIONAL Locations 

Quantity 
(Basic) 

Quantity 
(PLUS) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Total 
Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Total Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Cost Source / 
Description 

Partial Non-Motorized Only 
Crossings 

South@Fair (re-hab 
existing), Tioga@Court, 
Tioga@Lincoln, 
Cascadilla@Meadow 1 3 15,000 30,000 $15,000 $30,000 City of Ithaca 

Raised Center Median  
Plain@Court, 
Plain@Clinton 0 2 15,000 30,000 $0 $0 author's estimate 

     Traffic Reduction  SUBTOTAL A (Basic) $15,000 $30,000 
SUBTOTAL B (Plus) $90,000 $180,000 
        

Other Treatments Locations 
Quantity 
(Basic) 

Quantity 
(PLUS) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Unit Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Total 
Cost 
Estimate 
(lower) 

Total Cost 
Estimate 
(upper) 

Cost Source / 
Description 

Widen sidewalk/shared use 
path 

Fulton from Cascadilla to 
Court (700 ft long, widen 
by 3 or 5 ft) 2100 3500 $20 $20 $42,000 $70,000 

Lynne Yost, City 
of Ithaca,  

Improve sidewalk ramp 

Court@Fulton, 
Tioga@Seneca, 
Lincon@Lake 3   $3,000 $10,000 $9,000 $30,000   

Change orientation of storm 
grates 

Cascadilla between 
Meadow & Fulton) 0 2     $0 $0   

Bring manhole cover to grade Cascadilla at 4th 0 1     $0 $0   

Improve rail grade crossing 
Court@Fulton (Cayuga 
Waterfront Trail access) 0 1 5,000 20,000 $0 $0   

     Other SUBTOTAL A (Basic) $51,000 $100,000 
SUBTOTAL B (Plus) $56,000 $120,000 
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APPENDIX B -  COMMUNITY 
FEEDBACK 

ITHACA NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS 
Community Event ‐ Saturday, Nov 20th, 10:00am‐12:00pm 
Part of Moving Forward: An Active Transportation Symposium, organized by Tom Knipe and 
the Organization of Cornell Planners 
 
Tompkins County Library, Borg Warner Community Room 
In Attendance: 60 people 
Presenters: 
Mia Birk, President of Alta Planning & Design 
Jennifer Dill, Professor Portland State University 
COMMUNITY FEEDBACK PROCESS: 
Following presentations on bicycle boulevard planning and design and related research, 
attendees were given the opportunity to examine the preliminary conceptual plan for Ithaca 
Neighborhood Greenways and comment. There were four stations, with a facilitator and 
recorder for each station. 

EVENT STRUCTUREAND QUESTIONS 

 
Facilitator Role (Tim, Tom, Fernando, Kent): 
Stand in front of display items/comment pad, engage with community members, invite 
comments, and answer questions. 
 
Recorder Role (Alyson, Lydia, Chrisophia, Gabby) 
Write verbal comments on 2x3 index cards. We will have post its and markers for people to 
write comments directly, but we want to capture verbal comments as well. 
 
1) Network: Which streets should form the network? 
● Facilitator: Tim Logue 
● Recorder: Alyson Fletcher 
● Materials: Network Map, List of Network Criteria and alternate criteria, markers, post‐its, 
easel pad with framing question. 
 
2) Treatments: Which treatments should be used to calm traffic, reduce automobile traffic, 
facilitate safe and comfortable crossings, and mark the route? 
● Facilitator: Tom Knipe 
● Recorder: Lydia Morken 
● Materials: Treatments Map, list of treatments, IBPI guidebook, markers, post‐its, easel pad 
with framing question 
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3) Community Engagement and Partnerships: Outside of the transportation infrastructure 
changes, what other community projects, activities, or goals an be incorporated into Ithaca 
Neighborhood Greenways? 
Partnerships: Who should be engaged in this effort and what can they do? 
● Facilitator: Fernando DeAragon 
● Recorder: Chrisophia Somerfeldt 
● Materials: markers, two easel pads (one for each framing question), index cards, two‐three 
images of pocket parks and intersection repair. 
 
