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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Introduction
According to the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), the broad goal of
its Bicycle and Pedestrian Program is “to
improve conditions for bicycling and
walking, consistent with [its] goals for a
safe, comfortable, equitable, and
integrated multimodal transportation
network infrastructure that serves all ages
and abilities” by providing “funding,
policy guidance, program management,
and resource development” (FHWA 4
2019). In 1991, federal legislation (ISTEA) facilitated inclusion and eligibility of bicycling and
walking-related projects and subsequent legislative acts and policy have continued to support
DOT nonmotorized transportation planning and implementation. As a result of federal legislation,
states and MPOs have been required to address bicycle and pedestrian needs during the
transportation planning process. The FHWA released, “Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning, Program,
and Project Development” in September 2019, provided in Appendix D. It provides a summary of
applicable statutory/regulatory requirements, and a list of relevant design resources. In 2010, the
USDOT set a nationwide policy for bicycle and pedestrian accommodation with the issuance of its
“Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and
Recommendations.” That policy states in part:

“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.”

The federal policy Federal-Aid Pedestrian and Bicycle Funding Obligations, FY 1992 - FY 2014 ( Millions)
encourages states and local
agencies to adopt similar LA
policies for bicycle and 100 /\
pedestrian accommodation | 25 /
- 5% M0
and to go beyond minimum z0
. o]
design standards to | Hu
. <0
promote cleaner, healthier Eé 0
air; less-congested | = ¢
roadways; options for active, 0
healthy transportation; %
more livable, safe, cost- 5855455555904 %%%b%%% 9999
efficient communities; and YEAR
low-cost mobil ity o pti ons. Source: FHWA Fiscal Management Information System
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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Some states, such as PennDOT (2019), °
are focusing their bicycle and pedestrian ?
plans on "active transportation” and ‘ @
micromobility (illustrated left) to more ‘ . ) -
broadly accommodate options in [

addition to walking and bicycling, such

as using wheelchairs, skateboarding,

scootering, and rollerblading. Active '

transportation is “any self-propelled, &

human-powered mode of - EMERGING

transportation” (PennDOT 2019). "Use of MOBILITY OPTIONS

the term  ‘active  transportation’
highlights the growing recognition of
the connection between public health
outcomes and transportation planning”

E-SCOOTERS/NEV" BIKESHARING

(PennDOT 2019). As a form of human- @ o
powered transportation, active

transportation engages people in e ®

healthy physical activity while they travel

from place to place and supports transit E-BIKES SCOOTER SHARING

use since many people reach transit

stops using active travel modes. *NEV: Neighborhood Electric Vehicle

Overview: Developing a Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

In 2014, FHWA released a handbook to help DOTs develop or update statewide pedestrian and

bicycle plans “from plan inception and scoping to engaging stakeholders and the general public;

developing goals, objectives, and strategies; collecting and analyzing data; linking to the larger

statewide transportation planning process; and implementation”. The report also includes critical

evaluation of plans from fifteen DOTs. The handbook, which is referenced in many of the current

state plans, includes these chapters, which will be described in detail in the next section:

» Getting Started: key questions and considerations prior to beginning a statewide plan

» Institutional and Policy Analysis: institutional and policy related considerations that could
frame the planning process and the plan itself

> Developing Goals, Objectives, and Performance Measures: how to organize the planning
process around goals, objectives, and performance measures

» Public Participation: importance of involving the public/stakeholders in conducting a
standalone pedestrian and bicycle plan and examples and methods for doing so

» Information Base and Content: methods and data sources for developing a statewide technical
fact base on which to conduct a plan for nonmotorized transportation

» ldentifying Needs and Priority Areas: examples to describe methods of identifying network
improvement/safety projects for pursuit in a statewide nonmotorized transportation plan

» Implementation: key considerations for making an effective plan and setting a process in
motion to realize the plan’s objectives

(FHWA 2014)
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To illustrate the basic process of plan development, the Pennsylvania DOT summarized the steps
based upon the preceding guidance (as shown in the following figure) and describes the steps in
its "How To” Guide it created for its MPOs and regional/local agencies (PennDOT 2019, 2020c).
PennDOT also commissioned a Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy Study (2016) prior to updating its

current plan (2020) “to strengthen PennDOT's policy for bicycles and pedestrians and establish
new methods for policy implementation and follow-through”. The process “engaged PennDOT
staff and leadership along with a broad spectrum of other stakeholders to obtain a range of
expertise and perspectives” and the report “presents [PennDOT's] bicycle and pedestrian policy
recommendation to the State Transportation Commission (STC) for its consideration and
endorsement” (PennDOT 2016).

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

The needs of the community and an agency’s resources will determine the level of involvement in
the steps identified below. The blue boxes are essential elements of a bicycle and pedestrian plan.

Develop & Evaluate
Performance Measures

Key Steps to Develop a )

Identify Funding Sources

Identify Proposed o
Networks & Amenities (9

kM& St W eerssiveniz - BIGYGLE & PEDESTRIAN

z
D
s
{9 Estimate Project Costs
Y
IS
9

Master Plan
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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Plan Development Timeline & Activities
DOTs have recently been developing or
updating their statewide pedestrian
and bicycle plans and documenting the
process. PennDOT's Bicycle Pedestrian
Plan  ("The  Pennsylvania  Active
Transportation Plan”) was recently
developed (updated) over a 20-month
period (shown in the figure below) and
engaged thousands of stakeholders
and the general public (PennDOT
2020b). The Maryland DOT included ~

similar development activities in the .
update of its recent plan (2019). T

[ Have aPlan
[l updating Pian
- [l Working on First Plan

\““\“\‘ °
- B " nextcity.org 2017

NOV 17 - MAR 18
MAR "18 - MAY 18
MAY "18 - JUL "19
Review of
existing
conditions and
needs

Identifying
a vision for
walking and
bicycling in
Pennsylvania

Strategies +
Implementation

Initial Outreach,

L

PennDOT Plan Development Timeline (PennDOT 2020b)

AUG 19 -SEP 19

JUL 19 - AUG "19
Final

Pennsylvania
Active

Draft

Pennsylvania
Active
Transportation
Plan report

Transportation
Plan report
& Executive

Summary

L

Data Assessments,
Stakeholder Public Outreach: Prepare and
Meetings Regional Workshops Release Draft Plan A
Fall 2017 Winter 2018 Spring 2018 Summer 2018 Fall 2018 January 2019
Analysis of Trends; Data Research & Update

292

Assessment

== - MDOT Annual Attainment
Report (AR) and AR
Advisory Committee

% - Demographic
infrastructure inventories
and trends

- Bike Safety Task Force:
Recommendations on
legislation, infrastructure,
funding, and education
(December 2017)

Collection and Mapping;
Needs & Opportunities

-~
Guip

Analysis

- Best practices research—American

Association of Retired Persons (AARP)

and the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) Council on Active Transportation

» Short Trip Opportunity Areas

- Data development and GIS update

+ Pedestrian and Bicycle Statistical Team
evaluation

- BPMP Technical Advisory Group (TAG)
review

Strategies, Develop and
Refine Key Initiatives

Release of
@ Final Plan

Interagency Initiatives
+ MTP: Research and guiding framework for the BPMP

- A Better Maryland: Over 72 listening sessions to
support and improve economic growth, environmental
stewardship, planning, and coordination

+ Maryland Land Preservation and Recreation Plan
(LPRP): Guides efforts to conserve open space and
enhance outdoor recreation

- Maryland Department of Health: Walk plans and Walk
Maryland initiatives

- Maryland Department of the Environment:
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Act Plan
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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Plan Elements

DOTs have been fairly consistent in including the | ! >1.|mooumomocomxr

following general elements [and documenting activities]

afp

in their bicycle and pedestrian plans, consistent with | = 2vsovmocis

FHWA guidance (FHWA 2014, 2019):

[Align Plan with] Laws, Policies, Plans, Programs
[Develop Plan] Vision, Goals, Objectives
Stakeholder Engagement/Public Outreach
[Determine] Existing Conditions and Trends

VVVYVYVYYVY

[Develop] Implementation Strategies

Some states use different nomenclature and information
groupings, as illustrated by the lowa DOT bicycle
pedestrian plan table of contents (2018), shown right.

7. FUNDING STRATEGY

[Develop] Recommendatlons 6. COMPLETE STREETS POLICY

o 8. IMPLEMENTATION

3.PROGRAM REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4. INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5. STATEWIDE NETWORK RECOMMENDATIONS

lowa DOT 2018

18

30

58

98

124

136

The Arkansas DOT (2017) provides the following framework example created for use by its local
agencies, which provides some descriptions for the bicycle and pedestrian plan elements.

Visioning

*Plan purpose and need
*Vision, goals, and objectives

] Existing Conditions Review

sSummary of physical infrastructure (existing and planned bicycle, pedestrian, and shared use facilities)
sSummary of relevant existing and prior plans

sSummary of public comment and safety data analysis

sSummary of public comment and data analysis regarding access, mobility, and connectivity needs
*|dentify important origins and destinations

] Network Development

*Discuss potential for existing infrastructure to be modified
*Select preferred routes and facility types

*Discuss wayfinding needs

*Develop network map

Create Policy & Plan Recommendations

sSummarize baseline from current policies and ongoing programs
*Provide policy and program recommendations in light of needs and/or opportunities

Create Implementation Plan

*Short list of priority projects, policies, and programs (3-5 years)
+|dentify key implementation partners & associated responsibilities
*Planning level cost estimates

*Potential funding sources and strategies

*Performance measures and progress reporting metrics

Arkansas DOT 2017
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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

“Keys to Success” in Plan Development (FHWA 2014)

The following keys to successful statewide pedestrian and bicycle plans emerged out of the
research for the FHWA handbook (FHWA 2014). These points will be further elucidated and
applied in the next section that details step-by-step plan development guidance.

Be specific and clear about what the plan is expected to accomplish. Limited resources will
constrain the scope of any plan. At the start of the plan’s development, engage relevant staff and
stakeholders to determine what actions are necessary to improve nonmotorized conditions in the
State and how the plan can help to move the agency to prioritize them. In cases where the
planning staff have latitude to determine the scope of the plan, focus first on topics over which
the State DOT has clear responsibility or control. Many State DOT nonmotorized transportation
plans focus heavily on developing policies and institutional procedures that increase the attention
to pedestrian and bicycle transportation before getting into specifics about network development
or developing detailed project lists. The degree to which a plan gets into the specifics of
implementation depends on the agency’s needs/resources/time that it has to develop the plan.

Take advantage of the opportunity to improve internal integration and communication
throughout the DOT. While nonmotorized transportation may be the specific focus of only a few
individuals within the organization, almost every aspect of the DOT's business impacts pedestrians
and bicyclists. Use the plan’s development to engage all divisions and districts within the DOT,
focusing on its responsibility to enable safe and convenient travel conditions for pedestrians and
bicyclists. Involving staff from all areas of the DOT will build ownership and awareness of the plan
and will grease the wheels of the organization to effectively implement its recommendations. As
a result of engaging multiple internal stakeholders, many emerging State nonmotorized
transportation plans are more explicitly considering pedestrian/bicycle needs in the project
development process to ensure that each project is an opportunity to improve in this area.

Develop an action plan for measuring performance holistically. Use goals, objectives, and
performance measures to make the plan transparent and clear in its purpose and maintain its
relevance over time. Effective performance measurement requires sufficient resources and time.
Where possible, State DOTs should partner with existing data collection and performance tracking
efforts undertaken across the DOT and by other State agencies and local partners. Successful plans
consider nonmotorized network extent and quality and nonmotorized expenditures in context of
accessibility/mobility and equity, economic benefits, environment and energy, health, safety, and
usage/mode share. The plan should document the approach to track performance, including
specific roles and responsibilities and time frames. The most effective performance measures are
those that can be measured quantitatively and over which the State DOT has some direct control.
A performance monitoring plan may also include specific action steps for the agency to commit
to, such as developing interim deadlines for an annual performance monitoring report.
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Address and influence the content of the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), the
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), and the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). A
nonmotorized plan should have a substantial linkage to these documents. The plan itself can
explain the role and influence of these documents and show how pedestrian and bicycle projects
and policies can relate to them. It can also go further and recommend changes to the content of
these documents. For example, for an agency to track its performance in delivering nonmotorized
transportation, the STIP can be organized to identify nonmotorized elements of transportation
projects. For the SHSP, the plan can recommend the inclusion of pedestrian or bicyclist safety
countermeasures as well as the consideration of the impact of automobile safety countermeasures
on pedestrian and bicycle travel.

Invest time and effort on involving the public to increase the plan’s effectiveness and impact.
Nonmotorized transportation plans benefit from significant public involvement by helping the
agency understand the unique needs and concerns of pedestrians and bicyclists. The public is also
a particularly valuable source for the collection of data to inform the plan because they understand
the conditions on the ground. Involving the public early and often throughout the planning
process will build support for plan implementation and sustain the momentum of the planning
effort once completed. Public outreach may take substantial time and resources and should be
carefully integrated into the planning process.

Focus on State-owned facilities, but consider the larger implications of DOT facilities on local,
regional, and statewide connectivity. The DOT role in accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists
varies by State, but generally the majority of nonmotorized trips occur along urban, locally-owned
routes. Keeping in mind local and regional plans, consider how State facilities support or hinder
the connectivity and safety of existing or planned routes. For example, bicycle accommodation in
conjunction with a capacity expansion on a State-owned arterial route may further regional bicycle
connectivity, but work at cross-purposes to local pedestrian connectivity.

OKLAHOMA

State Bicycle Map

Map Legend

okbike.org
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Best Practices in Developing a New Plan: Step by Step

This section provides the step-by-step process for developing a bicycle and pedestrian plan
consistent with FHWA guidance (2014) and is elucidated by DOT plan elements. The focus will be
on state DOTs who have recently (since ~2014) updated a plan or developed a plan where one
has not previously existed. This section serves to provide the basis for the development of the
“skeleton” outline and framework proposed in Appendix A to serve as the starting point for the
development of the ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

Step 1: Getting Started — Defining the Scope
There are key questions and considerations to be addressed prior to beginning a statewide plan
(FHWA 2014). The goal is to direct the scope of the plan by defining users, roles and purpose.

1.1 Determine the Type of Plan: Policy Guidance or Project Prioritization? Most statewide plans
are policy plans. Many states want plans that focus more on guidance and direction than lists of
projects. Still, some plans identify specific corridors for statewide bicycling routes and include
project scoping checklists and project prioritizing criteria (FHWA 2014).

1.2 Determine the Purpose of the Plan. Many states report the importance of how the results of
the plan are used, beginning with the end in mind and working backwards. Understanding what
the plan seeks to accomplish will help clarify roles and responsibility, identify key stakeholders,
eliminate duplicative efforts, and focus resources to ensure strategic bicycle and pedestrian
investments. Over the course of plan development and informed by users and stakeholders, the
purpose (DOT examples Table 1) will evolve into a foundation for the subsequent steps (develop
the goals, objectives, performance measures) as illustrated by the following PennDOT example.

The Core Policy Statement was
developed through the 2016
Transportation Advisory Committee

[ ]
Core Policy
and highlights tl‘!e Department's .
o oo gt Statement

The Wision is a narrow, future-oriented
declaration of what we want walking
and bicycling to be in Pennsylvania.

“PennDOT shall make accommodations for
active transportation a routine and integral
element of planning, project development,

Themes are broad topics that provide
insight into areas of interest which . . )
will guide the goals and objectives design, construction, operations, and

for édvar?C|ng active trzlansponatlon maintenance.”
projects in Pennsylvania.

Goals are developed to track our
success and will push initiatives
forward. Goals should be SM.A.RT
(Specific, Measurable, Achievable,
Realistic, and Timely).

Objectives are more-specific action
items that will help to achieve the
goals.

PennDOT 2020
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Table 1 Purpose for Statewide Plan by State

DOT Plan (Year)

Bicycle Pedestrian Plan Purpose/Vision

Alabama (2017)
*new plan

The purpose of the Alabama Statewide Bicycle and

Pedestrian Plan is to establish a vision that supports walking

and bicycling as modes of transportation in Alabama: Alabama is a state where
walking and bicycling are safe, comfortable, and convenient modes of
transportation in communities across the state for people of all ages and abilities.

Arizona (2013)
*updated plan

The principal goal of the Arizona Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is to
establish materials and programs that, upon implementation, improve the safety
and quality of bicycling and walking in Arizona.

Arkansas (2017)
*new plan

By fully embracing bicycling and walking, both as forms of transportation and
recreation, Arkansas communities can provide transportation and lifestyle options
for its citizens and strengthen the

economic and social vitality of their communities.

California (2017)
*new plan

This policy direction continues support for the recent trend of increasing bicycle
and pedestrian travel in the state and strengthens the connection between
transportation, environmental sustainability, and public health. By 2040, people in
California of all ages, abilities, and incomes can safely, conveniently, and
comfortably walk and bicycle for their transportation needs.

Colorado (2015)
*updated plan

A key objective of this Plan is to create and implement an approach to
evaluating competing projects that is consistent, defensible, and reflective of the
needs and perspectives of various stakeholder groups.

Delaware (2018)
*updated plan
(bicycle only)

The purpose of the Blueprint for a Bicycle-Friendly Delaware is to: ¢ Identify
Delaware specific goals and adopt new and best practices « Integrate efforts of
stakeholders into a focused implementation strategy * Increase coordination and
leveraging of resources « Communicate the value of bicycling toward achieving
broad societal goals; This plan seeks to build on accomplishments to date, fill in the
gaps, and take advantage of opportunities for improvements identified during
stakeholder interviews.

[llinois (2014) Transforming Transportation for Tomorrow represents IDOT's commitment to a
*updated plan safe, sustainable, integrated multi-modal transportation system. It embraces a
(bi planning and programming approach that ensures the continued effectiveness and
icycle only) . .2 » . >

efficiency of transportation investments and opportunities. It embodies our vision
for transportation in lllinois that all modes be integrated, coordinated, planned,
and built with the idea that present and future travel options are user focused,
economically supportive, ecologically sensitive, and information centric

lowa (2018) The Bicycle and Pedestrian Long-Range Plan has three key objectives: (1) Improve

*new plan the policies and practices for the ongoing development of the lowa bicycle and

pedestrian system and program. This is especially important in light of the current
national transportation bill (Fixing America’s Surface Transportation, or FAST Act)
and evolving national design guidelines. Central to this objective is the
development and adoption of a Complete Streets policy. (2) Expand the intercity
and through-city bicycle network by providing guidance for the completion of
national trail segments (including the Mississippi River Trail, American Discovery
Trail, and Lewis and Clark Trail) and establishing additional US Bicycle Routes
(national bikeways for cyclo-tourism and transportation). (3) Facilitate
implementation of the plan by including a funding toolbox, enhancing design
guidelines used by lowa DOT and local agencies, and making recommendations for
program priorities.
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https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://apps.azdot.gov/ADOTLibrary/Multimodal_Planning_Division/Bicycle-Pedestrian/Bicycle_Pedestrian_Plan_Update-Final_Report-1306.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://altaplanning.com/wp-content/uploads/Toward-an-Active-California.pdf
https://www.codot.gov/programs/your-transportation-priorities/colorado-transportation-matters/assets/documents/statewide-bicycle-and-pedestrian-plan.pdf
https://deldot.gov/Publications/plans/bikeandped/pdfs/DelDOTBikePlan043018FINAL.pdf
http://www.idot.illinois.gov/Assets/uploads/files/Transportation-System/Reports/OP&P/Plans/BikePlanSummaryFinal.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Louisiana (2009)
*updated plan

The Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LDOTD) has
undertaken this plan to develop a comprehensive and integrated policy approach
to guide decision-making on

accommodating walking and bicycling on and along Louisiana’s roads.