4) Destinations: Which important destinations will be served by the network? 
● Facilitator: Kent Johnson 
● Recorder: Gabby Voeller 
Materials: Destinations Map, list of destinations within ¼ mile, IBPI guidebook, markers, 
post‐its, easel pad with framing question. 
COMMUNITY FEEDBACK (COMMENTS RECORDED AT 11/20 MEETING) 

VERBATIM FEEDBACK RECORDED 

NETWORK: WHICH STREETS SHOULD FORM THE NETWORK? 

• Network must go to IHS and Boynton. Please reconfigure the traffic flow to allow safe cycling 
to schools! 
• Repave Tioga St. 
• Include LACS as a destination. 
• Better crossings in West End. 
• Add Auburn Street – natural route. 
• Consider 2nd instead of 3rd? 
• Consider not using bus routes. 
• Dey St. connection to bike path (Cayuga Waterfront Trail) 
• Advertise West Spencer as a safe route. 
• Communicate entire system (which need to be changed, which are already used). 
• Is the bridge by Home Depot useable? 
• Make is safe into Big Box stores (have owners as partners and make it bike friendly). 
• What is the link for West Hill, Hector and Cliff St. and all roads? 
• 79E (State St.) bike lane is nice. Add one on University (incorporate into plan). Make it switch 
back. 
• Accommodate slow uphill bike speed with wider lane. 
• Work with Cornell to solve problem of getting cyclists up the hills and have facilities, etc. 
• Bicycle route connection through Northside Liquor parking lot, then improve crossings to 
have safe routes for cyclists to Lowes, etc. 
• Elmira Rd. is wide and works, but you ride through parking lots (Rte: Plain St. to Elmira to 
Rte 13. Mark roads for bikes.) 
• Designate S. Cayuga to Commons (Plain is too far). 
• Connection around Commons. 
• Green St. Bike Lane. You have to cross traffic if you don’t want to go uphill. 
• Dangerous to get to Seneca. 
• Commons as a bike‐ped collector. 
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• Geneva St. as a N‐S bike route with traffic assistance on Green & Seneca. 
• Bike trails/ lanes on roads leaving the city (N. to Lansing, East to Dryden, etc.). 
 

TREATMENTS: WHICH TREATMENTS SHOULD BE USED TO CALM TRAFFIC, 

REDUCE AUTOMOBILE TRAFFIC, FACILITATE SAFE AND COMFORTABLE 

CROSSINGS, AND MARK THE ROUTE? 

• Issue: accessing post office. 
• Issue: Dealing with one‐ways, especially State/79 splitting 
• Idea: Wayfinding sign at Cascadilla/Cayuga (NW to Farmer’s Market, S to Commons, N to 
Stewart Park, etc) 
• Easy connection to Cornell – dedicated bike paths to/from/on Cornell campus. 
• Idea: more speed humps and bulbouts 
• Idea: Large planters or small medians with plantings near curb. 
• Cayuga St. needs traffic calming 
• Too many grates and manholes in bike lanes; debris on shoulders and in bike lanes. 
• Sharrows not clear. Idea: signs around town to explain purpose and how to use. Symbol and 
concisely worded sign. 
• Road conditions not suitable or safe. Too many potholes; bumpy & lumpy. Even when newly 
paved, not smooth. Quick fixes aren’t done well. No good for bicyclists when pavement 
conditions are bad. 
 

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND PARTNERSHIPS: OUTSIDE OF THE 

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE CHANGES, WHAT OTHER 

COMMUNITY PROJECTS, ACTIVITIES, OR GOALS SHOULD BE 

INCORPORATED INTO ITHACA NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS? 