Maryland (2019)
*updated plan

The state of Maryland has great opportunities for residents and visitors to walk and
bicycle, both recreationally and as safe and convenient ways to get around. The
2019 Maryland Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan Update highlights the benefits
of active transportation and offers solutions to Maryland'’s current challenges,
providing opportunities to better meet the needs of all of our transportation
system users. With input from a wide array of stakeholders, the Plan brings a fresh
perspective and strategic focus to the challenge of guiding investments and policy,
and realizing a newly-articulated vision: Maryland will be a great place for biking
and walking that safely connects people of all ages and abilities to life's
opportunities.

Minnesota (2016)
*new plan
(bicycle only)

Bicycling contributes to the quality of life for people in Minnesota by connecting
them to daily activities and creating access to the state’s amenities. The Statewide
Bicycle System Plan provides a framework for how MnDOT will address bicycling
needs and interests in Minnesota.

Montana (2019)
*new plan

The Montana Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan (Plan) is the first statewide effort to
understand and address the needs of the non-motorized users across the state.
MDT's mission is to provide a transportation system and services that emphasize
quality, safety, cost effectiveness, economic vitality and sensitivity to the
environment. The Plan will be used by MDT and other partnering agencies as they
work to fulfill the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and all who use Montana's
transportation system.

New Jersey (2016)
*updated plan

The purpose of the 2016 New Jersey Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan is to revisit
and update the vision, goals, and implementation strategies to successfully
advance bicycling and walking over the coming decade. The master plan is
intended to be a living document and will require ongoing coordination among
NJDOT, other state agencies, MPOs, counties, municipalities, nonprofits,
consultants, developers, advocates, and the general public.

Oregon (2016)

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan provides a decision-making framework for

*updated plan

*new plan walking and biking efforts in the State within the context of the overall
transportation system.
PennDOT (2020) The core policy statement, vision statement, themes, goals, and objectives of the

Pennsylvania Active Transportation Plan were developed through extensive
stakeholder and public input through the planning process. Together, they will
guide the planning, funding, and implementation of multimodal infrastructure
policies and programs.

Wyoming (2017)
*new plan

The overall objectives of this plan are: O To increase safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists via engineering, enforcement, and education

O To provide mobility for all transportation users, including disabled persons O To
increase economic development opportunities via bicycle and pedestrian facilities
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http://wwwsp.dotd.la.gov/Inside_LaDOTD/Divisions/Multimodal/Highway_Safety/Bicycle_Ped/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/newMDOT/Planning/Bike_Walk/Documents/Bike_Ped_Plan_Update/2019_01_08%20MDOT_Final%20Version_High%20Res%20with%20Page%20Borders.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/documents/planning-research/statewide-bicycle-system-plan.pdf
https://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/pedbike/docs/MontanaPedestrianandBicyclePlan_2019.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Planning/Documents/OBPP.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
http://www.dot.state.wy.us/files/live/sites/wydot/files/shared/Highway_Safety/Pedestrian%20Bicycle/WY%20Bicycle%20and%20Pedestrian%20Transportation%20Plan_2016.pdf

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

1.3 Define the Intended Users of the Plan Planners should consider who will use the plan and how
the plan will be used; this helps to define the expectations of the process (FHWA 2014).
Specifically, this will facilitate the plan development process by helping to determine the
stakeholders to involve, the data to collect, the level of detail the plan should address, and the
resources required to develop it.
» Who are the intended users of the plan? Carefully consider and define who will use this plan
and for what purpose.
* Internal to the State DOT:
Users: road designers, project managers, and district engineers and planners
Purpose: to carry out the business of planning, design, construction, and maintenance of
DOT facilities
» Other State Agencies:
Users: trail system and park planners, law enforcement, the public health community, any
other State agencies
Purpose: to provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities
» Local and Regional Government Agencies:
Users: staff at metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) or other regional transportation
planning organizations, city and county engineers, and planners
Purpose: to provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities/connectivity
« Stakeholders:
Users: advocates and others involved in transportation policy development at the local,
regional, and State level
Purpose: to provide pedestrian and bicycle policy input
« General Public: users of the pedestrian and bicycle system. (PennDOT states that its priority
focus is on Pennsylvanians who walk and bicycle out of necessity rather than for leisure and
recreation (PennDOT 2020), whereas other agencies do not make that distinction.)

1.4 Define the Role of the State DOT Per FHWA, State DOTs provide leadership regarding walking
and bicycling in many ways. For example, some State DOTs use their pedestrian and bicycle plans
to describe policies for how they will improve conditions for walking and bicycling through their
transportation investments. They use the planning process to collaboratively develop a vision for
MPOs and local governments to do the same. Other States develop plans that identify specific
projects to complete nonmotorized networks or improve access and safety at key locations on
State-owned roadways. How much a State plan goes into defining specific projects or networks
depends in part on the maturity of pedestrian/bicycle planning in the State and the availability of
comprehensive network data. Going beyond the plan to implementation, many States also
develop design guidelines to enable context-sensitive design solutions that meet the needs of all
users. They can encourage design flexibility to better accommodate walking and bicycling, and
can provide a model for local transportation agencies to do the same (FHWA 2014).

Some States own, operate, and maintain a significant amount of transportation infrastructure
that is used by or affects pedestrians and bicyclists, including roadways, transit, and multi-use
paths. In other States, this infrastructure is mostly managed by municipalities. Ideally, the planning
process provides both a forum for statewide policy development and facility network planning.
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Understanding the division of responsibility for facilities within the State can help stakeholders
more effectively utilize limited resources (FHWA 2014).

A\ 7
1.5 Define the Function of the Plan within the State DOT ?‘%\?;\ ,&%::é
Early in the development of a State pedestrian and bicycle %
planning process, it is useful to consider how the plan §c 2
relates to other statewide transportation activities. Plans 28 OREGON ;ﬁ
are a tool for designing roadways that better ] TRANSPORTATION
accommodate walking and bicycling, thereby increasing FLAN
mobility, reducing congestion, and improving safety. ‘:@5 f}i\é‘
Some questions that may be appropriate to ask when 5% @&{o@
beginning a new plan include (FHWA 2014): Bicycleand. (g

* Why do a standalone pedestrian and/or bicycle plan? —

What purpose will it serve that is not already served by Oregon DOT 2016
The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian

other statewide transportation documents? Plan encepsuléios: the: b and. walk
+ What direction does the State’s Long-Range = modal elements of the OIF The policies

. . . and strategies in this plan are written fo
Transportation Plan (LRTP) or Strategic Highway Safety refine the OTP and be consistent with the
Plan (SHSP) give to policymakers and practitioners at the other mode and topic plans, such as the

DOT? What resources are needed for practitioners to -2 Hanway Fian (FF For example,
while the OHP has policies and strategies

carry out the strategies in the LRTP/SHSP? for driveway distances, this Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan enhances those policies
by including a strategy to minimize sidewalk

Statewide elevation changes at driveway locations. In
Transportation Plan

this way, the suite of mode and topic plans
under the OTP complement and build upon
one another and provide comprehensive
policy direction for the state.

e How can the statewide pedestrian and/or bicycle plan

inform and be explicitly linked to the LRTP and SHSP?

How can the plan inform and be explicitly linked to the

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)?

e How can the statewide pedestrian and/or bicycle plan
Prioitzation Ctera best support network development at the local, regional,
PR AR R and State level?

Alabama DOT 2017 « Do specific projects or priority corridors need to be
identified and pursued on State routes? Should selection criteria be developed to prioritize
project applications for funding programs (e.g., the Transportation Alternatives Program)?

* Who will be involved in plan development? Public, law enforcement, advocacy groups,
champions in the community—and others?

« How will the State DOT measure the progress of plan implementation? Who will collect and
analyze data?

* How much staff time/funding is the DOT prepared to commit to developing the plan?

Asking these questions and understanding the various roles of the State DOT early on will help to
determine what kind of plan is both desirable and achievable. These steps are also necessary to
articulate effective goals and objectives to guide the planning process.
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1.6 Create a Combined Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan or Have Two Separate Plans Approximately 20
States have combined pedestrian and bicycle plans, while 13 States have standalone bicycle plans
and 6 States have pedestrian standalone plans (FHWA 2014). Common reasons for combined
plans include (FHWA 2014):

» These modes are often handled by the same team within an agency and are influenced by

the same programs and processes.

» Pedestrians and bicyclists are both particularly vulnerable users of the highway system.

» ltis less resource-intensive to develop only one plan.

» Both modes exist within the same Federal and statewide planning and funding context.
Where the policy context and organizational needs are the same for pedestrian or bicycle issues,
a combined approach may be most appropriate. However, the needs of pedestrians are unique
and distinct from those of bicyclists. When it comes to project planning, each mode may require
its own approach for analyzing existing conditions, trends, and project analysis and project
identification. If the planning process is going to go into more detail in identifying network and
facility needs, it may be more appropriate to separate the planning processes to engage them
adequately (FHWA 2014).

Step 2: Conducting Institutional [Internal] and [External] Policy & Plan Analysis
This step involves evaluating the internal and external institutional and policy related
considerations that could frame the planning process and the plan itself (FHWA 2014).

2.1 Institutional Relationships Internal coordination is important, especially with district engineers
and people tasked with collecting data (FWHA 2014). The State DOT staff are the people that
ultimately implement the plan. Coordination is key for information exchange, education, and buy-
in. The following list of questions and considerations highlights some of the issues that may
surface throughout the planning process (or may prompt the planning process). Not all of these
topics will be relevant or able to be addressed in all settings, but it may be useful to consider this
full list as a way to see the many connection points for the pedestrian and bicycle planning
process. These questions focus primarily on understanding the processes and knowing who
manages them. Implementation focuses more on the content and how to use it to advance
projects (FHWA 2014).

Questions to Understanding Institutional Processes?

» Planning and Programming
« How are bicycling and walking accounted for in the State’s long-range transportation plan
(LRTP)?
» How are bicycle and pedestrian projects and accommodations on multimodal projects
accounted for in the STIP?
* Who develops the capital improvement plan? What is the timeline? What are the targets
and priorities?

! FHWA 2014
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« How do the DOT and MPO project prioritization processes work and how do they account

for nonmotorized needs?

« How do congestion management plans account for walking and bicycling? Are walking

and bicycling included in strategies to mitigate current and future congestion?

» Project Development

« Does the project development guide reference pedestrian/bicycle facilities? If so, at
which stages are they referenced?

« Are there efforts to integrate planning and project development?

« What is the process for requesting design flexibility or exceptions?

« Are district engineers familiar with pedestrian and bicycle facility design?

» Performance Management

« What are the key measures and targets currently tracked by the State?

« In what areas do bicycling and walking play a role in these measures and targets?

« What is the general approach for meeting [FAST Act] requirements? How do those
priorities account for (or not) pedestrian and bicycle needs? Are there opportunities for
connecting to Transportation Performance Management (TPM) priorities and data
collection and analysis?

» Maintenance

» What are the priorities and schedule for repaving projects?

« Are there opportunities to capitalize on repaving projects by adding bicycle and pedestrian
improvements such as striping lanes, replacing drainage grates with more friendly grates,
etc.?

* Who are the people with whom to communicate about timing and opportunities to
influence maintenance procedures?

« Are pedestrian and bicycle facilities on State owned roadways typically maintained by the
State or the municipality?

> Safety

« What are the key safety issues and areas of concern in the State?

« Is there good data collection and reporting for pedestrian and bicycle safety issues?

« Are nonmotorized users a focus of the development of the Strategic Highway Safety Plan
and the project prioritization process for the Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP)?

> Right of Way

« Is the realty staff familiar with the right of way needs for pedestrian and bicycle facilities?
» Operations

» How do operations plans consider signal and timing needs for pedestrians and bicyclists?
» Security/Emergency Management

« Do security and emergency management plans consider the needs of pedestrians and
bicyclists? Do they consider opportunities for how bicycling and walking could support
their mission?

* Do residents have information on how and where to walk/bicycle/take transit in case of
emergency?

(FHWA 2014)
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2.2 Existing Policies and Plans Agencies evaluate existing
policies and plans to understand how nonmotorized
transportation fits into the broader planning and project
development processes, and to identify internal policies or
procedures that may need to be developed or revised
(FHWA 2014). Before establishing plans and strategies, it is
essential that plan developers understand the impact of
Federal Laws (Appendix D), State Laws and other external
and internal policies (e.g., LRTP, STIP, TIP) to obtain federal
funding. Many state DOTs involve staff from MPOs in the
development of their pedestrian and bicycle plans so that
the state plan is consistent and well-coordinated with the
strategies of MPOs (FHWA 2014), as illustrated by the
following NJDOT (2016) example.

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Related Policies, Plans, and Programs

In order to provide a blueprint for improving bicycle and pedestrian safety and mobility in New Jersey, it
is necessary to understand related policies, plans, and programs at the federal, state, and local levels.
‘While the focus of this master plan is on state agencies, bicycle and pedeastrian safety and mobility has
been an important part of other federal, regional, and private efforts. The following section provides an
overview of significant policies, plans, and programs related to walking and bicycling, including:

Federa
caerd

General overview of recent federal guidance and legislation related to pedestrian and bicycle
transporiation.

State
General overview of the actions and initiatives of state agencies and affiliated organizations, including:

New Jersey Department of Transportation

Mew Jersey Division of Highway Traffic Safety (DHTS)

NI TRANSIT

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (MJDEFP)

Mew Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA)

New Jersey Department of Heatth (MWJDOH)

Rutgers Center for Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation
Alan M. Voorhees Transportation Center (WTC) at Rutgers University

® 8 % 8 8 ¥ 8 @

Regiona

General overview of the actions and initiatives of transportation-related entities with a regional focus,
including:

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)
Counties

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs)
Private Foundations and Mon-Profit Organizations

LN ]

Plans
General overview of related transportation plans in New Jerssy, including:

=  MNIDOT. New Jersey Complete Streefs Design Guide (2016), Bicycle Safely Action Plan & Toolbax
(2016), Pedestrian Safely Action Plan & Toolbox (2014), New Jersey School Zone Design Guide
(2014)

MIDOT & M) TRANSIT: New Jersey Long Range Transportaiion Plan (2008)

MIDHTS: New Jersey Highway Safely FPlan (2018)

MNIDEF: Mew lersey Trails Plan Update (20093)

Together North Jersey. The Flan (2015)

NJDOT 2016

LI I ]
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Many plans place great emphasis on coordination with the agency’s project development process.
It is critical to link planning to project development, to ensure that the plan concepts are followed
through into practice. This type of effort may relate to implementing “"Complete Streets” policies
or other design guidelines, changing internal procedures, or providing professional training
internally and externally (FHWA 2014). States, MPOs, and local communities have used “Complete
Streets” policies or plans to institutionalize the U.S. law that requires consideration of pedestrian
and bicycle needs in transportation plans and federally funded projects. The purpose of the
complete streets policy is to ensure that all user needs are fully considered during project
development and to provide some parameters, boundaries, and exceptions for applying flexibility
in roadway design and operation (FHWA 2014). Complete streets policies range widely—from
simple resolutions stating support of the concepts, to detailed regulations discussing context,
design, users, and exceptions. The lowa DOT devoted a chapter of its bicycle pedestrian plan to
its “complete streets” policy.

COMPLETE STREETS AND ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION POLICY AND PLANNING

The Complete Streets and Active Transportation the average score for the strength of a In 2020, we only included state bicycle or
Policy and Planning core topic area first looks at Complete Streets policy was under 11 points. pedestrian plans adopted/updated more than 10
Complete Streets policies. Since 2017, only one See Figure 1 for state by state information. years ago consistent with the League of American
state has adopted a new Complete Streets policy. Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly Actions assessment.
Qverall, 36 states have some form of Complete This core topic area also looks at Active Trans- Thirty-one states have some form of plan in place,
Streets policy in place, with DOT policies being portation Planning and Design. In a continuation of which the majority (24 states) address both
the primary tool that states rely on to put in place of analysis of state goals for increasing walking bicycles and pedestrians.
Complete Streets at the state level. Complete and bicycling mode share, we found that only 15
Streets policies continue to be less prevalent tin states had goals explicitly calling for an increase Finally in this core topic area, the number of
the Midwest and Mountain West regions. in both walking and bicycling and 3 had goals states adopting the NACTO guides remains
explicitly to increase walking or bicycling but unchanged from 2018.
Using the National Complete Streets Coalition's not both. This was a drastic change from data
analysis of the strength of Complete Streets reported in 2018. However, we hypothesize
policies allowed for a more robust assessment that in 2018 and previous years states reported
of state policies in 2020. This analysis showed having walking and bicycling mode share goals,
great variability in the strength of state Complete but these goals were not explicit goals in adopted
Streets policies, but overall state Complete documents. Encouraging states to adopt explicit
Streets policies lacked many of the components goals is important to provide accountability and
of a strong policy. Out of a possible 20 points, increase likelihood of implementing actions.
FIGURE 1:

Complete Streets: Policy Type & Strength

HI

g Scoring Key:
Strength of Complete Streets Policy Type of Complete Streets Policy
[l e no (has no pattern)
0 points [ | 11-15 points has not adopted a Complete Streets Policy
. 15 points - 1620 points |~ .~ has adopted Complete Streets legislation
Safe Routes Partnership 2020 S S ——

~ has adopted both Complete Streets legislation
” and a DOT policy
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In some States, such as in Louisiana and Washington, the pedestrian and bicycle plan has led to
development of a comprehensive complete streets policy and implementation approach while
in others, like North Carolina, the plan may follow a complete streets policy statement.
Regardless of which effort comes first and whether it is formally called “complete streets,” the
process of reviewing other plans and procedures across the DOT offers opportunities for
focusing policy and defining roles, ultimately leading to a more holistic approach to managing
roadways and better projects that serve all users. Louisiana’s plan was followed by a complete
streets implementation report that includes many recommendations for specific actions that
should be followed to implement complete streets (FHWA 2014).

It is critical for any State DOT planning process to examine the agency’s project development
process and analyze how it affects the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities (FHWA 2014).
Each stage of project development presents an opportunity to consider nonmotorized
transportation. Developing a statewide pedestrian and bicycle plan is an excellent time to review
the project development process and institute new requirements for explicitly considering
pedestrians and bicyclists in all projects. Some States have developed checklists for project
development that require project managers to document inclusion of facilities or document why
facilities were not included (FHWA 2014).