• Monthly Ciclovia (neighborhood ride) with food and destinations (‘ditto’ – try with State to 
Farmer’s Market). 
• Block Parties 
• Safe Routes to School (Elementary, Middle, High) 
• Do we have a women‐friendly bicycle shop which supports utilitarian cycling? 
• What about a category for encouragement, community support, marketing, etc? 
• Incorporate African American history trail (Alex Haley, underground railroad, etc) 
• Must include leaders of color in planning from the BEGINNING. 
• Include high schools and HS students 
• DAC – Disability Advisory Council 
• Churches, schools (partnerships) 
• How do you engage drivers (like folks outside of the city who drive through the City)? 
• IFD (Ithaca Fire Department) 
• IPD (Ithaca Police Department) 
• Health Planning Council (cyclovia) 



 

91 

• Ithaca Festival 
• Bicycle Benefits 
• Bike Share (Big Red Bikes) 
• Farmer’s Market 
• RIBS (Recycle Ithaca’s Bicycles) 
• LACS 
• Town of Ithaca 
• Tompkins County 
 

DESTINATIONS: WHICH IMPORTANT DESTINATIONS WILL/SHOULD BE 

SERVED BY THE NETWORK? 

• Need better connections to destinations uphill (IC, Cornell, hills around the city) 
• Wegmans & Rt. 13 businesses 
• OD pairs 
• Missing from these maps: entrance routes to Staples, Kmart, Lowes area, e.g via Q. Plain St. 
to Elmira (lots of room for a bike lane here) – through wine store plaza to light if possible. 
• Schools! (HIS, Boynton, LACS, BJM, GIAC) 
• Skate Park 
• What about places in the Town of Ithaca? 
• Youth Bureau, Library, Stewart Park (Places kids go) 
• Lake St. / Cayuga St. intersection 
• West End intersection (Hangar Theatre & dog park) 
• This looks good! Considerations: for traffic into city, across bridge from Cayuga Heights, 
Slaterville, etc. 
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APPENDIX C:  REFLECTION ESSAY  

ITHACA NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS STUDY AND 

PROPOSED PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

In this essay, I reflect on lessons learned from working on the Ithaca Neighborhood 

Greenways Study and Conceptual Plan, a ‘professional report’ which meets exit project 

requirements for my Master of Regional Planning (MRP) Degree from the Cornell Department 

of City and Regional Planning. More specifically, I offer subjective thoughts on the process. I 

organize these thoughts around the themes of inventing solutions, the process of developing the 

conceptual plan, the role of events, demographic and topographic considerations, factors 

affecting the likelihood of implementation, and the process of writing a lengthy, detailed report. 

Lessons around these topics will inform my future work. 

But first, what is the status of the project as of March, 2011? It is still in a conceptual 

stage. The project steering committee is now developing a community outreach strategy, with 

members working to develop an indication of community support before next Fall, when there 

will likely be an opportunity to apply for full project funding through the TIP (Transportation 

Improvement Program). My report will be formally published by the Ithaca Transportation 

Council (ITCTC) within the next few months. The Ithaca City Transportation Engineer is in 

conversation with several City of Ithaca Common Council members to share the Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways vision and encourage them to hold community meetings in their 

wards to share the concept with City residents. I am still working part-time for the ITCTC as a 

project assistant and have developed a set of materials including an executive summary and 
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PowerPoint slides to help with this process and I plan to attend the meetings alongside the 

Director of the ITCTC and City staff. We will also present the conceptual plan to the City of 

Ithaca Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Council (BPAC) at their May meeting. Now, I turn to a 

few lessons learned. 

INVENTING SOLUTIONS 

In my planning career, I hope to have an opportunity to work on alternatives which 

balance (i) professional best practices, (ii) community preferences and (iii) invented or hybrid 

solutions that fit the local context and emerging knowledge. This project has helped me to see 

how this third source of alternative solutions – invention – can play out in practice. I have also 

come to envision transportation planning as an evolving field in response to changing norms of 

personal travel. Bicycle boulevard infrastructure provides a model of this invention/hybrid 

source of alternatives in two important ways: first, by borrowing concepts for specific 

treatments from a non-American context; and second, by embodying a hybrid of established 

approaches such as traffic calming, route demarcation, and intersection improvement. 

Why am I convinced that bicycle boulevards / neighborhood greenways make sense for 

Ithaca, in spite of the fact that they are a relatively new “invention”? Why are the leaders of 

transportation agencies in Ithaca and Tompkins County similarly convinced that they will work? 