Once project development requirements are addressed, project managers need design guidance
from the DOT (NCHRP 2014). This is an area where the State DOT can truly lead by encouraging
flexibility in design and improving the design consistency of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
throughout the State. It is common for State DOTSs to base their design guidelines on the AASHTO
guide (“Green Book"). There are several other design guides that are also appropriate for
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, produced by the United States Access Board, AASHTO, the
Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE), and the National Association of City Transportation Officials
(NACTO). Transportation projects must also meet the standards outlined in the Americans with
Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines (NCHRP 2014).

Pedestrian and bicycle safety are of primary importance and a key priority of the U.S. DOT (FHWA
2014). There are several opportunities to coordinate statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning
with ongoing statewide safety analysis and programs. The SHSP data analysis process identifies
several safety emphasis areas, and strategies and priorities for addressing safety concerns within
those emphasis areas. Pedestrian and bicycle safety are sometimes highlighted as their own
emphasis areas; they are also sometimes included as part of a broader focus on vulnerable
roadway users. The majority of States identify pedestrian and bicycle safety issues as either
primary or secondary emphasis areas in their SHSP (FHWA 2014). For pedestrian and bicycle
projects and programs to be eligible for HSIP funding, the need must first be demonstrated
through the data analysis that feeds the SHSP. One challenge in funding pedestrian and bicycle
projects through HSIP has traditionally been data—States must have sufficient data on pedestrian
and bicycle usage patterns and accidents to identify it as an emphasis area, as well as to support
the cost-benefit analysis to show the impacts of certain infrastructure or programmatic
improvements on the system as a whole. The statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning process
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may be another opportunity to better coordinate data collection/analysis to support better
projects/countermeasures, and to take best advantage of existing funding sources (FHWA 2014).

Statewide planning practitioners should be aware that FHWA also administers the Focused Approach to
Safety program, which provides additional technical resources to assist States in addressing critical safety
problems. Since 2004, FHWA's Safety Office has been working to aggressively reduce pedestrian deaths
by focusing extra resources on the cities and States with the highest pedestrian fatalities and/or fatality
rates. Cities were identified as pedestrian focus cities if they had more than 20 average annual pedestrian
fatalities or a pedestrian fatality rate greater than 2.33 per 100,000 population (the annual national
average number of pedestrian fatalities is 20 and the average national rate of pedestrian fatalities is 2.33
per 100,00 population). States with a focus city were automatically identified as pedestrian focus States.
The Focused Approach to Safety Program provides additional technical assistance resources to focus
cities and states to help build local staff capacity in addressing pedestrian safety needs, and also help
prioritize investments. FHWA has also created a guide to developing Pedestrian Safety Action Plans and
offers free technical assistance and courses to each of the States and cities, and free bi-monthly webinars
on subjects of interest. These documents and webinars are available for free to other States as well. The
FHWA site provides links to Pedestrian Action Safety Plans developed by the focus cities and States,
which may be a useful resource for any statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning process. FHWA plans

to expand the focused approach program to include a focus on bicycle safety (FHWA 2014)

tal | Pedestrian and Bicyclist Fatalities by Year, 2006 t 'O

Source: NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts

Figure 1. Total pedestrian® and bicyclist? fatalities in the US by year, 2006 to 2015.

The number of pedestrians
o and bicyclists killed in crashes
involving motor vehicles in the
US represents almost 20% of
all traffic related deaths,
according to data compiled by
the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA)
(FHWA 2017).

Step 3: Developing Goals, Objectives, Strategies and Performance Measures

It is effective to organize the statewide pedestrian and
bicycle planning process around goals, objectives, and
performance measures, consistent with other agency
initiatives/federal guidance that follow a Performance-
Based Planning approach (FHWA 2014). This approach
improves decision making by linking plans to specific
actionable strategies and provides agency accountability
for following through on the plan. It is important to make
sure that each goal, objective, strategy, and performance
measure is meaningful, realistic, and relates to areas that
the agency can influence (FHWA 2014). A performance-
based plan usually begins with an overall vision
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statement, which is supported by agency-wide goals and objectives that break the agency’s vision
into focus areas. Objectives are achieved through strategies/actions and are monitored through
performance measurement. Targets, which are often framed by benchmarking other jurisdictions,
establish a standard for the State to achieve over an explicit time period. The following list defines
these elements (FHWA 2014).

Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures (FHWA 2014):

» Vision: A concise expression of what the plan is expected to accomplish (Error! Reference s

ource not found.).

> Goal: A broad statement that describes a desired end state (Table 2).

» Objective: A specific and measurable statement that supports achievement of a goal.

» Strategy/Action: An agency initiative that will be pursued to meet one or more objectives.

» Performance measure: A metric used to assess progress toward meeting an objective. A
measure can be of an output or an outcome.

» Target: A specific level of performance that an agency hopes to achieve in a certain timeframe.

> Benchmark: A metric that is a national, peer State, or regional standard against which an

agency can compare its performance.

The following figure was obtained from the Maryland DOT Plan (2019). Its newly articulated vision
is: “Maryland will be a great place for biking and walking that safely connects people of all ages
and abilities to life's opportunities”. One of its goals is "Safety”, that has three main objectives and
corresponding strategies. Performance metrics reference targets and baseline measures and the
DOT provides cost estimates as well.

Maryland DOT 2019

Improve the Safety of Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel through Education, Enforcement,
and Infrastructure Solutions

Objective 1.1 Objective 1.2 Objective 1.3

Reduce the number of bicycle Improve the maintsnance and Improve education, enforcement,
and pedestrian lives lost and operations protocols that and training to support safe
injuries sustained on Maryland's support safe access driving, biking, and walking
transportation system for pedestrians and bicyclists

Strategies

Strategies Strategies 1.3a Regularly update and

1.7a Continue to improve data 1.2a Improve methods for effectively communicate

collection techniques and access identifying maintenance information on new safety laws

to safety data to support efforts and safety concems and and technologies

tw plan for and implement safer for communicating them to i

networks appropriate agencies 1.3b Improve training and
education for all rcadway

1.1b Refine techniques for 1.2b Enhance protocols users and design professionals

understanding and evaluating that ensure safe access for in emphasizing bicycle and

safety issues and areas of pedestrians and cyclists during pedestrian safety

concern the construction phase of

infrastructure projects
1.1c Implement effective design
solutions and countermeasures
o enhance safety of
infrastructure

Performance Metrics:

Statistics for fatalities and serious injuries continue to be acquired and compared with targets established by
the SHSP. New baseline measures to estimate "exposure” data (i.e., number of people biking and walking) will
be developed to improve understanding of actual progress and need. Continue with the Toward Zero Deaths
approach in working to reduce bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries in Maryland.

Estimated Cost:
S50 million to $120 miillion

*Estimates are based on curent mrogram expenditures with additsonsl consideration for future system
improvements and expansion. Figures are not ntended for programming PuUposes.

Goals, Objectives, and Strategies
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An agency can approach the development of goals and objectives for statewide pedestrian and
bicycle plans in several ways. In some cases, plans follow explicit purposes in a related plan, such
as the State Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) or the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).
In other cases, members of an agency tasked with developing the plan work with stakeholders to
identify goals, objectives, and performance measures. Goals and objectives explicitly define what
the agency would like to achieve through the plan. Therefore, depending on the scope of the plan,
goals and objectives may cover a range of topics and vary in specificity.

Common categories of goals for statewide bicycle and pedestrian plans include:

» safety: related to reducing fatalities/injuries, needs, design, O&M, enforcement, etc.

» mobility: providing people with other modes for going to work, school, etc.

» accessibility/equity: providing all people with accessibility to other modes

» economy: tourism, walk/bike to work to save money, for recreation, etc.

» connectivity: land use and transportation planning, strengthen bike/walk networks, close

gaps, multimodal “first/last mile”, preservation/maintenance of system etc.

Some DOTs also include improving public health, as illustrated by the following Montana DOT
plan example (2019) and environment, like CALTRANS (2017).

Goal 1: Reduce pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and serious injuries in support of
Vision Zero.

(A Goal 2: Educate, encourage, and promote safe and responsible travel practices of
motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

—
)

Goal 3: Preserve and maintain the pedestrian and bicycle transportation system.

Goal 4: Improve mobility and accessibility for all.

@K

g Goal 5: Support walking and bicycling as important transportation modes for access
to destinations, economic vitality, and health.

Montana DOT 2019

Table 2 lists categories of goals found (explicitly stated) in recent plans by state. It should be noted
that states have documented different ways of articulating, approaching and measuring these
goals (e.g., qualitatively vs. quantitatively; directly vs. indirectly). For example, the goal of
implementing the plan to result in benefitting environment may be indirectly “captured” and
evaluated by collecting data about mode shift (such is the case with the Colorado DOT 2015) or
just assumed with a state’s improvement in bicycle/pedestrian policy (as is the case with Alabama
DOT 2017). It is also important to note that the goals listed for each state should necessarily
correspond with the agency’s initial data collection in Step 5 to identify baseline conditions and
to support future performance monitoring.
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Table 2 Goals for Statewide Plan by State

Public
DOT Plan (Year) Safety |Mobility| Equity |Economy|Connectivity|Health|Environment
Alabama (2017) X X X X X X
*new plan
Arizona (2013) X
*updated plan
Arkansas (2017)
*new plan
California (2017)
*new plan
Colorado (2015)
*updated plan
Delaware (2018)
*updated plan
(bicycle only)
Illinois (2014)
*updated plan
(bicycle only)
lowa (2018)
*new plan
Louisiana (2009)
*updated plan
Maryland (2019)
*updated plan
Minnesota (2016)
*new plan
(bicycle only)
Montana (2019)
*new plan
New Jersey X X X X X X
(2016)
*updated plan

Oregon (2016) X X X X X X X

*new plan

PennDOT (2020) X X X X X X

*updated plan

Wyoming (2017) X X X X
*new plan

X| X| X| X| X
X| X| X| X| X
>
>
>
pa

>
>
>
>
>

X| X| X| X
X| X| X| X

>
>
>
>
>
>
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https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://apps.azdot.gov/ADOTLibrary/Multimodal_Planning_Division/Bicycle-Pedestrian/Bicycle_Pedestrian_Plan_Update-Final_Report-1306.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://altaplanning.com/wp-content/uploads/Toward-an-Active-California.pdf
https://www.codot.gov/programs/your-transportation-priorities/colorado-transportation-matters/assets/documents/statewide-bicycle-and-pedestrian-plan.pdf
https://deldot.gov/Publications/plans/bikeandped/pdfs/DelDOTBikePlan043018FINAL.pdf
http://www.idot.illinois.gov/Assets/uploads/files/Transportation-System/Reports/OP&P/Plans/BikePlanSummaryFinal.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf
http://wwwsp.dotd.la.gov/Inside_LaDOTD/Divisions/Multimodal/Highway_Safety/Bicycle_Ped/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/newMDOT/Planning/Bike_Walk/Documents/Update_2017/BikePed_Booklet_11_29_16.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/documents/planning-research/statewide-bicycle-system-plan.pdf
https://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/pedbike/docs/MontanaPedestrianandBicyclePlan_2019.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Planning/Documents/OBPP.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
http://www.dot.state.wy.us/files/live/sites/wydot/files/shared/Highway_Safety/Pedestrian%20Bicycle/WY%20Bicycle%20and%20Pedestrian%20Transportation%20Plan_2016.pdf
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Some states develop a pedestrian and bicycle plan that is derived from goals contained in another
agency-wide plan and some states develop their own set of goals. Either way, it is good practice
to develop specific and measurable objectives to achieve each goal (FHWA 2014). While goals
relate to the "big picture” or desired end-result, objectives provide the specificity necessary to
implement broader based goals. Furthermore, an objective is a specific, measurable statement
that supports achievement of a goal. Objectives are best developed with the extensive
participation of internal stakeholders such as district planners, engineers, and maintenance
officials that are charged with carrying out agency policy. It is also useful to engage staff from
MPOs, local governments, and advocacy groups when developing objectives. The engagement
process will reveal opportunities to pursue strategies/actions for the agency to meet its objectives

(FHWA 2014). See the PennDOT example that has its goals and supporting objectives (2020).
Pennsyhy

Themes at a Glance ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION
A ENHANCE SAFETY élé S

51: Incresse Penn DOT capacity to plan, design, construct, and

maintain active transportation facilities that support and
enoourage users of 2ll ages, skills, and abilities.

E1: Integrate equity criteria into decision-making and prioritiz=
walking and bicyding investments in undeserved areas with
transportation dissdvantsged populations.

52Z: Improve PennDOT processes to ensure the needs of
bicyclists and pedestrians are adequate by identified during
scoping and induded in design for all praject types.

53: Implement additional education and enforce ment
progrms to reduce crashes and provide a better zense of
seourity for people whowalk and bicydle.

EZ: Improve active transportation engagement as part of
pmoject-specific transportation planning/design and create
specialimd outreach for people with disabilities and people
from minority groups.

54: Improve policies and practices for maintaining access for
people whowalk and bicycle during construction and
maintenanoe projects.

[E3: Imnp rowe non-motonzed aooess totransit and other
modal connections.

Ed: Provide ongoing outreach and education to partners with a
focus on partners that focus on underserved communities.

@5_@ CONNECT WALKING AND

BICYCLING NETWORKS

C1: Support the dewelopmentof regionzal and local plans that
identify bicycle and pedestrian needs and priority projects with
a focus on dosing gaps and building complete,

comfortable networks.

@ LEVERAGE PARTNERSHIPS

P1: Strengthen ongoing coordination, coopeation, and
collzbomtion between federal, state, regional, local, and
private partners to facilitate a seamless pedestrian and
bicycle system.

C2: Improve connectvity by addressing bicycling and
pedestrian network gaps through the tensporation project
dewe lopment process.

P2: Coordinate Penn DOT planning and palicy with all levels of
govemment to encoursge mode shifts, reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases, and provide a flexible and resilient
transportation network.

C3: Improwve aocess to parks, trails, and other recrestional
amenities.

P3: Imnprove the quality and availability of data on bicycle and
pedestrian travel and infrrstructure.

P4: Engage in proactve evaluations and discussionson
emerging technologies and maobility solutions.

@ IMPROVE PUBLIC HEALTH

H1: Continue and enhanoe ongoing state agency coordination
to improwve public heshth outcomes through active
transportation.

ﬁ INCREASE ECONOMIC MOBILITY

M1: Promote local lend use policies and practces that support
imncreszed bicycling and walking and add to the overzll Inability
and vitality of communities.

H2: Engage health paolicy practiioners in policy development,
compre hensive trans portation planning. and early project
deve lopment.

H3: Link state grant program oritena to community projects
designed to strengthen health and active transportation.

M2: Build partnerships between Penn DOT, other state
agencies, visitors, and comention bureaus, chambers of
commerce, loczl governments, and private sector to support
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure to enhance economic
imitiatives within communities.

Ha: Address heahth disparities through active tenspoartation
policies, plans, and project =slection.

HS5: Improwve data collection and shanng betwesen
transportation and public heatth agencies.

M 3: Identify pre-construction and post-construction
azseszment methodology to determine the economic vitslity
of completed pedestrian and bicycle projects.

HE: Improwe soccess to community health rezources.

M a: Improve sccess to job centers and downtown districts.

More Information: For more information on the Plan please visit: Pennsylvania Active Transportation Plan.
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For example, Arkansas has three (3) goals that include safety, connectivity and economic benefit
and one associated performance metric being reduction of injury crashes by fifty percent (50%).
It also developed eight (8) supporting objectives and thirty-five (35) specific action strategies that
are recommended for implementation (Arkansas DOT 2017).

The Colorado DOT plan (2015) is highlighted in this section because it provides a comprehensive
view of goals and performance measures. A summary for other states is included in Appendix B.
The CDOT plan states that “for the most part, these goals originate with
policy statements produced by other statewide planning initiatives including  documents
produced by groups such as the Colorado Transportation and Finance Implementation Panel,
the Colorado Physical Activity and Nutrition Program, and the Colorado Climate Action Plan. The
state’s two types of regional transportation planning agencies, MPOs and TPRs, have also
adopted many of the goals in some form. Input from this Plan’s Stakeholder Group and through
feedback received from the public via statewide goalsetting webinars also contributed to the
development of goals. This process led to the creation and refinement of the following goals for
CDOT's ongoing promotion of bicycling and walking in Colorado” (CDOT 2015).

Additionally, “investment decision criteria” were developed to assist CDOT in incorporating bicycle
and pedestrian considerations into its projects. The figure below shows its project evaluation
calculator, with the box on the right side capturing the quantified values for each of its plan’s
goals, as described in this section.

Bicycle & Pedestrian Candidate Projects Evaluation Calculator

Input Infs ion (use drop-downs for assi: )
Variable/Characteristic Input Type Input
Bicycling/Walking Conditions Before Project (8/P LOS) LOS value
Bicycling/Walking Conditions After Project (8/P LOS) LOS value
Crash Rate Reduction Potential 0-10 scale i Evaluati ts: Adh toward Statewide Goals
Motor Vehicle LOS LOS grade Enhance Safety 40
Roadway Functional Class Classification Type A l Increase Bicycling and Walking Activity 43
Population*Employ inS ding Area 0-5 scale i Expand Recreational Opportunities & Enhance Quality of Life 25
Population of Surrounding Area 0-5 scale Improve Public Health 38
Corridor Aesthetics 0-5 scale Improve Environment, Air Quality, & Fossil Fuel Independence 35
Count Device Included Yes/No Provide Transportation Equity 33
Designated Scenic Byway Yes/No N Maximize Transportation Investments 33
Direct Access to Designated Scenic Byway Yes/No Improve State & Regional Economy 35
Direct Access to Public Lands Yes/No Y
Shared Use Path Yes/No ’Tml Benefits Score Summary | @10
Located in Designated Downtown Area Yes/No Y or
County Obesity Rate 0-5 scale ! [oommoo-cm Index | 3591
Minority/Low Income Population in Surrounding Area 0-5 scale )
Access to School Yes/No
Senior Population in Surrounding Area 0-5 scale
Closes Gap Between Two Existing Facilities Yes/No
Extends Existing Facility Yes/No
Fixed Route Transit Service Yes/No
Access to Park and Ride Facility (including carpool/vanpool) Yes/No
County Tourism Revenue 0-5 scale
Concerted Tourism Investment Yes/No
Fadlity Construction Cost $

Figure 2. Candidate Projects Evaluation Calculator
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CDOT includes “A Detailed Examination of Select System-Level Performance Measures” in its
plan’s appendices (CDOT 2015) and provides both project- and system-level performance criteria,
as described in this section.

The following goals, objectives and performance measures are described in the CDOT Plan (2015):

GOAL: Enhance Safety

OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)

» Reduce crash rate or potential threat of crashes:
Many bicycle- and pedestrian related projects and programs are specifically geared to
improve safety for users of those modes. Many innovative engineering approaches are
available to improve non-motorized safety, particularly at intersections and mid-block
locations, and the efficacy of safety projects can be measured using crash reports and
statistics. This goal also incorporates efforts to improve safe operating behaviors among
motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians through education and enforcement activities.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project would result in safety improvement as quantified by Crash Modification Factors

PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level

v Change in bicycle and pedestrian crash rates

v' State bicycle and pedestrian crash rankings

v" Number of communities with adopted Share the Road programs or policies

GOAL: Mobility/Accessibility
Increase walking and bicycling

OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
> Improve (corridor) bicycling or walking conditions:
Increased bicycling and walking activity is the springboard that enables widespread benefits.
Many communities statewide have found that the best way to increase non-motorized
activity is by improving the bicycling and walking conditions in their transportation corridors
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Quality of improvement, measured as the change in bicycle or pedestrian LOS
(primary benefit evaluation component)
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v Percent bike/ped mode share
v Percent of CDOT's system at bike LOS A-D, E, F
v Percent of CDOT's system at ped LOS A-D, E, F
» Expand permanent data collection infrastructure
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — Project Level
v Project includes installation of permanent bike/ped counting device
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v" Number of permanent bike/ped counting devices on the State's system
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GOAL: Expand Recreational Opportunities and Enhance Quality of Life
OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
Numerous quality of life indicators are enhanced by the ability to safely and comfortably
bicycle and walk. Specifically, bicycle and pedestrian accommodation provides a greater
variety of transportation choices, enables lifelong communities to be created in which
residents of a particular place can comfortably progress through all stages of life, enhances and
preserves the characterof communities, helps maintain property values, and offers
abundant recreational opportunities. Such opportunities can be enhanced by creating better
access to public lands and offering more ways to enjoy the state’s Scenic Byways.
» Enhance Scenic Byways
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project is located along a Scenic Byway (Yes/No)
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v Percent of Scenic Byways miles that are bicycle/pedestrian compatible
» Create access to public lands
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Project provides direct access to public lands (Yes/No)
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v" Percent of public lands with bike/ped access
» Provide multi-use pathways near populations
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Project is a multi-use pathway (Yes/No)
v" Relative population of project area
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v Miles of multi-use pathways
> Preserve and enhance downtown character
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project is located in defined downtown or “Main Street” area
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v" Number of communities participating in Main Street Program

GOAL: Equity
Provide Transportation Equity

For many Coloradans, bicycling and walking are key elements of transportation mobility. This
mobility can be realized by providing safe non-motorized access to schools and learning
centers for Colorado’s youth, and by constructing new bicycle and pedestrian facilities in areas
with significant senior, minority, and low-income populations.
OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
» Provide mobility options to underserved populations
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — Project Level
v Project is located in an area of underserved population (low-income or minority)
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v Percent of underserved populations (lowincome or minority) in the state living within
a quarter mile of a defined bicycle or pedestrian facility
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» Provide safe active transportation to schools and learning centers
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project provides direct connection to school and would likely be used by students or
staff to walk or bike to school
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v Percent of schools in Colorado that have a Safe Routes map and program
v" Number of schools teaching CDOT Safe Routes to School curriculum
v Percentage of students who bicycle or walk to school
» Provide pedestrian mobility for seniors and disabled populations
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Project located in an area of high >65 population
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v Percent of >65 population living within a quarter mile of a defined pedestrian facility

GOAL: Economy

Improve State/Regional Economy

Promoting and accommodating bicycling and walking can lead to economic benefits.

For example, new facilities (both on-road and off-road) can lead to active transportation-
related tourism. The choice to bike or walk to work leaves more money in residents’ pockets,
otherwise used for fuel and other auto-related expenses, which is then frequently re-

invested in the local economy. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities create access to jobs for much of
the state’s population. Bicycle infrastructure, in particular, attracts a creative and highly educated
working class that develops new business in the state.

OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
> Provide better access to jobs
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Jobs * population in vicinity
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v Employees who ride/walk to work (through employer survey)
» Bolster tourism
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v' Relative level of tourism in area
v Demonstrated level of tourism promotion investment in local community
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v" Tourists using bicycle/pedestrian facility, quality of their experience, would
they come back (through phone survey)
» Induce mode shift to bicycling, walking, and transit = more household disposable income
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Mode shift
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v" Mode split estimated through phone or mail survey
v Change in biking and walking activity
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GOAL: Connectivity

Maximize Transportation Investments

Bicycling and walking can go a long way in optimizing the many types of transportation
investments made by Colorado’s public agencies. Roadway capacity projects, which represent
significant capital expenditures, can be made more efficient if some auto trips are converted to
bicycling and walking. Enhanced non-motorized access to transit expands the reach of public
transportation systems and the effectiveness in those investments. Finally, the efficacy of bicycle
and pedestrian networks themselves can be optimized by implementing strategic and logical
connections.

OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
» Complete or connect network or system
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project connects to an existing bicycle or pedestrian facility
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v Percent of planned bicycle/pedestrian network complete
» Reduce motor vehicle traffic congestion
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v Project located along or parallel to a congested roadway
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v Percent of State Highways (or congested State Highways) that are bicycle and
pedestrian compatible, as measured through adopted level of service targets
» Enhance multimodal efficiency (expand utility of public transportation)
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Project provides direct connection to transit service
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
v" Percent of transit stations that have bicycle parking
Percent of stations that are bicycle and pedestrian accessible
Percent of transit vehicles that can accommodate bicycles
Percent of transit routes/systems that provide shared bicycles for the
last mile connection

AURNEN

GOAL: Public Health
OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
» Reduce disease/obesity in children, adults, and seniors:
Active transportation is an ideal way for Colorado’s residents to build the recommended am
ountof daily exercise into their lives. Such activity has the potential to play a key role in rever
sing the trend of increased obesity in the state among children, adults, and senior citizens, as
well as the associated chronic disease rates. Beyond the physical benefits, bicycling and walk
ing activity can also improve mental health.
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — Project Level
v Mode shift and induced recreational travel
v Obesity rate in project county
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE — System Level
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v Percent Percent of Medically Underserved Populations in the state living within a
quarter mile of defined bicycle or pedestrian facility

v" Obesity Rate

v Bicycle and pedestrian mode share

GOAL: Environment
Improve Environment, Air Quality, and Fossil Fuel Independence

OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES (Investment Decision Criteria)
» Reduce carbon-based vehicle miles traveled through increased bicycling and walking:
More people bicycling and walking instead of driving their cars leads to lower GHG emissions,
thereby benefiting air quality for the state. The importance of this benefit is underscored by the
fact that the short auto trips that bicycling and walking would replace are those that produce
the highest level of emissions. Furthermore, shifting to active transportation modes helps reduce
economic dependence on fossil fuels.
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - Project Level
v" Mode shift
o PERFORMANCE MEASURE - System Level
v" Mode split estimated through phone or mail survey
v Change in biking and walking activity

State DOTs have generally addressed the “5 Es” of bicycle and pedestrian transportation within
their plans (lowa DOT 2018, MnDOT 2016).

The 5 Es” of bicycle and pedestrian transportation
The *5 Es™are commonly referred to as a comprehensive way to consider the various factors that impact walking and biking.

Educarion efforts typically focus on teaching all transportation users (drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians) how to safely interact and follow
the rules of the road.

Encouragement activities facus on increasing biking and walking through fun and interesting activities. Encouragement efforts seek to
demonstrate that biking and walking are valid modes of transportation.

Enforcement activities focus on enforcing the rules of the road for all users (motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians). Enforcement also
prioritizes having links between the law enforcement community and the biking community.

Engineering refers to the planning, design, and prioritization of physical infrastructure, such as multi-use trails, paved shoulders, and
pedestrian safety improvements.

Evaluation and planning efforts seek to quantify the impact of the other “Es.” This category was not used for the open house exercise,
because it was assumed that the majority of participants would lack adequate information to comment on the evaluation and planning
activities occurring in lowa.
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The Arkansas DOT (2017) ties in the "5 Es” with plan development in the following figure:

Common Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan Components

Bicycle and pedestrian planning can be achieved
in a variety of ways; however, there are eight key
components integral to creating a successful plan
that leads to buy-in and ultimately
implementation. The eight components are shown
in the figure. Three of the eight plan components
are associated with the “five E's” of bicycle and

Figure 1: Eight Essential Components of a Local Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
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plans. (Arkansas DOT 2017)

pedestrian planning: Engineering, Education,
Encouragement, Enforcement, and Evaluation.
These five E's are used in active transportation
planning to ensure a holistic approach to
incorporating both engineering and programmatic
recommendations into successful, implementable

Physical
Network
Development

Needs
Identification

Plan
Coordination

The Maryland DOT (2019) provides this snapshot of its plan’s framework.

Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

The Plan process identified the following goals, objectives, and strategies to guide state support for bicycle and pedestrian activity in Maryland.

1. Safety

Improve the Safety of Bicycle and
Pedestrian Travel through Education,
Enforcement, and Infrastructure
Solutions

2. Connected Networks

Enhance Transportation Choice
and Multimodal Connectivity
through Linked Networks

m 3. Analysis and Planning

= Support Efficient and Equitable Planning
and Project Development with Data-
driven Tools and Innovative Techniques

4. Partnerships
Build Partnerships to Promote Active
Transportation and Strengthen the
Health of our Communities

' ' 5. Economic
Development

Advance Biking and Walking as an
Economic Development Strategy
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Objective 1.1

Reduce the number of bicycle
and pedestrian lives lost and
injuries sustained on Maryland's
transportation system

Objective 1.2

Improve the maintenance and
operations protocols that
support safe access

for pedestrians and bicyclists

Objective 1.3

Improve education,
enforcement, and training to
support safe driving, biking,
and walking

Leverage strategic investment in planned
routes to support the creation, identification,
and use of safe, lower-stress routes for biking
and walking for all user groups

Improve bicycling and walking accessibility to
transit facilities

A |

Objective 3.1
Improve access to data and decision tools to
support effective and inclusive planning for all
Maryland communities

| 4

Objective 3.2
Create tools to facilitate the development
and delivery of more efficient, effective,
and equitable projects

Objective 4.1
Leverage partnerships to encourage more
Maryland residents of all ages, abilities,
and income levels to participate in active
transportation to meet more of their

| 4
Strengthen partnerships so Maryland
communities are better equipped to implement
active transportation solutions to achieve
health and other benefits

transportation needs | |
Develop biking and pedestrian facilities and Expand access to economic benefits of
programs to promote active tourism bicycling and walking to more Maryland
residents and businesses
| 4 | 4
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The Maryland DOT (2019) provides this snapshot of its plan’s framework (continued).

+ UaContimueto improve  + 1B Refine techniquas + 1ic Implament effactie + 12almprove methods  + 12b Enhance protocds + 1.3a Regularly update + 1.3b Improve training
data allection techniques  for understanding and design solutions and for identifying that ensure safe acess and sffectivaly and eduction for all
and amess to safety data avaluating safety ssues COUNtEmassUes o martanance and for pedestrians and COMmmUicate roadway users and
to support efforts to plan and arezs of concarn anfanae safety of safaty concams and for cydists during the information on new dasign professionals in
for and implemant safar nfrastructura mmmunicating them to. @mnstruction phase of safety bws and emphasizing bicyde and
networks approgiate agences infrastructune projacts technoiogies pedestrian safety '

+ Z1a Strategically invest + 2b Devdop tooks and provide + 2dcUsa best practices 1o + 2.2a Target spedfic bus + 2.2b BExpand and mprove + 22cEvaluate potential
o address and prioritize guidance to idantify missing inks charactarize fadity use and stap and transit station area fadiities to accommodata for sacure bicyde parking
iminsting gaps and barmiers in for and remowe bamiers to bioyde contestt to halp enzure i mp ts -l bicydss on transit wehides, at selact MARC, Matro
strengthening the bicyde and and pedestrian travel as part of treatments ane intsgratad pedestrian and bicyde induding locally operated transit  SubwayLink, and Light
padastrian natwork implamantation of the Completa nto project developmeant and nfrastructure acmss senvioes buses Metro Light Raill  Raillink stations
Streats inftiathe Maibanane processes. and commuter ral (MARC) r

Strategy 3.1 Strategy 3.2
+ 31a Frovide assistance to support + 3Jb Improve amess to data and + 3.2aUpdste guidance and policy + 3.2b Provide technical assistance + 3.2c Compile and disseminata
strategic plenning and impglementation  best pradice eamples to evaluste dotuments an areguler basis o 1o suppart the dentification, funding and project information
of contest-approgriate bioyde and alternaties, conduct outreach, and reflect agancy best practices prigritization, and implemeantation of toimprove fransparency and
padastrian nfrastructure adopt effective pdides and plans. projacts and to autivate rdstionships parformance
that can overcame physial and
institutional barriers in the network

Strategy 4.1 Strategy 4.2
+ 4.8 Strengthen outreach - 4. Devdop new + d.% Provide support + 4.7 Expend partnerships + 4.2a Davdop data and - 4.3 Supportintegration - 4.2c Develop guidance
and incantives promoting nitiathes to support for planning and dasign and improve particpation metrics to halp quantify of haath into local and demonstration
acthe commuting options walking and bildang for decisions to promaota the in acthe trangportation the haath banefits of community developmant projects to suppart
nan-work trips. attractiveness and ease evants and planning adtive ransportation and revitalization the expansion and
of bkding and walking for maatings stratagies mantananoe of sdewslies
Maryland residents and shared-use paths
Strategy 5.1
- BJa Support espansion of blang - 5.b h'rpm\eh\ayﬁrdrg and + 5% Integrate active + B.2a Conduct andysis tohdp - 5.2b Provide tachnical + B2c Continue to support
and walking infrastructune to mapping to better conned: users ua'nspala‘mn options into quantify econamic impacts assistance, design guidance, tansit-arientad development
support towrism and Sttract with ites and buss tourism ok E of biéang and walking and imestmeant to morove and related opporturnities that
eSO acoess to commencial hubs leverage multimodal scoess and
and neighborhoods attract businessas that prioritize
r bicyding and walking amass ’

A pedestrian and bicycle plan is often a product of a State's LRTP (FHWA 2014). LRTPs vary
considerably in detail but most include a vision for the State's transportation system and list
several goals that the agency aims to achieve. Organizing a planning process on the foundation
of the LRTP can be an effective way to ensure that pedestrian and bicycle issues are incorporated
into the wider statewide multimodal transportation planning framework. It can also clearly link
pedestrian and bicycle related strategies with crosscutting agency objectives.

By linking pedestrian and bicycle safety objectives and performance measures to focus areas
identified in the SHSP, they can be integrated into the State’s wider safety program, allowing
pedestrian and bicycle safety projects to compete for dedicated safety funding through the
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). In other cases, the pedestrian/bicycle plan will
reference the State’s LRTP or SHSP but will offer its own list of pedestrian/bicycle specific goals.
When a pedestrian and bicycle planning process is initiated independently of these wider agency
plans, the State DOT will need to engage in significant stakeholder outreach and data collection
at the outset to agree on a series of goals to guide it. The following table provides pedestrian
traffic fatalities by state (2019 preliminary data)
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Pedestrian
Traffic Fatalities
by State

2019 PRELIMINARY DATA

Sorted by State Sorted by Fatality Rate

Pedestrian Fatalities Pedestrian Fatalities
Table & _ Enl P oy S _ el AT
Alabama

Pedestrian Fatalities 1.04 New Mexico 224
by State Per 100,000 Alaska 0.68 Hawaii 1.77
Population: Jan-June 2019 Arizona 1.53 Florida 1.72
Arkansas 0.96 South Carolina 1.61
Source: State Highway N )
Safety Offices and California 1.31 Arizona 1.63
U.8. Census Bureau Colorado 0.55 Louisiana 1.38
Connecticut 0.77 MNevada 1.36
Delaware 1.08 California 1.31
District of Columbia 0.82 Wyoming 1.27
Florida 1.72 Delaware 1.09
Georgia 1.09 Georgia 109
Hawaii 1.77 Texas 1.08
Idaho 0.19 MNorth Carolina 1.06
Table 5 shows the rate L e s Ui
of pedestrian fatalities L 053 L LT 100
per 100,000 population fowa st Arkansas 008
by state for the first zx:“ 2:: ::::'m E':Z
six month§ of 2019. Louisiana 138 o 0o
New Mexico had the rr 052 Now Jorsay 088
highest rate (2.24), while 4 1ana 02 — o085
Vermont had the lowest Massachusetts 0.46 District of Columbia 0.82
(0.18). Fifteen states Michigan 0.62 Missouri 077
had pedestrian fatality Minnesota 034 Connecticut 077
rates of 1.0 or higher Mississippi 1.00 Kentucky 076
per 100,000 population, Mibsscuni 07 Montana 078
compared with 12 states ~ Mentana 078 L] s
in 2018, Nebraska 036 Virginia 067
Nevada 1.36 Morth Dakota 0.66
New Hampshire 0.29 West Virginia 0.65
New Jersey 0.89 Michigan 0.62
New Mexico 204 Mew York 0.62
New York 0.62 Washington 0.61
North Carolina 1.06 Pennsylvania 0.58
North Dakota 0.66 Colorado 0.55
Ohio 052 Indiana 053
Oklahoma 0.B5 Maine 052
Oregon 0.95 Ohio 0.52
Pennsylvania 0.58 inois 048
Rhode Island 0.30 Massachusetts 0.46
South Carolina 1.61 Utah 0.44
South Dakota 0.34 Nebraska 036
Tennessee 0.94 Minnesota 0.34
Texas 1.08 South Dakota 0.34
Utah 0.44 lowa 0.31
Vermont 018 Rhode Island 0.30
Virginia 0.67 MNew Hampshire 0.29
Washington 0.61 Kansas 0.26
West Virginia 0.65 Wisconsin 0.22
Wisconsin 0.22 Idaho 019

Wyoming 127 018

Vermont
I BT T BT

Spotlight on Highway Safety | Governors Highway Safety Association | ghsa.org | @GHSAHQ
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The FHWA also provides the following guidance based upon state input when developing goals,
objectives, strategies and performance criteria (FHWA 2014):

A high quality and transparent plan sets up a framework from which to evaluate the plan’s
progress. Plans use targets to identify a specific performance level that the agency wants to
achieve by a certain time. Targets should be ambitious but realistic in terms of available resources
and support to make the investments or

decisions  necessary to achieve them.

Benchmarks help agencies set targets in the
context of national standards or provide
examples of how peer agencies are approaching

Performance Measures
and Safety Goals

At the naticnal level, agencies can lock to guidance

from FHWA for establishing and tracking safiety

similar issues. DOTs use performance measures ) _
X X performance measuras as part of the Highway Safety
to monitor and track progress toward meeting mprovement Program (HSIF) ittps/Safety.fwa.dot oo’
the targets, and sometimes help provide a hsp/spm). The following five perfor fes are
. e e . usad to track and measure safaty parfo ce as five-
framework for identifying specific strategies for ~ “7" 1 T A TSR SE BATRITIEACE S5 HE
: . vear rolling a
how to meet the objectives. Performance
measures can be quantitative (e.g., reduction in
bicyclist injuries/fatalities, commute mode split,
pavement management system) or qualitative
. . . . Rata Cori niuries per 100 illi W i
(e.g., milestones to achieve process objectives) "l'["‘EfJ"‘r":"l“ — D‘fd] "rIF' o ”dm
Mumber of Non-motorizad Fatalities an
(FHWA 2014). - )

Mumber of Fatalities.
Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT).