The case rests predominantly on the idea that bicycle boulevards will induce behavior change 

over time towards more transportation cycling. There is no empirical evidence to directly 

support this claim, but as described in the report, there is a preponderance of related 

evidence/research that suggests that it can be a critical factor. With this report, we’ve worked to 

define a logical argument that holds appeal for many potential constituencies. It makes sense 

intuitively. It incorporates many other potential community benefits besides those that derive 

exclusively from more efficient bicycle infrastructure. It employs best practices from 
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communities where bicycle boulevards have been implemented, and from the guide most touted 

by bicycle and pedestrian professionals in the US.  

What’s at stake if we’re wrong?  What if we’re right? In some ways, the newness of the 

bicycle boulevard idea is appealing in and of itself. If successful, the City of Ithaca could 

become a model for other older small to medium-sized cities in New York State and across the 

US to emulate. Where else do inventions in infrastructure planning come from?  Ithaca is a city 

with an existing compact dense grid (in the flat, downtown areas) in which elected officials, 

transportation staff and other key players are generally on board with the idea of supporting 

non-motorized transportation. It currently has mediocre bicycle transportation infrastructure, 

demonstrated opposition to bicycle lanes (where they require removal of on-street parking), but 

overall support for traffic calming and for sustainability-related initiatives.  

When I studied mountain climbing, I learned that risk is the probability of a sub-optimal 

outcome occurring multiplied by the “badness” of that outcome. Similar calculations are at 

work with decision tree analysis. In each case, both parts of the equation matter (especially in 

climbing where your life may be in the balance). What does a suboptimal outcome look like for 

bicycle boulevards and what is the probability of this occurring? The state of research doesn’t 

permit us to predict with certainty that the project will achieve big gains in bicycle mode share 

or get more people who currently don’t bike for transportation to be attracted to try it. But the 

project passes the decision-tree / probability test well. The likely outcome is a good one 

regardless, the cost is relatively low, and the best evidence available points to a decent 

probability of success. 

Medium to large cities are leading the way in terms of new design for bicycle 

infrastructure. I grew up professionally in what is perhaps the leading city for bicycle boulevard 

design ideas and implementation - Portland, Oregon. Moreover, I worked in the field of bicycle 

transportation there between 2002 and 2009, when Portland increased its cycling mode share 

significantly. There, local transportation planners, advocates, and regional and city leaders 
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understand the important role of multi-modal infrastructure in attracting more cycling trips, but 

they also know that it takes a combination of supportive policies and laws, infrastructure 

investments, and investments in encouragement and education programs like the programs that I 

ran at the Community Cycling Center. Prior to developing this study and conceptual plan, I had 

never worked directly on an infrastructure-related project. I’m pleased to have been able to gain 

this valuable expertise in infrastructure design and planning, while also hopefully reminding 

participants in the planning process of the essential components of supporting programs and 

policies. 

THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPING THE CONCEPTUAL PLAN 

I worked with a steering committee mainly composed of City and MPO staff to develop 

this conceptual plan. It was not driven by the political leadership in the City of Ithaca. The 

group, following the lead of City staff, is just beginning to launch a public engagement process. 

How then can this project move from a study and conceptual planning phase to effectively 

engage community groups and community members? And how can we bring elected officials 

into the loop relatively quickly to provide essential leadership? Evidence from other 

communities also suggests that Ithaca will be most successful if other community groups – such 

as the Health Planning Council, TCAT, the Department of Human Services, neighborhood 

groups, school administrators and school PTAs, and fire and police departments, to name just a 

few – are included early on in the process. This will be a critical area of work for the City and 

MPO to address, and one which I will be watching closely and supporting over the next several 

months for additional lessons. 

 
These questions lead me to consider the role of conceptual planning in setting the stage for 

possible future action. Communication and marketing clearly play an important role; in fact, the 

primary role of the proposed plan may be in supporting future project marketing. Having design 
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and/or engineering expertise by itself is clearly not enough. Indeed, the most important 

obstacles facing this project in terms of future implementation may not be staff commitment, 

engineering issues, lack of available funding, or even lack of support from local elected 

officials. Some public opposition should be expected, but what be its effect? Funding and 

implementation may hinge on the degree to which vocal negative voices are neutralized by 

successful marketing and the development of a broad coalition of support. 