Mumber of Sarious Injurias.

Another useful resourca for safety performance measura-
ment is the FHWA Guidetbook for Developing Pedestrian and
Bicyde Performance Measures (fiftps:www: fiwa dof. goverviranment
Digycle_pedestrian/publications.performance_megsures_guidebook’
page2.oim), which identifies the following performance

measures that relata to achieving safety goals:

Performance measures can also focus on either
output or outcome. An example of an output
measure is the number of gaps in the sidewalk
network. Outputs are measures or descriptions
of what an agency does in its efforts to meet its
goals and objectives. Outcomes, on the other
hand, are measures of the results that agency
actions have on changing the experience of
users of its facilities. An example of an outcome
measure is the number of pedestrian injuries or

Accessto Lewel of Sarvice.

Community Destinations. Miles of Pedestrians
Adherenca to Bicycle Fadilities.
Accassibility Laws. Metwork Completenass.
Padestrian Spaca.
Population Served by
Walk/Bike/Transit.

Adherenca to Traffic Laws.
Average Travel Time.
Average Trip Length.

fatalities. Connectivity Indax. Route Directness.
Crashes. Straet Trees.

Great performance-based plans will typically Crossing Opportunities. User Perceptions.
Dalay. Vehicle Miles Traveled

measure both outcomes and outputs. . (VMT) Impacts.

Outcomes are more meaningful metrics of i M e Volume.

success or failure but they are more difficult to
measure than outputs. Before committing to
specific metrics or targets through this planning
process, State DOTs should evaluate whether
there are resources to measure them, and
whether the measures provide meaningful
information about the agency’s progress toward meeting a stated objective. It is also important
to only measure outcomes that the agency is able to influence, so that the plan can have a realistic

For more information about thesa measures and others,
please refer to Table 5 from the Guidebook for Developing

Pedestrian and Bicyde Performance Measures (o wwm T dof.
gov/ernviroament/Bicpole pedestrimyoublicationsperfmance magsures

gutidehook page(l? dfm). FHWA 2017
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chance of success and so that the public understands the capabilities and limitations of the State
DOT to affect pedestrian and bicycle system performance. For example, if an agency wants to
increase walking or bicycling in the State by investing in an expanded facility network it may want
to focus its measurement on the State owned roadway network and not on counting usage on
municipally owned or maintained roads, which the DOT does not control. State DOT headquarters
staff should engage with all local divisions to agree on specific tasks that the agency will commit
to so as to achieve progress toward its objectives and to measure that progress.

 Long-term data collection for performance management should be carefully considered. To
successfully track plan and program performance over time, agencies must identify the right mix
of accountability, ownership, and resources for long-term data collection.

+ The connection between performance measures and project selection criteria needs to be
strengthened. This is an emerging area in planning that some States are making progress on, but
there is still much to learn about the most effective pedestrian and bicycle performance measures
and how to best apply them at the statewide level.

« When selecting performance measures and indicators, planners should be careful to focus on
what the State DOT can control. Performance monitoring is important for tracking progress of
planning efforts and continuing to make the case for increased investments. However, planners
should consider carefully the measures and indicators that they will be able to influence and track
through the planning process. For instance, does the plan address bicycle facility development
across the State or only on State routes? DOT plans should not rely too heavily on decisions or
data collection by other entities to track the plan’s success. (FHWA 2014)

Step 4: Engaging Stakeholders and the Public

Because some State transportation agencies have not historically focused on walking and
bicycling, it is especially important to have an effective public involvement strategy when planning
for these modes. Public Involvement helps planners:

« Understand and gauge citizens’ concerns—Pedestrians and bicyclists, including those who do
not have access to a car, are equal users of the transportation system and the attitudes and
opinions of these roadway users may be different than of those focused on driving.

« Identify specific problems to address—Nonmotorized transportation lacks the data that informs
the planning for motor vehicles and transit; the public is one of the best resources for collecting
and analyzing new data to inform a bicycle or pedestrian plan.

« Build public support for plan implementation and sustain momentum—Participation increases
the visibility and accountability of the plan and can generate champions for the plan’s
implementation.

(FHWA 2014)
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In addition to being a legal requirement, public involvement provides the foundation for a
good plan and planning process. One pitfall that can plague a State DOT in developing its
pedestrian or bicycle plan is to not adequately scope out the requirements for conducting
public outreach, as well as not adequately summarizing and documenting the results of the
public involvement activities. In some cases, the public outreach component of the plan
development can be as large as one quarter to one third of the total cost of the planning
process. According to many practitioners who have recently completed pedestrian and
bicycle plans, the outreach was worth the time and effort,
as public involvement improved the content, increased the visibility, and
improved the implementation of the plan’s recommendations. (FHWA 2014)

The first step in a public involvement strategy is identifying stakeholders (FHWA 2014). While

everyone is a user of the transportation system, certain individuals or organizations are key

stakeholders. Identifiable stakeholders differ from the general public in that they are expected to

actively engage with the end product of the planning process. In the case of developing a

statewide plan for walking and bicycling, stakeholders may include (FHWA 2014):

» Advocacy/special interest groups—Includes groups representing underserved communities,
transit riders or devoted to pedestrian and bicycle issues.

« Environmental professionals—Includes staff from State and local natural resource, recreation,
and parks agencies.

« General public—Includes spokespeople for particular groups, local thought leaders, and other
interested individuals.

« Geographically-based community organizations—Includes neighborhood associations and
advisory boards.

« Government sponsored boards and commissions—May fill an advisory or regulatory role.

« Law enforcement — Includes State and local police charged with enforcing traffic laws and
collecting accident data.

* Public health professionals—Includes staff from State, regional, and local public health agencies.

« Representatives of persons with disabilities—May include representatives from advisory boards
on disabilities.

« Transportation professionals—Includes staff from State, regional, or local transportation, transit,
or planning agencies.

» Tourism and economic development groups—Includes departments of tourism and chambers
of commerce.

The second step is to develop/deliver public involvement methods, which can vary considerably,
ranging from in-person workshops and meetings to virtual comment forms and interactive
websites (FHWA 2014). The mix of approaches employed in any given State depends on timing,
budget, and staff availability. No matter which public involvement methods used, practitioners
need to allow plenty of time to analyze the results in such a way that the information learned can
be most effectively utilized. Responding to comments also helps to build trusting relationships
between the State DOT and the stakeholders who have participated in the preparation of the plan,

3| Page




Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

which can result in the creation of champions for the plan’s implementation. Methods can include
(FHWA 2014):

v Workshops, Meetings, and Focus Groups—In-person meetings are excellent ways to engage
stakeholders and the general public. Meetings should be held on different days of the week
and at different times to accommodate schedules of potential participants. Every effort
should be made to host events in locations throughout the State instead of one central
location. To reach as many people as possible, in-person meetings can be supplemented with
Web and video conferences that allow members of the public who cannot or prefer not to
attend in person to hear about the planning process and provide input.

v Surveys—Broad surveys can reveal information about the latent demand for bicycling or
walking in communities. They can gauge the range of types of bicyclists, for example, from
frequent commuters, to recreational bicyclists, to those who would like to bicycle more but
do not because of safety or other concerns. Besides telephone surveys, agencies can employ
Web-based surveys or mail-in surveys. One easy method to reach out to the general public
is to conduct a survey.

v" Websites and Social Media—It is essential for a pedestrian and bicycle planning project to
have a website where stakeholders and members of the interested public can go to learn
about the project, obtain public information materials, technical reports, draft policy, and plan
language. A website, however, can be more than just a public information portal. It can also
be designed to include opportunities for visitors to comment on or interact with the project
in a way that can be beneficial to its development. It is now common for agencies to develop
a social media presence using tools like Facebook and Twitter, to keep subscribers up to date
about the status of the plan and to solicit comments and discussion from interested parties.
In addition to public meetings, agencies can reach a broader segment of the public through
conducting webinars to provide information about the plan and to answer questions and
gather feedback from participants.

v Crowd Sourcing—The proliferation of information technology and social media in recent
years has opened up emerging opportunities for public agencies to involve the public in
meaningful and constructive ways. There are many examples of innovations in crowd sourced
mapping applications that allow bicyclists to log trips and make comments about road
conditions. The North Carolina DOT contracted to develop an available tool to build an online
map that was used to reach new audiences and gather input on the official State bicycle
routes. The tool reached many new people previously not involved in the development of the
plan. Similarly, Arkansas recently employed the use of a wiki map for both bicycling and
walking that allows the public to provide comments about where they walk and bicycle and
issues that they experience at points displayed on the map. It is advantageous for agencies
to explore these emerging methods for gathering public input but they cannot alone form a
public participation plan because it is important to provide multiple ways of engaging people
to ensure that a diverse cross section of the interested public is involved.

v Advisory Committees—Agencies can involve stakeholders by forming a project advisory
committee that meets regularly throughout the planning process, or creating stakeholder
partnerships to actively participate in plan development. They often provide the best
opportunities for resolving conflict through compromise and consensus. There are three main
types of advisory committees common to planning processes: 1) a technical advisory
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committee comprises DOT technical staff and staff from partner agencies in State, local, and
regional government; 2) a citizen's advisory committee comprises a diverse cross-section of
the interested public; and 3) a policy advisory committee may include more senior policy staff
and may include elected officials or board members. Not all nonmotorized planning
processes will include all three types of project advisory committees although some State
DOTs may choose to develop one committee that includes all of these constituencies. Such
committees present an excellent opportunity for citizen and technical experts to continually
review each stage of the planning process.

Finally, it is important to document each stage of the public involvement process in the plan.
Sometimes the documentation can be detailed in a separate appendix but providing some
narrative public involvement approach in the body of the plan can help to communicate how the
DOT has incorporated public opinion and local knowledge into specific policies and
recommendations.

The following figure is a “snapshot” of the Maryland DOTs engagement process over the past few
years that it documented in its plan (2019).
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CALTRANS documented its three-phase process to engage with its stakeholders and the public
guided by its policy and technical-advisory committees composed of various stakeholder groups
within its plan (2017). The first phase involved information gathering via forums, focus groups

and surveys.

ONGOING
P

MEMBERS 1’

POLICY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

Composed of Calirans executive
leadership and the California State
Transportation Agency

ket throwghowt the planning process
Provided oversight and strategic

guidance on policy languesge as well
&5 general direction of the plan

asout B0 i

MEMEBERS

TECHNICAL ADVISORY

COMMITTEE

Members represent most Caltrans headgquartars
divisions; all 12 districts; bicycling and walking advocaoy
groups; cities, cownties, transit agencies, metropaolitan
planning organizations, and rural transportaticn planning
agencies; and partners including the California Highway
Pafirod, Departmeant of Motor Wehicles, Califormia
Tramsportation Commizsion, Office of Trafic Safety, and
the Departmeant of Public Health

Met gix times during the planning process

Reviewed public input, develop recommendations, and
provided feesdback on Plan drafis

PHASE 1: Gathered information on challenges, opportunities,
and priorities to help identify objectives and strategies

,‘ FI'_'IFIL.I1MGS.
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Spring 2016 forums included
approximataly 300 parficipants at the
following locations: Redding, Cakland,
Fresno, Riverside, San Diego, San Luis
Obispo, Los Angales, Foleom, Bishop,
and Buraka
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&3

Agency Roundtables engaged city,
county, and Calirans District staff ina
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challenges for implemanting active
transportation projects

L1

Public Open Housas engaged
members of the public to identify
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ONLINE SURVEY
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' nta 11
m FOCUS GROUPS

STAKEHOLDER FOCUS GROUPS

Convanad focus groups with over 120 participants
throughouwt the state in Bureka, Aedding, Yubea City,
Oakland. Salinas, Modesto, Bakersfield, Coachslla,
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Conducted in both English and Spanish
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disadvantaged and hard-to-reach communities that
rely on active transportation

CALTRANS Stakeholder Engagement Process 2017
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The second phase involved gathering input and feedback on objectives and strategies via
workshops, listening sessions and a questionnaire (CALTRANS 2017). Lastly, CALTRANS
requested public review of its draft plan via workshops, webinar and online comment.

PHASE 2: Sought input and feedback on draft objectives and strategies

/
\ 2
WORKSHOPS

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

Hald two workshops with more
than 200 participants, one in the
Bay Area and one in Southermn
Califomis

Participants wera also able to
parficipate in eithar session online
via webinar

Hald in October 2016

Gathered feedback on draft
objectives and strategiss

Ty
:@ SES-SIGHE

TRIBAL LISTENING
SESSIONS

Three sessions held: Palm
Springs, Woodland, and
Trinidad

Sessions hald in October and
MNovember 2016

Gathered input from California
Mative American Tribes about
critical bicycle and pedestrian
izEuas, concems, and priorities
in tribal communities

PHASE 3: Public review of the draft plan

L/
N\ 2
WORKSHOPS

PUBELIC WORKSHOPS

In-parson workshops were hald in
COrange County and Fresno. A third
in-parson workshop in San Jose
was converted to a webinar dus to
flooding near the event site.

Also included participation via
wabinar

Februsny-March 2017

I -
WEEINARS

PUBLIC WEBINAR

T wabinar only mestings held,
with an emphasiz on reaching the
remote areas of the state.
‘Wabinars followed the same
presentation and approach as the
public workshops.

harch 2017

CALTRANS Stakeholder Engagement Process 2017
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The lowa DOT summarized the results from its outreach efforts in its plan related to the "5Es” of
bicycle pedestrian impact and its plan goals (2018).

L
T <06 &

Table 2.1: Summarized public input meeting comments - Four of the “5 Es”

‘What is done well in lowa? What could be done better?
= RIDE RIGHT education materials (Des Better driver education — bike passing
Moines Register) + Youth education — school programs

= Walking school bus program « Share the road

= Bike rodeos « Engineer training

Education * Bike map - Public service announcements
= This meeting + Education of legislators
= Bike map * Need a “World Capital of Trails” annual event
= Organized rides = Promote strategies to businesses to encourage bicycling by employees
= lowa Bicycle Coalition efforts = Transportation centers with lockers, showers, and vending (tubes)
= Increase in accommodation (trails and * Promote safe bicycling loops
Encouragement bike lanes) « Tax credits for bicycling to work
= Bike share programs in more cities
= Passing rule = Tough enforcement/fines for motorists that hit bikers/walkers
= Law enforcement support during RAGBRAI | « Enforced stops
= Cops on bikes = Adopting Utah/ldaho stops (bicyclists treat red lights as stop signs and stop
signs as yield signs)
Enforcement * (yclists obeying traffic laws
* Headlights and taillights required
= Specific trail projects and networks * More communication on upcoming projects so accommeodations can be
« New bike lanes proposed
« Road diets » (Consider accommodations as integral parts of projects

« City implemented bike plans = (Connect towns — more connectivity
Engineering = Design for people, not only for cars
= Many specific improvements/connections noted

= Many specific design standards recommended

Table 2.2: Summarized public input meeting comments - Plan goals

| Draft Goals Comments

Valid + Study the economic impact of trails
Ensure that policy makers, roadway designers | = Add bicycling to driver's education
and planners, law enforcement officials,

maotorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians
recognize that bicycling and walking are valid | * Add trails to the DOT 5-year plan

+ Allow use of eminent domain to complete routes

modes of transportation. » Study the health benefit of increased bicycle and pedestrian accommodation
*» (et policy makers on bikes
+ Adopt complete streets policies statewide

Safe + Wider paved shoulders on rural roads

Improve the safety and friendliness of lowa’s |« Increased signage toward shared use or full lane use
roads and trails to accommodate on-road

bikeways and sidewalks, reduce crashes, and
eliminate fatalities. + Add driver's test questions about interactions with bicycles and pedestrians

+ Adjust rumble strips to have gaps and provide buffer between bicyclists and vehicles

+ Revise the hierarchy from fastest to smallest - pedestrians and bicyclists first
+ Higher maintenance for bike facilities, lighting
Coordinated + (Consistent design standards

Improve coordination between lowa DOT
Central Office, each DOT District, regional
agencies and local partners to streamline
maintenance and the implementation of
programs, policies, and infrastructure projects
and increase consistency.

Cooperation between DOT, Conservation Boards, and trail groups
DOT take a larger role in coordinating town to town connections

Improvement in regional trail plans
+ State Bicycle Advisory Commission
+ Include non-cyclists on committees

+ Web page / map to show connection status

lowa DOT Stakeholder Engagement Process Results 2018
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Draft Goals
Connected

Enact policies and develop infrastructure to
create an interconnected network of on-road
bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use trails, and
end-of-trip facilities that uses the appropriate
facility type (bike lane, shared road, paved
shoulder, etc) to connect people to where
they want to go.

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Comments

Numerous specific improvements
More grade separations for bicycles/pedestrians

» Connect discontinuous sidewalks

Continuous bike lanes

= DOT should help coordinate where trails go between communities

Connect cities as a priority
Connect employment to retail

Funded

Increase the overall level of funding for
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and
programs, explore the flexibility of funding
sources, and maximize the efficiency of
funding to bridge the gap between what is

Funding for maintenance

Mandate 3% of all state and federal transportation funding for bicyclists/pedestrians
Bike registration

Take the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) back to the State level

State needs to fund priority trails

needed and what is available.
» Establish lowa’s Water & Land Legacy funding

= Include trails in lowa DOT 5-yr plan
» Increase gas tax with % to bicycles/pedestrians
Well-Designed = Add connections to existing trails for better mobility

Establish guidelines for the design of on-road | =
bikeways, sidewalks, and multi-use trails to
ensure they are comfortable, sustainable,

convenient, and consistent. .

Sharrows are not enough

» lLarger buffers between bikes and vehicles at higher speeds

Wider paved shoulders for 3-wheeled and trailers

= Appropriate railings on bridges

» Consider capacity in trail design, and amount of pedestrian traffic

Healthy = Encourage businesses to promote wellness programs, with incentives for bicycling to work

Promote opportunities for active and .
sustainable lifestyles that include walking
and bicycling on a daily basis.

Tax breaks for bike commuting
= Combine with Healthiest State Initiative

» More trails and bike lanes to promote healthy lifestyle

lowa DOT Stakeholder Engagement Process Results 2018

The Arkansas DOT devoted a significant portion of its plan to documenting its extensive
engagement process, full survey and results (2017).

Key Findings
This section provides a summary of findings from all of
the public outreach activities described in the previous

section. In Chapter Four, additional detail from each of
the four planning sub-regions is provided.

Responses by Region

428
Northwest
Arkansas

80
Northeast

OMLINE SURVEY Arkansas

Survey responses were received from 920 Ackansas
residents and 5 non-residents. Within Arkansas, most
of the responses came from MNorthwest Arkansas or the
Little Rock metropolitan area. The participation rates
from Jonesboro, Hot Springs, Fort Smith and Russellville
were also strong. Conducting a statistically valid sample
of the state’s population was not possible for this study,
however this survey revealed how bicyeling and walking
in the state is viewed by those who are actively engaged

in these activities.