Members of the steering committee have speculated with me about need for an active 

transportation advocacy voice in Ithaca. As City and County staff, they have a limited ability to 

advocate for a particular solution, in spite of any personal preferences. In this context, an 

organized advocacy effort could help create the conditions of vocal community support which 

would make it easier for staff to move forward with implementation. It will be interesting to see 

if a coalition of support can coalesce around the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways concept in the 

absence of organized advocacy, or in fact if an advocacy organization may emerge.  The project 

is specifically designed to move beyond a dichotomous relationship between “cyclists” and 

everyone else and have broad appeal to many constituencies, not the least which are health, 

smart growth and sustainability advocates. 

I’ve also come to understand the funding and regulatory landscape for transportation 

projects in more detail. The MPO’s role was to produce the study; their other important role will 

be to support the City’s funding application. The City’s role as the implementing agency is 

central, but even if they want to apply certain inventive treatments they are limited by state 

traffic law and the direct involvement of the state DOT for project funding (and project review 

where state routes are involved). The City must also advocate for any treatments which are not 

explicitly listed in design guidelines or the state MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices). They key lessons are to know the roles of the different agencies, understand at which 

point of the process and for what they will need to be consulted.  It is also equally important to 
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form relationships with the players. The fact that all steering committee members, for instance, 

trusted and appreciated each other allowed the planning process to develop smoothly. 

THE ROLE OF EVENTS - ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

SYMPOSIUM 

Last spring, I had an idea to bring several active transportation experts to Ithaca to raise 

knowledge and appreciation among fellow student planners about active transportation issues. 

Because of the broad framing and the strength of the speakers, the idea gained support quickly. 

In the end, at six events over three days in November 2010, Mia Birk (president of Alta 

Planning & Design), Jennifer Dill (Portland State University professor) and Joe Kurmaskie aka 

“The Metal Cowboy” (author and activist) discussed groundbreaking work being done in 

Portland, Oregon to encourage increased walking and cycling for transportation. The 

symposium culminated in a Saturday morning gathering hosted by the Ithaca Tompkins County 

Transportation Council at the Tompkins County Library. Following presentations by the 

nation’s leading experts on bicycle boulevard design, planning and research, attendees provided 

input on my draft concept for Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways. The event also inspired an 

article in New Urban News, and won a Tompkins County sustainability award. Videos the 

November 20, 2010 talks are available on the Cornell videos website – Moving Forward: 

Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Research. 

This experience has reminded me of the potential value of viewing public engagement 

and planning processes through the lens of event management. Event management is about: 

knowing your audience, developing a ‘hook’ with broad appeal, marketing intelligently, 

developing partnerships and sponsorships to add value, good logistical organization, and food, 

fun, and activities. A well-managed event holds the potential to engage more people in planning 

processes, and have their contributions be more meaningful. We did these things at the Active 
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Transportation Symposium, and one of the results was that we got good feedback for the Ithaca 

Neighborhood Greenways conceptual plan. The fact that my expertise in event management 

could prove very useful to me in future professional roles is a valuable takeaway. 

NEIGHBORHOOD GREENWAYS IN A HILLY COLLEGE 

TOWN 

Ithaca is hilly and home to nearly 25,000 college students. There is also a substantial 

lower to middle income working population who lives in rural areas and drives in to the city. 

What do these variables mean for the implementation of the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways 

project? Let me first address the hills.  

Topography certainly comes into play when considering a community-wide bicycle 

network in Ithaca.  The steering committee decided to limit the study area to the flat areas of 

downtown Ithaca.  We made this decision primarily on the basis of physical design criteria; the 

“design user” for bicycle boulevards is a casual cyclist. How does this impact the validity of the 

proposed plan, especially in the context of increasing bicycle mode share, a key objective? We 

determined that there are enough trips which occur just in the flats for bicycle boulevard 

investments to be worthwhile. But alone, it is not clear that they will do much to convert uphill 

trips to bike trips. Still, they do stand a good chance to convert casual cyclists to more confident 

cyclists over time, cyclists who would then likely demand additional infrastructure to improve 

the uphill riding conditions in the City.   