107
Southwest
Arkansas

305
Central &
Southeast
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Transportation Profile of Survey Respondents

95%

Auto
access

84%

Employed

46% 54%

Female Male

82%

Commute
by Auto

Transit
access

49% Eg%Weuée 24% g%?mes 27% g?gqrrnnﬁjelg

Arkansas DOT 2017 Stakeholder Engagement Survey

Step 5: Developing Information Base and Content (Existing Conditions and Trends)

CALTRANS and PennDOT have sections in their plans entitled “California Today” and
"Pennsylvania Today” that provide a “snapshot” of existing conditions and trends. The vision,
goals, and objectives of statewide pedestrian and bicycle plans should be firmly established in a
technical fact base, including existing conditions and trends. Recalling, however, that a plan should
also rely on and be closely connected with other relevant plans, policies, and processes at the
Federal, State, regional, and local levels as evaluated in Step 2 and be influenced by the
stakeholder engagement process in Step 4 (FHWA 2014).

Regardless of whether a plan recommends specific infrastructure projects, there should be a
clear connection between its goals, objectives, strategies, and performance measures, and a
robust technical analysis (FHWA 2014). Data collection during the planning process may form the
foundation for future monitoring and reporting. Before assembling data and conducting an
analysis, planners generally first consider to what extent data collection, modeling, and evaluation
are appropriate at a state level. In developing a technical analysis strategy, planners are advised
to keep in mind (FHWA 2014):

» the plan purpose

» the role of the State DOT in advancing nonmotorized transportation across the State

» the institutional role of those charged with implementing the plan

» limited data availability and consistency across municipal, county, and regional
jurisdictions
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In the final plan, the technical analyses are usually provided in an appendix, with key findings
summarized in the body of the plan. The planning process will uncover data limitations, which
should be clearly documented in the plan along with a strategy to address them in advance of the
next plan (FHWA 2014).

When developing the technical fact base for a statewide bicycle and pedestrian plan, planners
often analyze data to identify existing conditions and trends and assess benchmarking statistics
in six key subject areas (FHWA 2014):

v

ANER NI NERN

v
These

safety

accessibility/mobility and equity,

economic benefits,

environment and energy,

health, and

usage/mode share.

areas of measurement are consistent with agencies’ goals, as shown for recent plans in

Table 2. For example, in the following figure, CALTRANS has linked its demographic data to its
performance target of increasing bicycling and walking in the state.

California has seen significant growth in the use of active transportation
over the last decade and has set an ambitious target to increase walking

and bicycling across the state.

BICYCLING AND WALKING DOUBLED
FROM 2000 TO 2010*

SO i

More people walk and bicycle in California than in many other states. Only in Oregon do
residents both walk and bike more. In a few peer states with major urban areas, residents
either walk or bicycle more for their trips.

New York Oregon & Colorado Minnesota & lllinois

+50% +60%  +20%

WALKING BICYCLING BICYCLING
TRIPS TRIPS TRIPS
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In the PennDOT example (2019), safety analysis was geo-displayed with equity analysis for both
pedestrians and bicyclists within the state, to serve as baseline for its goals related to safety and

equity.

% OF PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS IN
VULNERAELE POPULATIONS

High Low

concentration concentration

of vulnerable of vulnerable
populations populations

25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

Pedestrian Safety Analysis + Equity Analysis (2013-2017)

% OF PEDESTRIAN FATALITIES IN
VULNERAELE POPULATIONS

High
concentration
of vulnerable
populations

Low
concentration
of vulnerable

populations

Pedestrian Collisions
e Crash in Area with High Concentration
of Vulnerable Populations

Crash in Area with Low Concentration
of WVulnerable Populations

00 PennDOT Engineering District (white
outline)

About half of all pedestrian collisions
occur in areas with a high concentration
of vulnerable populations. The
pedestrian fatality chart illustrates the
overlap between social and traffic
wulnerability with over 25 percent of all
pedestrian fatalities occurring in areas
with a high concentration of vulnerable
populations.

Philadelphia not only has the most
pedestrian crashes, but also a large
concentration of vulnerable populations,
including 5 tracts that have the most
wvulnerability in the Commonwealth.

Areas with a low concentration of
vulnerable populations experience the
fewest amount of pedestrian collisions.

% OF BICYCLIST COLLISIONS IN
VULNERAELE POPULATIONS
50%

40%

20%

20%
High Low
concentration concentration

of vulnerable of wulnerable
populations populations

20%
25%
20%
15%
0%

Bicyclist Safety Analysis + Equity Analysis (2013-2017)

% OF BICYCLIST FATALITIES IN
VULNERAELE POPULATIONS

concentration
of wulnerable
populations

High

Low
concentration
ofvulnerable

populations

Bicyclist Collisions
Crash in Area with High Concentration
of Vulnerable Populations

Crash in Area with Low Concentration
of Vulnerable Populations

Q0 FennDOT Engineering District (white
outline)

The percent of collisions and fatalities
that took place in an area with a high
concentration of vulnerable populations
is substantially higher than all othear
vulnerability tiers. In contrast, under 10
percent of all bicyclist collisions occurred
in areas of low vulnerability.

Census tracts surrounding Lancaster
represent the highest concentration of
vulnerable populations in the state. This
area also experiences a dense cluster of
crashes.

With the exception of Jefferson and
Indiana Counties, counties that fall within
the highest concentration of vulnerable
populations also have substantial crash
clusters.

PennDOT 2019
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The list below describes each key subject area in more detail, including types of analyses planners may conduct and
links to specific examples (see Table B-2 in Appendix B in FHWA 2014).

¢ Accessibility/Mobility and Equity: Existing nonmotorized transportation facilities can be analyzed in the context of
connections to key destinations, including population centers, jobs, and retail, as well as transit. Accessibility and
mobility options for underserved communities who may depend more on walking and bicycling are of particular
interest. For example, Maryland DOT used population and employment density, proximity to transit, vehicle
ownership, and school location data in their statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan to identify “Short Trip Opportunity
Areas” statewide. North Carolina’s plan, WalkBikeNC, considers census tracts with a higher than average rate of
poverty, minority populations, and zero-car households.

¢ Economic Benefits: Pedestrian and bicycle routes impact the local economy, so it is useful to understand the return
on investment for existing nonmotorized transportation infrastructure in terms of jobs, economic activity, tourism,
and property values. For example, in 2012 the Vermont Agency of Transportation developed a study of the total
economic benefit of pedestrian and bicycle facilities—including direct, secondary, and spin-off benefits—stemming
from increased tourism, environmental quality, improved air quality and reduced greenhouse gas emissions, real
estate values, health, reduction in demand on the motorized transportation system, and other economic benefits.

¢ Environment and Energy: Because nonmotorized transportation provides an alternative to driving in many cases, it
is important to assess how the nonmotorized transportation system reduces or has the potential to reduce emissions
that contribute to local air pollution and global climate change. Through the planning process, the State DOT may also
partner with natural-resource agencies to understand how the nonmotorized network, particularly multi-use paths,
impacts natural and cultural resources. Such off-road facilities are often located in sensitive natural or cultural
landscapes like waterways or historic districts. These impacts can come in the form of increased impermeable surfaces
(adding to rainwater runoff), destruction or fragmentation of wildlife habitat, and increased human influence in
previously inaccessible areas (such as soil compaction off-trail, noise, and trash).

¢ Health: Many medical conditions, such as high blood pressure, diabetes, and obesity are preventable, in part,
through more active lifestyles. Researchers can measure the cost of physical inactivity in terms of increased medical
costs and lost productivity from chronic disease or premature death. At a macro level and through project-specific
health impact assessments, public health practitioners are developing increasingly sophisticated methods for
understanding the cost-effectiveness of infrastructure investments at increasing physical activity. For example, in
coordination with North Carolina’s plan, WalkBikeNC, researchers assessed the health and financial impacts of
pedestrian improvements in three demonstration communities. The plan also looks at the incidence of chronic health
conditions relative to other States and disparities in health across the State and by gender, race/ethnicity, and
socioeconomic status.

o Safety: Because of Federal reporting requirements, bicycle and pedestrian fatality and injury data are often the
most consistent and accurate information reported annually at a State level. Planners will often display fatality and
injuries in a time series and assess trends in terms fatalities or injuries per capita, as a percent of all traffic incidents,
or exposure. Collision data may be geocoded and mapped for efficient analysis of trends and to identify hot spot
locations. Depending on data availability, planners can also assess incidents in terms of victim demographics, setting
(urban versus rural), contributing factors (including time of day or involvement of alcohol), the pedestrian’s or
bicyclist’s action at the time of the crash, and injury seriousness. Wisconsin Bicycle Transportation Plan 2020 employs
many of these analysis approaches using national data sets as well as locally specific studies.

¢ Usage/Mode Share: Understanding the quantity and distribution of nonmotorized users on the transportation
network is critical to prioritizing projects and understanding the impact of walking and bicycling on the economy,
emissions and energy consumption, health outcomes, and safety. However, States generally have very limited
automated or pedestrian and bicycle counts relative to automobile counts, especially along State routes and in non-
urban areas. Some States a limited number of automated counters. For example, Colorado DOT deploys both
continuous and mobile, short-duration counters at key locations on its highway system to estimate pedestrian and
bicycle usage. Other States may have to rely exclusively on manual counts conducted at the local level. NCHRP Report
797 (2014) provides a guidebook and best practices on counting.

FHWA 2014
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Depending on data availability, planners may map and analyze these six subject areas
geographically given the following factors (FHWA 2014):

> Network eXtent and quality Figure 3-H. Definition of Levels of Traffic Stress.
. Level of Traffic Stress
Planners consider and map the
. (LTS) Delaware DOT 2018 Traffic Stress P
existing and planned
nonmotorized network and the | How Traffic Stress |s Measured f;FuE:chsuLTl;_
Level of Traffic Stress analysis uses factors such as the 1 completely

quality of the existing network at a
variety of scales. At a State level,
planners may apply a suitability
analysis to State roadways. These
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lanes torate each roadway segment onascaleof 1tod,
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place to ride (see Figures 3-H and 3-1). It analyzes the
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- Northeastern University Professor Peter Furth, 2012.

Figure 3-1. Characteristics inumber of lanes, volumes of traffic, and speed of traffic) that impact bicycle comfort.
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customized based on context and
data availability. Some State DOTs
maintain comprehensive roadway inventory data which may include specific pedestrian and
bicycle facilities locations and dimensions. Florida DOT's Roadway Characteristics Inventory
database includes detailed georeferenced nonmotorized facilities. At a local level, planners
use a variety of more data-intensive methods to assess nonmotorized infrastructure quality
and assess the implications of individual projects. The most common methodology, which is
more appropriate at a smaller geographic scale, is the multimodal level of service analysis
outlined in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual.

» Nonmotorized expenditures: Since pedestrian and bicycle projects are frequently co-mingled
with roadway projects, it is often difficult to track and map annual expenditures over time.
Some States, such as Vermont, are moving toward better tracking of the funds spent on
pedestrian and bicycle elements of larger roadway projects.

In the FHWA Handbook (2014), Appendix A entitled “State Pedestrian and Bicycle Plans” identifies

key data sources for each key subject area and outlines the advantages and drawbacks of each

data source in terms of accuracy, granularity/scale, and consistency over time. While federal and
national data sources are available for each state, state and local data sources can vary
considerably in consistency and quality. Appendix B provides “Key Pedestrian and Bicycle Data

Sources by Subject Area” (FHWA 2014).

LTS3
LTS3

LTs4

3+ through lanes per direction LTS 4
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Step 6: Identifying Needs and Priority Areas (Recommendations)

Using the information gathered from the preceding steps related to existing conditions and trends
to establish the current state of walking and bicycling, goals and objectives to define a desired
future, and stakeholder input, planners then analyze and identify ways to accomplish the
objectives—both through changes to the physical network as well as through policies and
programs (FHWA 2014). The planning process may identify key corridors/priority areas to focus
pedestrian and bicycle investments. This could go into as much detail as identifying specific
projects or corridors, or could be more general, establishing the criteria or methodology by which
the DOT would analyze project proposals and determine investment priorities. Having such
information in place will not only help to target State funds for standalone pedestrian/bicycle
projects, it could also help to identify opportunities for phasing larger roadway projects on key
priority corridors. Whether or not a State DOT uses the planning process to identify specific project
locations may depend in part on the extent of the roadway network in its jurisdiction, as well as
available data on facilities, usage, safety, etc. Another issue worth considering is the expected time
horizon of the plan and if or when an update is likely. It may be appropriate for plans with a longer
time horizon to focus more on the process and criteria for identifying priorities and analyzing
projects while States with a more regular plan update schedule, relatively fewer State roadways,
or plans with a more specific focus (e.g., safety) may be better suited to more detailed project
analysis (FHWA 2014).

The Alabama DOT (2017) provides the following recommendations in its plan: from more than 40
potential strategies to improve walking and bicycling in Alabama, stakeholders and the general
public prioritized three fundamental strategies focused on safety, access, and economic
development. Each of the three priority strategies, summarized in Table ES-2, includes related
actions to support implementation and help achieve the plan’s overall goals and objectives.

Table ES-2. Summary Table: Priority Strategies a ommended Actio

nd Rec

Priority Strategy Recommended Action

a. Develop a Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Action Plan

Establish Statewide Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Goals and

Performance Measures

Incorporate Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety in Project Selection,

Planning, and Design Processes

d. Provide Technical Training on Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Planning
and Design

1. Prioritize Pedestrian and
Bicycle Safety Programs and c.
Improvements

a. Collaborate on Local Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans in Traditionally

) Underserved Communities
2. Increase Access to Walking

and Bicycling Facilities for
Traditionally Underserved
Populations

b. Incorporate Pedestrian and Bicycle Access for Traditionally
Underserved Populations in Project Selection, Planning, and Design
Processes

c. Expand Walking and Bicycling Outreach and Education Programs in
Traditionally Underserved Communities

. Improve Connections
between Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities on State
Highways and Local
Greenway and Shared Use
Path Systems as well as to
Natural and Scenic Areas

Inventory and Map Existing and Planned Greenways, Shared Use
Paths, Parks, and Natural Areas

Utilize Best Practices in Greenway and Shared Use Path Planning and
Design

Collaborate with Public and Private Sector Partners on Economic
Development Opportunities Related to Greenway and Shared Use
Path Systems
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Identifying the priority areas could be based upon physical inventory or demand studies, but may
also be more policy based, using policy directives from agency leadership, environmental goals,
outputs from other plans, and input from internal and external stakeholders to inform priority
investment areas (FHWA 2014). State DOTs may also consider whether local or MPO plans have
identified key corridors and incorporate them as appropriate. The process should consider both
on- and off-road investments. While State DOTs will typically consider primarily on-road facilities
because those are more likely to be the areas over which they have jurisdiction, there may be
instances in which off-road facilities are either within DOT jurisdiction or serve a key strategic role
in filling gaps in the network (FHWA 2014).

R IS e To support the future
N development of a
comprehensive system of
statewide bicycle routes, the
Alabama plan also identifies
and recommends a network
of bicycle corridors. The
corridors (left figure)
highlight areas with higher
potential for bicycle
transportation demand and
connections among them
(Alabama DOT 2017).

Since 1978, AASHTO has
defined a United States
Bicycle  Route  System
(USBRS) (FHWA 2014). The
National Corridor Plan is a
living dynamic plan and new
corridors can be added and
existing corridors can be

O Priority Bicycle Corridor

per el S revised based upon State

PR s e ol e iy ds. State bicvcl d

o — S needs. State bicycle an

The bicycle comidors shown On ths map are for plannng purposes only. Within each comidor progects can be evalvated for beoycling a5 2 viable mode pedestrlan plans Can

of tansporation based upon standand Engiseeing DIRCTCEs 10oped by the Alsdama Department of Tnsgonation

recognize existing or
planned routes that can help to implement the National Corridor Plan. These routes may include
long trails, existing touring and event routes, greenways and municipal bicycle routes that could
serve the corridors identified in the National Corridor Plan. Statewide bicycle plans have often
shown a state bicycle route map overlaid with the U.S. Bicycle Route corridor(s), providing an
overview or state/interstate connectivity, such as in the Arkansas (2017), Alabama (2017),
CALTRANS (2017) and lowa DOT plans (2018).
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Planning for a U.S. Bicycle Route in a State includes assessment of routes and trails that lie within
a corridor included in the National Corridor Plan (FHWA 2014). State plans may establish criteria
and methods for field reviews for choosing the specific route, and the proposed/existing process
for working with local communities to designate route segments as part of the route. Routes can
be on state highways, county and municipal roads, trails and/or greenways (FHWA 2014).

. UNDEVELOPED
CORRIDOR

These corrid ors are not
routes, but 50-m Lz wide
anezs where a route may
be devtioped.

Network and Gap Analysis

FHWA defines networks as interconnected pedestrian and bicyclist transportation facilities that
allow people of all ages and abilities to safely and conveniently get where they want to go. The
following network principles can be used to evaluate the condition of a network and the value
added by proposed projects (FHWA 2014):

« Cohesion: How connected and linked together is the network?

« Directness: Does the network provide access to destinations along a convenient path?

« Alternatives: Is only one transportation option available or does the network enable a range of
mode and/or route choices?

- Safety and Security: Does the network provide real and/or perceived freedom from risk of
injury, danger, or loss of property?

« Comfort: Is the network appealing to a broad range of age and ability levels and is
consideration given to user amenities?
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The State DOT can use the planning process to identify the bicycle network and existing facilities
and gaps in the network (FHWA 2014). It can also establish expectations for pedestrian networks
in the State. The extent of the State-owned network and available geospatial data may dictate the
level of detail of the gap analysis. It may be appropriate to determine the key priority travel
corridors first, and then use the gap analysis to further prioritize, such as in this MnDOT (2016)

example. Conversely, performing the gap analysis may help to identify priority corridors needing
additional focus (FHWA 2014).

\m oo 7 MnDOT 2016

3 Thoat Kover Fams /
€ Grand Fons et

B o Proety Comidors
B Veaurn Prionty Comadors
Low Pratity Comaoes

Branch —_— M\ AsARDOt Fover Trad Bxeway

interstate ana US Hghways
State Highways
Open Wator

- Cltes with 5 000+ Popuiaton

C 10 20 40 Mies
Lasxaldasnl)

The State Bikeway Network

The State Bicycle Network identified through this plan will function as a guide

for prioritizing future infrastructure investments and formal designation of state
bicycle routes along specific routes. Statewide high priority corridors are the first
corridors on the State Bicycle Network that MnDOT will consider for infrastructure
improvements and future designation as state bicycle routes.

The destinations on the statewide high priority corridors include:
- Twin Cities to Grand Portage, via Hinckley and Duluth
- Twin Cities to Mankato loop via the Minnesota River Valley and Northfield

- Moorhead to St. Cloud, via Detroit Lakes, Fergus Falls and Alexandria
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As part of identifying the full network and existing gaps, the State will need to define what types
of facilities (and in what contexts) are considered to be part of the network (FHWA 2014). In some
areas a paved shoulder or signed on-road route may be considered an appropriate component
of a walking or bicycling network; in other contexts, such facilities would be considered
inadequate. The following selection matrices are featured in the lowa DOT Plan (2018). The
planning process may also consider existing and projected future vehicle traffic volumes on
facilities that are considered suitable for walking and bicycling, and if or how those may change
in the future. For example, the Wisconsin 2020 Bicycle Plan includes discussion of many smaller
roads that are suitable for cycling without dedicated bicycle facilities (as of the writing of the plan).
The plan highlights the State DOT's concern that increased urban development could add more
traffic volume and opportunity for conflicts between drivers and cyclists.