How might the City address the topographic and geographic limitations of the 

neighborhood greenway network? First, if City decision-makers decide to move forward with 

the neighborhood greenway plan, they may consider updating the city-wide comprehensive 

bicycle plan to prioritize the development of additional connections to the neighborhood 

greenway (NG) network. The NG network would form the arteries of a citywide bicycle 
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network in the flats, but additional solutions will be required for the hills and outlying areas. 

Fortunately, the City has implemented two key uphill bicycle lanes on East State Street and on 

Hudson Street in the past several years. This is a good start. The City has identified University 

Avenue as another potential future corridor for bicycle lanes; this is the street with the gentlest 

grade going up to Cornell. Links on West Hill, especially to serve Lehman Alternative 

Community School’s 305 middle and high school students, would be another important 

addition. This study does not address the physical design features that would be required to 

implement uphill bicycle routes, but a combination of uphill bicycle lanes and downhill 

sharrows (shared lane markings) would be suitable in most potential uphill corridors in Ithaca.   

Another valuable solution would be to work with TCAT (the local bus transit agency) 

to enlarge the opportunities for uphill trips by bus and bike. TCAT buses already have two bike 

racks per bus, but on many of the popular routes, these fill up quickly, forcing cyclists wishing 

to use transit for the uphill portion of their trip to either ride up the hill, abandon their bike at the 

bottom of the hill or wait for the next bus and hope for an open rack on the next one. This 

creates a disincentive to use the bus/bike option. One option to address this would be to assign a 

dedicated bike-bus shuttle with expanded racks (perhaps on a low flat-bed trailer) to key routes 

during morning commute times. Of course, riding downhill by bike on the return trip is no 

problem! 

Ithaca is a college town; thousands of 18-25 year olds call the city home while 

attending Cornell University or Ithaca College (IC). It is unclear exactly how the presence of 

large numbers of students might play into the effectiveness of neighborhood greenways, but I 

see the student factor playing out in two main ways. In both ways, proactive education and 

outreach are likely to determine the strength and direction of influence.  First, college students 

bicycle more than other demographic groups.  Academic studies of the determinants of cycling 

mode share in American cities (including a regression analysis that I performed in December, 

2009) demonstrate that the percentage of 18-24 year olds in a city has a significant upward 
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influence on bicycle mode share. One might even call it the “college town effect”. Cornell and 

Ithaca College can enhance this effect by encouraging cycling on their campuses through 

additional infrastructure improvements on internal campus streets and by offering educational 

resources directly to students on using the bicycle network. Why don’t more students bike 

already? Hills undeniably play a role in Ithaca, but there is also currently very little bicycle 

infrastructure and linked, contiguous network at all. Adding these improvements will likely 

encourage the natural tendency of college students as a group to bike more. 

A second student influence could work in the opposite direction. Many students in 

Ithaca drive cars, and there’s a new group of freshman and transfers every year. Longtime 

residents will gain familiarity with the neighborhood greenways quickly, but many students will 

have never experienced a neighborhood greenway before coming to Ithaca, and may be 

confused about how they are expected to drive differently on these streets. If done well, the 

physical treatments (traffic calming, diversion-if implemented, pavement markings, identity 

signage, etc.) will provide a degree of direct information, but the City, in partnership with 

Cornell and IC, may wish to develop a targeted marketing campaign to educate students in 

particular about neighborhood greenways and sharing the road with cyclists and other 

vulnerable users in general.  This is important because bad driving behavior on neighborhood 

greenways – speeding, passing cyclists too closely, tailgating cyclists, etc. – will likely dampen 

neighborhood their use. 