Figure 4.15: Rural facility selection matrix lowa DOT 2018 Figure 4.16: Urban and suburban facility selection matrix
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=*Speeds 50 mph or greater in urban areas are typically found in urban/rural transition areas.

Planning at the State level should be coordinated with local and regional planning. In many cases,
a State facility, such as a limited access highway, will not be on a pedestrian or bicycle network
because the function of the facility is for motor vehicle mobility. However, it may pose a barrier to
the cohesion of an important regional bicycle or pedestrian network. In such situations, the
pedestrian and bicycle plan can be a first step in identifying those locations and how the State will
work with regional and local jurisdictions to correct the network deficiency (FHWA 2014).

Evaluate and Select Specific Project Locations

After identifying priority corridors, it may be appropriate to take the analysis further to evaluate
specific project locations (FHWA 2014). Some States identify the actual projects while others may
establish the criteria for prioritizing and identifying specific facility-related improvements but
leave discussion of actual projects to take place separately. In many cases, plans will identify
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specific corridors as priorities and try to focus future funds to those areas, but do not go into
detail about the specific project boundaries and treatment types. This is the approach highlighted
in the examples above for Wisconsin and Massachusetts and is typically a more appropriate
approach at the statewide planning level, given the scale of the statewide roadway network. Some
plans, however, do go into more detail for specific locations or project characteristics, as has been
the case for Tennessee and Hawaii. However, the newer plans use the former approach. For States
that have defined networks and established guidelines for the types of facilities appropriate in
each context, this may be an opportunity to begin to apply the guidelines. States may also choose
to refer to various facility design guides that address both pedestrian and bicycle facilities in urban
and non-urban contexts, as well as NCHRP report 07-17 which addresses prioritization of
pedestrian and bicycle improvements along existing roadways (FHWA 2014).

Recreational Routes/Trails

While State DOTs focus on pedestrian and bicycle routes that serve a transportation purpose,
many paths intended primarily for recreation can be used for commuting or other personal travel
depending on the types of destinations that they connect, and can therefore be eligible for Federal
aid funding (FHWA 2014). Except at crossings, the right of way for off-road paths typically are not
located within State DOT jurisdiction. The State DOT also has some control over various funding
sources under which shared-use paths are eligible; the DOT can use the priorities for continuous
networks among the criteria for allocating funds from those sources. For example, State DOTs
control the Recreational Trails Program (RTP), which funds recreational projects. Some projects
funded by the RTP may also be eligible for other Federal-aid highway funds, and other Federal
highway funds may be used to make up the matching fund requirements for RTP projects. The
DOT may consider measures to ensure that off-road facilities developed for both recreational and
transportation uses maintain the transportation focus, for example, by requiring certain widths
and surface types, lighting, and snow clearing (FHWA 2014).

Step 7: Developing Implementation Strategies

The ability of a plan to influence infrastructure and policy toward achieving its goals is critical to
its success. It is therefore important to document how the plan will be put into action following
adoption. There are four key areas to address when implementing the plan (FHWA 2014):

» Tying the plan’s goals, objectives, and strategies to the project development process.
Assigning explicit roles, responsibilities, and timelines to the Plan’s objectives/DOT practices.
Developing strategies for the programming of future funds.

Developing a program of benchmarking and measuring performance of the Plan’s objectives.
(FHWA 2014)

Snapshots of state implementation plans can be found in Appendix C.

YV V V

Tying the plan’s goals, objectives, and strategies to the project development process

U.S. DOT policy states that it is the responsibility of all transportation agencies to improve
conditions and opportunities for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into
their transportation systems (FHWA 2014). Therefore, all transportation projects should consider
the safety and mobility needs of all existing and potential users of the system. The ideal time to
do this is during the initial project scoping and conceptual design phase of any project. A good
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practice for pedestrian and bicycle plans is to explain how DOT projects are developed from
planning to conceptual and preliminary engineering to final design and construction, and to have
policies that require the explicit consideration of pedestrian and bicyclist safety and mobility early
in the project development process (FHWA 2014).

One way that many States and local governments institutionalize incorporating bicyclist and
pedestrian needs in project development is by adopting complete streets policies (FHWA 2014).
These policies are consistent with and encouraged by Federal transportation planning laws and
requirements. Numerous methods are available to States to implement a complete streets policy.
The State’s pedestrian and bicycle plans should include extensive discussion of these methods
using its role as the steward of the State highway system and also its role as the recognized leader
of transportation policy throughout the State. Developing a process requirement for project
scoping is one way to implement a complete streets policy for State DOT projects. State DOTs
such as Washington and Tennessee have also found innovative ways to encourage local
governments to adopt a complete streets approach or to conduct pedestrian and bicycle planning
through funding incentives (FHWA 2014). The lowa plan devotes one of its chapters to its
complete streets policy.

The role of the Complete
Streets Policy

The primary recommendation of this plan is

for a statewide Complete Streets policy that
applies to all lowa DOT projects, including new
construction, reconstruction, and 3R projects
(resurfacing, restoration, or rehabilitation). From
an infrastructure perspective, this is the most
important recommendation of this plan. The

6.1 Complete Streets Policy language

Section 1 — Complete Streets

1.1 Motor vehicle, public transportation, bicycle, and pedestrian modes are each integral to
the transportation system, and the lowa Department of Transportation (DOT) shall view
all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and mobility
for all transportation users.

1.2 Accommodations for all users shall be considered in the planning, design, construction,

Complete Streets Policy was developed based

on the National Complete Streets Coalition’s
guidelines for state legislation. However, this policy
is written as an lowa DOT policy (rather than state
legislation).

The policy is purposefully lacking in specifics
(e.g., the criteria used to determine what type of
accommodation must be provided) in order to
maintain flexibility and avoid incompatibilities.
Guidance for selecting appropriate facility types is
provided in Chapter 5.

The specifics of Complete Streets design and policy
implementation (which are recommended by this
plan) should reside in modifications to the lowa
DOT's Design Manual and Bridge Design Manual.
Periodic reports (see section 3.5 of the policy)
should reflect whether the lowa DOT and the state
as a whole are adequately following this policy.

Section 4 of the policy outlines its effective date
for lowa DOT projects. Although it is non-binding
to other transportation agencies (MPOs, RPAs,
counties, and municipalities), these agencies are
encouraged to adopt similar policies, as some have
already.

and reconstruction of any primary highway, and should be considered for any secondary
or local transportation project receiving federal or state funding. New accommaodations
shall be considered in lowa DOT 3R projects (Resurfacing, Restoration, or Rehabilitation)
whereby bicycling, pedestrian, and transit provisions can be added within the scope of
the project. This shall include the reduction of barriers by including accommodations
across, as well as along, transportation facilities. The lowa DOT shall create a safe,
comprehensive, integrated, and connected network to accommodate all users in a
manner that is suitable and sensitive to the rural, suburban, or urban context.

1.3 The lowa DOT shall (and any regional or local entity using state or federal funds to plan,

design, or construct a transportation facility should) consult the latest versions of the
following design guidelines and standards, which clarify and expand upon the lowa
DOT's design manuals and specifications:

a. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials);

b. Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials);

c. Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities (American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials); and

d. Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (United States Access Board).

Finally, the lowa DOT should utilize the latest version of the following guidelines, which
apply to unique situations and where accommodation treatments are needed beyond
typical applications:

IOWA BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN LONG RANGE PLAN | 125

Many plans place great emphasis on coordination with the agency’s project development process.
It is critical to link planning to project development, to ensure that the plan concepts are followed
through into practice. This type of effort may relate to implementing “Complete Streets” policies or
other design guidelines, changing internal procedures, or providing professional training internally

and externally. (FHWA 2014)
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Assigning explicit roles, responsibilities, and timelines to the Plan’s objectives/DOT practices

An effective plan includes strategies for putting the plan into action (FHWA 2014). Action plans
include the explicit definition of roles and responsibilities for each strategy recommended by the
plan, a timeline for strategy implementation, and identification of funding. The DOT-specific roles
should be broken out between different divisions within the DOT that are required to implement
the strategy (e.g., Planning, Maintenance, Design and Construction). The plan may also include
ways to involve external partners (e.g., local transportation agencies, MPOs, and police
departments). The following figure shows an example of lowa DOT implementation strategy for
its' goals including the short-term strategies/actions, roles/responsibilities and timeline. The mid-
term and long-term goals are also listed with decreasing level of detail. In some cases, a separate
integration strategy may be necessary to institutionalize these critical relationships.

8.2 Short-term actions

The first steps to be taken toward implementing this plan are those that affect the greatest change or those that require minimal investment. As
such, most of the short-term implementation actions are policy and program-oriented. These actions should be initiated as soon as possible, with
the goal of having actions completed (or well-established in the case of on-going programs) within two to three years.

Table 8.1: Short-term implementation actions

e e e O - vy =y

Implement the Complete Streets | lowa DOT By Spring 2019 Complete policy Requires modifying | 1.1,1.3,1.4

Policy. + Train staff Iowal DOT's project 31-33
scoping process
+ Modify project development as outlined inthe | See Chapters 6
processes Design Manual. and 7
Modify lowa DOT's project lowa DOT Highway | By Spring 2019 + Develop a one-stop 11,13,14
scoping process in accordance Division comprehensive project scoping
with the Complete Streets process guide
Policy. - Distribute to staff
Modify the Design Manual to lowa DOT Office of | By Spring 2019 + Develop an on-road bikeways 13,14
uniformly comply with the latest | Design section 21
version of national standards e . .
and best practices (AASHTO * Specify 4 minimum effective 31-33
Guide for the Development p‘aved‘ shoulder width for
of Bicycle Facilities, AASHTO bicyclists
Pedestrian Guide, and NACTO « Add 5 sidewalks and bike
Urban Street Design Guide). lanes to urban typical sections
Modify the Bridge Design lowa DOT Office By Summer 2019 « Align bridge designer and 13,14
Manual to uniformly comply of Bridges and county engineer judgment 21
with the latest version of Structures statements with the Complete .
national standards and best Streets Policy 31-33

By . lowa DOT Office of
practices (AASHTO Guide for B . . .
the Development of Bicycle Design Add requirement to consider

P bicycle accommedations when
Facilities and NACTO Urban P . .
Street Design Guide). determining bridge width

Developing strategies for the programming of future funds Some State plans identify priority
projects to be programmed in future STIPs. This may include a table that lists the projects currently
programmed in the STIP, which have already been prioritized and scoped. The pedestrian and
bicycle plan may also identify priority projects to be included in the medium term but beyond the
life of the current STIP (4 years). The Hawaii Pedestrian Plan identifies all projects currently
programmed in the STIP as a springboard for consideration of additional projects that were
identified during the planning process, and the additional projects that are to be included in the
next several iterations of the STIP (FHWA 2014). These projects may be more conceptual in scope,
but are clear about the location and type of facility to be constructed in the system.
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Appendix A: Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Opportunities

Table A-1. Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Opportunities: US Department of Transportation, Federal
Transit, and Federal Highway Funds (October 2015)

(ongestion
Mitigation and
TIGER Pasnciated Air Quality
Discretionary ~— Federal Transit Tramsit Im
Activity Crnts Mmﬂram h‘npnmnﬂrr P'm-gran
Acress Enhancements To Pubilic Teansportation 5

Bodeand/or PedestrianPlans— Splam

_____
Bacycle Share (Capial and Equipment; Not Operations) 5
____

Biidges/Dvescrossings For Bicyclsts and/or Pedestrians
_____

(noedingios Posttions (State or Locl) 4 Limit 1 per state

Curh Cus and Ramgs §

Helmet Pramatian (For Blcyclsts)

_____
Landscaping, Strestscaping {Bicydde and/or Pedesirian Powte: Tansit Acess)

Maps (For Bicychsts andor Pedestrizns)

Sdewallz (Mew or Retrofit)

Signed Bxcycle or Pedestrian Fioutes

Storrwaes Impacts Related To Pedesirian and Bicycle Projects §

Tralning §
S e Pedsran Faneiog Qpporurbie: ' Degar et of aseportaton, Fedea arst, KEY
280 kgl Higtvway Fanet. |75 Deyar i of Transpor i, Feser) Fighoeay AdminEiration = Fanuts may e e b s activey.
P PR BTt ye_petesrin andrg/Mecieg_SppmBe T, $pan = ENOhief TIER planaing
e Jme TS, & = Eligfble, bt ok copeTtve et of 2 Langer proect
= TVGER: St In ameal apprepiations

Alabama DOT 2017

54| Page



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Some DOTs may also identify projects to be completed in a longer time frame (10-20 years or
longer), but these are best to be more conceptual and corridor- or systems-based (e.g., identifying
the corridor segment of a bicycle route without specifically identifying the facility to be
constructed) (FHWA 2014). The first step in making a financially realistic plan is to account for all
funding sources currently available for bicycle, pedestrian, and multimodal projects, as well as a
discussion of potential new funding sources that may be used by the agency in the future (FHWA
2014). Some State DOTs have conducted rough cost estimates for implementing a longer-term
plan. In some cases, the plan’s vision may not be realized with the expected funding available, but
the plan can explore potential new funding mechanisms that State and local governments can
explore. The Oregon DOT plan (2016) provides insight about conditions for various funding
scenarios. FHWA offers guidance on Federal funding of bicycle and pedestrian projects and
programs. In general, Federal surface transportation law provides significant flexibility to States
and MPOs to fund bicycle and pedestrian improvements from a wide variety of programs. Virtually
all the major transportation funding programs can be used for bicycle and pedestrian-related
projects. Detailed guidance as well as information on the types of projects that are eligible for
various funding sources is available from FHWA. A nonmotorized transportation plan
implementation strategy may recognize existing State or MPO project selection criteria for
receiving Federal funding for inclusion into the TIP. The plan can also be an opportunity to revisit
the State criteria and revise it so that it is aligned with the goals, objectives, or performance
measures developed in the plan (FHWA 2014). The lowa DOT devotes a chapter of its plan to
funding strategy (2018).

Financing the vision 7.1 Available funding programs

Funding is critical to the successful

implementation of bicycle and Federal programs
pedestrian facilities along roadways
as well as multi-use trails, including
those that comprise the Statewide
Trails Vision. Numerous funding
sources are available, though the
flexibility and availability of funds + National Highway Performance Program (NHPP)
varies between programs. This

chapter includes an overview of + Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG)

The Federal Transportation Bill signed into law in December 2015—known as Fixing America’s

Surface Transportation (FAST) Act—retained many of the previous federal funding programs for
which bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible. The FAST Act contains five funding programs
for which bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects are eligible:

the funding programs available
for bicycle and pedestrian
accommodations, a brief review of
the current funding practices in

lowa, a new strategy for funding, and « Surface Transportation Block Grant-Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside (STBG-TA)
recommendations to enact the new

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)

strategy. Any of these five FAST Act program funds can be legitimately used for bicycle and pedestrian
lowaDOT 2018 projects, even when such projects are constructed independently of roadway projects.

Surface Transportation Block Grant-Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside (STBG-TA)

The STBG-TA program replaces the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), which itself
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The Delaware DOT (2018) provides the following flow chart for its funding strategy.

BLUEPRINT FORA BICYCLE-FRIENDLY DELAWARE

How Do Bicycle Projects Get Funded?

A bike/ped infrastructure
facility, greater than
53-5 million

Such a project is likely to be

A bike/ped facility with A bike/ped infrastructure el E Bl be St

streatscape elements®, facility only, less than Sagnificance. Discuss with DelDOT
less than 51 million 43-5 million B Ped Program contect.

el Mot part of a regional plan Part of a localfregional

— bike plan
a

-

Once project is received
| do not have | have at least by MPC**, it is prioritized

2076 match 207 match [5tatewide Bike/Ped Program)

e l l

Other funding optlons . . _
to consider :p?erp Community applies to Transportation "., MPO/DeIDOT meeting

Individual program Alternatives Program (TAF)*

requirements): ‘/, \ I'I,II l

|| DelDOT Project Pricritization

Sussex County Castle County | / \‘

l l My project did not

DelDoT WILMAPCO

Prioritization  Prioritization iProject remains in MPO
Piam; My b considansg

for subsaguent years and
\\‘ ./ through Compéata Streets
podicy]

My project is in Kent/ My projectisin Mew

make the list

ath—diich & DelDOT Plarsing, Didslon ol Trenspertation Salutiess [DOTSL o Malskerancs
WAL "

i Tactods ineliding i Tundife 3 curs afd air
i |
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Developing a program of benchmarking and measuring performance of the Plan’s objectives

Structuring transportation plans around goals, objectives, and performance measures ensures that
planning processes are data driven and transparent to the public (FHWA 2014). Many bicycle and
pedestrian plans describe all data relevant to safety and demand currently being collected. These
data may include crash rates involving pedestrians or bicyclists, commute mode split, bicycle or
pedestrian counts at strategic locations, miles of bikeway facilities or sidewalks, bicycle level of

service or level of comfort measures, and Key Initiative Schedule
many others. Since data collection is a For more information on these key initiatives, see pages 34-38.

major need in bicycle and pedestrian Short-Term (5 Years) Long-Term (20 Years)
planning, new data collection is likely to Lot pF TrmME Stre=s armiysis
be one of the action strategies that the o 1S mvertony

Barrier identification

DOT will take with its partners to improve S and prioritization
the state of bicycle and pedestrian

planning. As apparent in the Maryland
DOT example (right), data attainment is 9
included in its short-term implementation

On-board transit facilities

SHSP implementation

Refined analysis tools

Local context analysis

. oy . = ide C I St li d

(2019). Such an action strategy will identify Cdiman | piete Streats poliey an
who will be responsible for collecting the Health data and analysis
data and how it will be managed and Complete Streets policy for underservad

d A | ith identified 9 and under invested communities
structured. p an wi I entime Amended Bicycle Padestrian Priority Local mode share goals
performance measures should include a Areas program
description of who will be responsible for Streamiined funding
ongoing data collection and analysis o Demonstration projects
required for the performance Network of bicycle and pedestrian
measurement. It is important to consider Safaty data Webbased oo o
what resources are available to agencies Survey strateay
assigned with data collection —— :

N Lo Leqislative information
responsibilities before committing to

. Tourism promotion materials
performance measurement. Questions Economic benefits
Statewide economic impact study i i

that may be useful to ask when oraton for local

. Active recreation and transportation
developing performance measures research and demonstration projects

include (FHWA 2014):

* Does the performance measure by itself adequately monitor progress towards an identified

objective?

* Do you have the technical capability to measure it?

= How will you measure it?
If the answer is no or unsure, then it may be appropriate to consider a different measure that is
more realistic but still useful for monitoring the progress of plan implementation (FHWA 2014).