Finally, a number of lower to middle income workers commute into the city by car each 

day from surrounding rural areas with more affordable housing. These workers would be the 

least likely to bicycle in the city, and most likely to suffer from any increased congestion. It is 

worth considering neighborhood greenways in light of this demographic reality. Do 

neighborhood greenways exacerbate an existing equity concern? There’s no evidence that they 

would. NGs are probably more likely to have a neutral or positive influence on traffic flow, than 

exacerbate congestion. This is because over time fewer city residents may drive during peak 
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commute times, and because neighborhood greenways primarily use low-traffic corridors. Also, 

to the extent that the neighborhood greenway project fits within the growth of a larger regional 

commitment to enhancing non-motorized transportation infrastructure, and to the extent that 

cycling is an affordable mode of transportation, bicycle infrastructure improvements in the City 

of Ithaca would promote equitable access to transportation in the long run. They most certainly 

would in the short term for low-income city residents as well.  

WHAT IS THE LIKELIHOOD OF THE PROJECT BEING 

IMPLEMENTED?  

Could a vocal opposition derail it before it gains enough support and engagement from 

a wide cross-section of Ithaca residents?  With the challenging fiscal environment for local 

governments in New York State, could budgetary concerns table the idea? Even if state/federal 

funding can be secured, are future system maintenance costs to be borne by the City likely to 

scare the mayor, Common Council members, or the Board of Public Works? Similarly, what 

could hamper the project’s viability even if it is implemented? Could the treatments be watered 

down during a formal planning and public participation process to the point of being 

ineffective? If the option to pilot one corridor is preferred, will this undermine the success of the 

overall project because by definition the lack of a complete network will not induce the 

intended use? What if the network gets built without partial non-motorized only crossing 

treatments, but these in fact are needed? These questions cannot easily be answered, but instead 

speak to the need for ongoing strong staff support, a strong marketing/communications plan and 

public engagement process, professional engineering and design expertise during the formal 

planning process and possibly for an organized advocacy presence. 
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WRITING A LENGTHY, DETAILED PLANNING REPORT 

Successful completion of the Ithaca Neighborhood Greenways Study and Conceptual 

Plan required that I balance taking steps which supported the study process with actually 

writing it up. Completing the final write-up took longer than I thought it would. I have a natural 

bias towards tangible action, and for developing relationships with potential partners. Part of the 

reason for the lengthy write-up process may be due to this. Also, this is the first time that I have 

been the sole author on a report of this length (60+ pages) and complexity. It would almost 

certainly go more quickly for me next time; for one, I would start writing earlier and gathering 

edits in more stages along the way. 

The report would also be improved by more visuals; in particular images of what 

specific street corners or areas along the conceptual neighborhood greenway network would 

look like with the recommended treatments. I don’t have much experience in this area, and it 

wasn’t where I was asked by ITCTC to focus my energies, so it didn’t end up being part of my 

work. I want to continue to seek out and surround myself with people who have those skills 

(and graphic design skills, too) to complement mine in research, writing, conceptualization, and 

convening and managing projects and group processes. Notably, I have helped recruit two 

current Cornell MRP students to carry these aspects of the project forward as interns for the 

ITCTC in summer, 2011. 

This project also served as a reminder of the need for robust planning data systems. 

Readily available traffic count data was critical to being able to identify recommended 

corridors. Two other sources of data were missing from this report which would have been very 

useful to have: bicycle and pedestrian counts, and data on actual speeds along given corridors. 

These are potentially time-consuming and expensive to gather, so these and other data systems 

would need to be developed over time, and with a clear end-use in mind. One of the 
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recommendations of this study is to develop baseline data and a system for evaluating changes 

in bicycle and pedestrian travel patterns in Ithaca. 

CONCLUSION 

 If given the opportunity, I would do this project again. For one, focusing for my MRP 

exit project on something practical with a real shot at being implemented was very rewarding. 

Also, in addition to the lessons already described, the project offered a window into the role of 

potential players in the transportation planning process – consultants, municipal transportation 

planners, state DOT staff, MPO staff, researchers and advocates. This is valuable as I consider 

my professional goals for after my MRP degree. I have a better understanding of some of the 

tradeoffs in involved in working in any of these roles. 
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