A particularly well-developed and transparent transportation plan includes performance targets
with identified benchmarks that can help the State understand how well it is progressing in
achieving its goals. The performance measures collected on an ongoing basis can be used to
measure this progress. Benchmarks can be used as standards to help an agency to measure its
achievements toward reaching its ambitious goals and help the public understand that the State
is making progress in delivering results (FHWA 2014).
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The Delaware DOT plan (2018) provides the following strategic implementation plan framework
and examples of each of the core recommendations for implementing its bicycle policy.

Strategic Implementation Plan Framework

Core Recommendation

Network Development

Strateqy:
Develop a statewide, locally driven
bicycle network planning process
with strong support and resources

Project Development
& Design Guidance

Strategy:

+ Update the project development
process to ensure the most
bicycle-friendly designs
« Create simple, clear guidance for
planners and engineers

« Adopt Complete Streets
implementation strategy

Project Prioritization

and Funding
Strateqy:
Establish a uniform, clear
bicycle facility project
pricritization process
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Example 1: Network Development

1.1 A-1l. Level of 1.1 A-2. Level of Traffic

Traffic Stress Data + Stress Analysis and
Integration Planning

.1 E. Technical Assistance for Local Planning

DelDOT Prioritization « Map of existing
Process Summary facilities

DelDOT Local
Planning Process
Summary

LTS data and analysis
Traffic volumes

. Bike counts
Statewide Map of
Planned and Proposed * Crashdata

Facilities

1.1 F.Road Diet
Corridor Assessment

1.5 A. Funding Support
for Local Planning

« State Planning &
Research (SPR) funds,

« Hiring consultants

« Planning services
from the University of
Delaware Institute for
Public Administration

1.1D. State
Planning Process
That Encourages
Local Planning

» Local Plans
» Regional Plan

« Statewide Map
of Planned
and Proposed
Facilities

3.5 A Data Collection Consistency

Example 2: Prioritization and Funding

3.2 E. Bicycle Counts
Program

1.1 A.Bicycle LTS Data

2.2 A,B. Crash Data
3.5 A_Data Collection
Consistency

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION
& FUNDING

TRAINING

DATA & New Construction

3.4 A. Training -
: EVALUATION 11E. IToc:a_I PI’(-)JeCt Development Safe,
3.2 A.B. Website and and Prioritization Process Comfortable
Toolkit Distribution . ’
Maintenance Conveniently
1.3 A. Strategic Maintenance Plan Connected

EVALUATION

3.5 D. Bicycle
Performance

Measures

Facilities

COORDINATION &
SHARED RESOURCES

3.2 A, B Bike-focused
Website

3.6 A lncorporate

3.6 A. Comprehensive

ROI Report

Blueprint Goals into
Other Plans & Policies

1.5 B Public-Private
Funding Mechanism

Example 3: Project Development & Design

Project Development
Other Project & Design Guidance _
Traini

1.1D. Local/ Development 1.2 B-1. Bike Facility
Statewide & Funding Design Guidance
Plans & Mechanisms

1.2 B-2. Complete

Streets Implementation

Project Development
& Design that
produce facilities
& network that are
safe, comfortable, &
connected for allages
& abilities

3.2 B. Disseminate
Toolkit and
Guidance material

3.4 A_Training
& Professional
Development

Locally/
Regionally
Prioritized
Projects

1.1E. Local
Project 1.2 B-3. Capital Project
Development Design Guidance

& Prioritization 1.2 B-4. Developer

Project Design Guidance

Data Collection & Evaluation
2.2 A,B. Crash Data Improvements

1.1 A.LTS Data & Evaluation
3.2 E. Bike counts

Examples of Delaware DOT (2018) Core Recommendations Implementation
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Appendix A: “Skeleton” Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Outline and Framework
The following draft outline and framework have been developed based upon a comprehensive
review of current FHWA and DOT state-of-the-practice guidance, as summarized in this report.
Specifically, the format contained herein is consistent with FHWA guidance (2014) that provides
the "how to” for creating a new plan and the guidance is reflected in other DOTs' recent
bicycle/pedestrian (“active transportation”) plans (shown in the following map and hyperlinked in
the following table). The goal is to provide ODOT with a working platform from which to begin
development of its statewide bicycle and pedestrian plan.

/L m!“

2002
co
2015 KS
1995
OK

CT &
2000
J

i

2

A

I Have a Plan
2 I upaating Plan
: \‘\}\ = [l Working on First Plan
- = = @ hextcity.org 2017

DOT [Recent] Plans & Type (Year)

Alabama (2017)
*new plan

Colorado (2015)
*updated plan

Louisiana (2009)
*updated plan

New Jersey (2016)
*updated plan

Arizona (2013)

Delaware (2018)

Maryland (2019)

Oregon (2016)

*updated plan *updated plan *updated plan *new plan
(bicycle only)

Arkansas (2017) Illinois (2014) Minnesota (2016) PennDOT (2020)

*new plan *updated plan *new plan *updated plan
(bicycle only) (bicycle only)

California (2017) lowa (2018) Montana (2019) Wyoming (2017)

*new plan *new plan *new plan *new plan
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ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Sections - Draft Outline

Executive Summary

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Laws, Policies, Plans, Programs, and Standards
3.0 Stakeholder Engagement/Public Outreach

4.0 Vision, Goals, Objectives

5.0 Existing Conditions and Trends

6.0 Recommendations

7.0 Implementation Strategies

Appendices

The content contained herein is consistent with FHWA guidance (2014) that provides the "how to”
for creating a new plan and this same content is reflected in other DOTs’ recent bicycle/pedestrian
plans. The sequence presented here is also consistent with the FHWA guidance (2014). However,
it is important to note that the sequence of steps (chapters) varies among DOTs — since some of
the activities occur in parallel. Specifically, the vision, goals, and objectives in statewide pedestrian
and bicycle plans are informed by the technical fact base (existing conditions and trends), as well
as other policies/plans and stakeholder input. Additionally, organization, depth and nomenclature
of plan content varies among states. For example, some states include brief reference to the
stakeholders’ engagement process (e.g., Delaware DOT 2019), while others prominently feature
full documentation within its own chapter(s) (e.g., Arkansas 2017). Some states have a chapter
devoted to funding/investment strategies (e.g., lowa 2018), while others provide summary
information within other chapters (e.g., Maryland 2019, FHWA 2014) and some add it to the
appendices (e.g., New Jersey DOT). The framework will feature content, nomenclature and
organization that is consistent with the FHWA guidance (2014) and will provide DOT reference.

Pre-Plan Activities to Define Plan Scope

FHWA suggests that an agency executes these activities to define scope, users, roles and purpose

related to the statewide plan, since this will direct the development of the major components of

the plan (e.g., stakeholder engagement, goals and implementation).

See FHWA Guidance (2014) Step 1: Getting Started — Defining the Scope for detail about these

activities:

v Determine type of plan: policy guidance or project prioritization? Most statewide plans are
policy plans.

v Determine the purpose of the plan (Table 1) Understanding what the plan seeks to accomplish
will help clarify roles and responsibility, identify key stakeholders, eliminate duplicative efforts,
and focus resources to ensure strategic bicycle and pedestrian investments.

v" Define the intended users of the plan: facilitates the plan development process by helping to
determine the stakeholders to involve, the data to collect, the level of detail the plan should
address, and the resources.

v" Define the role of ODOT: understanding the division of responsibility for facilities within the
state can help stakeholders more effectively utilize limited resources.

v Define the function of the plan within ODOT: consider how the plan relates to other statewide
transportation activities

v Create a Combined Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan or Have Two Separate Plans?
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ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan — Draft Framework
Executive Summary

Examples
PennDOT 2020 Executive Summary (2-page)
Oregon DOT 2016 Executive Summary (12-page)

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Plan Purpose/Vision
Be specific and clear about what the plan is expected to accomplish (Table 1)
1.2 Background Information
Many states include benefits of bicycling and walking
Some states include information from Step 1: Getting Started — Defining the Scope
1.3 Summary of Plan Goals, Objectives
Many states include summary of goals/objectives detailed in subsequent chapter
1.4 Plan Organization
Many states include summary and organization of subsequent chapters

Examples

Arkansas DOT Plan (2018) Introduction (pp. 5 - 15)

CALTRANS Plan (2017) Introduction (pp. 2 — 6)

Alabama DOT (2017) “Best Practices” in Bicycle Pedestrian Plans (Section A, 4.0)

2.0 Bicycle and Pedestrian Laws, Policies, Plans, Programs, and Standards
This section involves evaluating the internal and external institutional, relational and policy
related considerations that could frame the planning process and the plan itself (FHWA 2014):
Step 2: Conducting Institutional [Internal] and [External] Policy & Plan Analysis
2.1 Federal Policies
Describe federal legislation and guidance related to the bicycle pedestrian plan
2.2 State Policies
Describe how the bicycle pedestrian plan is impacted by/impacts other state policies
2.3 Regional Policies
Describe how the bicycle pedestrian plan is impacted by/impacts regional policies
2.4 State Plans, Programs and Processes
Describe how the plan fits in with other agency plans/programs/processes (Questions 1)
2.5 Relationships (Roles) within the Institution and with Partners
Describe the relationships/coordination that will facilitate plan implementation

Examples

New Jersey DOT (2016) Summary of Laws, Policies, Plans (short, appendix) (pp. 61 — 68)
Alabama DOT (2017) Full Description (Section A pp. A:1 — A:21)

lowa DOT (2018) Full Description (pp. 30 — 37)

PennDOT Policy Study (2016) (Section 2 pp. 10 — 17)

Federal Policy Summary (2019) (9 pages)

lowa DOT Complete Streets 2018
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3.0 Vision, Goals, Objectives
This section involves presenting the statewide pedestrian and bicycle planning process around
goals, objectives, and performance measures, consistent with other agency initiatives/federal
guidance that follow a Performance-Based Planning approach (FHWA 2014).

Step 3: Developing Goals, Objectives, Strategies and Performance Measures

3.1 Vision
Provide the plan vision (Table 1) for what the plan is expected to accomplish
3.2 Goals
Provide the plan goals (Table 2) that describes a desired end state
3.3 Objectives
Provide the plan objectives to support achievement of a goal
3.4 Strategies/Actions
Provide agency initiative that will be pursued to meet one or more objectives
*Some states place this content in the Implementation section
3.5 Performance Measures
Provide metrics used to assess progress toward meeting an objective
*Some states place this content in the Implementation section
3.6 Targets
Specify level of performance that an agency hopes to achieve in a certain timeframe
*Some states place this content in the Implementation section
3.7 Benchmark
Specify metric that is a standard against which the agency will compare its performance
*Some states place this content in the Implementation section

Examples

Appendix B: Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures by Selected States

Maryland DOT (2019) (goals, objectives, strategies, performance metrics pp. 10,11; 31 - 36)
Maryland DOT (2019) (strategies (initiatives) and targets pp. 37 - 46)

PennDOT 2020 Executive Summary (goals and objectives p.2)

Montana DOT (2019) (goals and strategies for “recommendations/implementation” pp. xiv, 64)
Arkansas DOT (2017) (pp.14 — 15)

New Jersey DOT (2016) (Chapter 3, pp. 39 — 47)

Oregon DOT 2016 Goals, Objectives and Strategies (pp.37 — 53)

Oregon DOT 2016 Appendix D: Performance Measures (pp.117 — 131) (white paper)
Colorado DOT (2015) (pp. 17, 20-21)

Best Practices "5 E's” of Biped Planning (lowa p. 26, Arkansas p. D-2, Alabama pp. A13 — A18)
Alabama DOT (2017) “Best Practices” in Bicycle Pedestrian Plans (Section A, 4.0)
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http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/newMDOT/Planning/Bike_Walk/Documents/Bike_Ped_Plan_Update/2019_01_08%20MDOT_Final%20Version_High%20Res%20with%20Page%20Borders.pdf
http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/newMDOT/Planning/Bike_Walk/Documents/Bike_Ped_Plan_Update/2019_01_08%20MDOT_Final%20Version_High%20Res%20with%20Page%20Borders.pdf
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/public/pubsforms/Publications/PUB%20787ES.pdf
https://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/pedbike/docs/MontanaPedestrianandBicyclePlan_2019.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Planning/Documents/OBPP.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Planning/Documents/OBPP.pdf
https://www.codot.gov/programs/your-transportation-priorities/colorado-transportation-matters/assets/documents/statewide-bicycle-and-pedestrian-plan.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
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4.0 Stakeholder Engagement/Public Outreach
This section involves presenting engagement/outreach efforts and impact. Because some
DOTs have not historically focused on walking and bicycling, it is especially important to have
an effective public involvement strategy when planning for these modes.
Step 4: Engaging Stakeholders and the Public

4.1 Stakeholders/Public

Identify stakeholders involved/impacted (Step 1: Getting Started — Defining the Scope)
4.2 Public Involvement Methods/Process

Document the methods and process for engagement/outreach
4.3 Results

Describe the results of the effort and impact on the plan goals and objectives

Examples

Arkansas DOT (2017) Extensive Effort (Chapter 2; Appendix A: survey questions)
Montana DOT (2019) Succinct Summary (pp. 5 - 10)

lowa DOT (2018) Full Description (included in "Vision and Goals” Chapter: pp. 23 —29)
Alabama DOT (2017) (included in “Recommendations”, Section C: pp. C1 - C2)
CALTRANS (2017) (Chapter 3; pp. 16 —18)

PennDOT Policy Study (2016) (Section 2 pp. 10 — 17)

5.0 Existing Conditions and Trends
This section provides the clear connection between plan goals, objectives, strategies, and
performance measures, and a robust technical analysis (Table 2). Data collection during the
planning process may form the foundation for future monitoring and reporting. Depending
on data availability, planners may map and analyze these six subject areas geographically
given the following factors: network extent and quality and nonmotorized expenditures.
Step 5: Developing Information Base and Content (Existing Conditions and Trends)

5.1 Safety

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.2 Accessibility/Mobility and Equity

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.3 Economic Benefits (if applicable)

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.4 Environment and Energy (if applicable)

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.5 Public Health (if applicable)

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.6 Usage/Mode Share (if applicable)

Identify existing conditions, trends, benchmarking statistics
5.7 Data Limitations

Clearly document any data limitations and the strategy to address them before the update
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https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/pedbike/docs/MontanaPedestrianandBicyclePlan_2019.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://altaplanning.com/wp-content/uploads/Toward-an-Active-California.pdf
https://www.talkpatransportation.com/assets/TAC/TAC_Bike_Ped_Policy_Report_Final.pdf
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Examples

Alabama DOT (2017) Extensive Effort (Section B)

PennDOT 2020 Extensive effort that covers most goal categories (Section 3)

CALTRANS (2017) (Section 2)

Arkansas DOT (2017) More qualitative approach (pp.23; also Section 4: “Regional Reports”)
FHWA Handbook (2014) (Appendices A & B have key data sources for each area)
PennDOT 2020 Data “needs” (pp. 80 — 81)

6.0 Recommendations
Using the information gathered from the preceding steps related to existing conditions and
trends to establish the current state of walking and bicycling, goals and objectives to define a
desired future, and stakeholder input, analyze and identify ways to accomplish the
objectives—both through changes to the physical network as well as through policies and
programs (FHWA 2014).
NOTE: Not all states distinguish between this section and Sections 3 & 7; some states do not
have a "Recommendations” section in their plans.
Step 6: Identifying Needs and Priority Areas (Recommendations)

6.1 Priority Areas
Identify priority areas (e.g., safety) to focus pedestrian and bicycle investments
*could identify specific projects (requiring analyses), or just decision criteria/methodology
6.2 Key Corridors (if applicable)
Identify key corridors to focus pedestrian and bicycle investments
*could identify specific projects, or just decision criteria/methodology
6.3 National Corridor Plan (if applicable)
Identify route segments on the US Bicycle Route System to prioritize
6.4 Network and Gap Analysis (if applicable)
Evaluate connectivity, condition and comfort of the network
*Some states develop a prioritization scheme for addressing corridor gaps
6.5 Regional and Local Coordination (if applicable)
Identify and document any coordination needed for implementing recommendations

Examples

Alabama DOT (2017) (Section C)

MnDOT (2016) Extensive Corridor Analysis (Chapter 3)

lowa DOT (2018) Design Guidance and Decision Methodology for Priority Areas
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https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
https://altaplanning.com/wp-content/uploads/Toward-an-Active-California.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/pedestrian_bicycle/publications/pedestrian_bicycle_handbook/fhwahep14051.pdf?redirect
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/documents/planning-research/statewide-bicycle-system-plan.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/bike-ped-plan-chapter4.pdf
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7.0 Implementation Strategies
The ability of a plan to influence infrastructure and policy toward achieving its goals is critical
to its success. This section involves documenting how the plan will be put into action following
adoption.
Step 7: Developing Implementation Strategies

7.1 Tying Goals, Objectives and Strategies to the Project Development Process
Present strategy for requiring the explicit consideration of pedestrian and bicyclist safety
and mobility early in the project development process (e.g., “complete streets” policy)
7.2 Roles, Responsibilities and Timelines
Assign explicit roles, responsibilities, and timelines to the plan’s objectives/DOT practices
7.3 Funding Strategies
Present strategies for the programming of future funds for bicycle and pedestrian projects
7.4 Benchmarking and Performance Measures Program
Present a program of benchmarking and measuring performance of the plan’s objectives

Examples

lowa DOT (2018) “Complete Streets” Policy chapter to tie goals to project development process

lowa DOT (2018) “Funding Strategies” chapter

lowa DOT (2018) comprehensive “Implementation” chapter for roles/responsibilities, timelines;
benchmarking and performance measures

PennDOT (2020) “Implementation” chapter for roles/responsibilities, timelines (pp. 39 — 79)

New Jersey (2016) More qualitative, succinct, less comprehensive (pp. 49 — 58)

Appendices commonly include:

Documentation summarized in 2.0 Bicycle/Pedestrian Laws, Policies, Plans, Programs
Survey information summarized in 3.0 Stakeholder Engagement/Public Outreach
Analyses summarized in 5.0 Existing Conditions and Trends
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https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/Bike-Ped-Plan-chapterr6.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/bike-ped-plan-chapter7.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/bike-ped-plan-chapter8.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
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Appendix B: Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures by Selected States

Alabama DOT 2017
Alabama is a state where walking and bicycling are safe,

comfortable, and convenient modes of transportation in
communities across the state for people of all ages and
abilities.

System performance measures represent a pivotal first step
in plan implementation. As noted in earlier sections of the
plan, federal legislation, policies, and programs have all
placed increasing importance on performance measures
and the role they can play in better managing transportation
systems, in particular, system safety. Building on federal
guidance, the recommended system performance measures
for walking and bicycling (Table ES-3) in Alabama initially
focus on the plan’s two principal goals: safety, and access
and mobility. The initial set of recommended performance
measures provides a clear and understandable basis for

describing how the pedestrian and bicycle systems are

currently functioning in Alabama. Over time, as new goals and

objectives are established and new data sources become
available, the performance measures can be modified and
expanded to address other goals and objectives related to
economic development (e.g., intermodal connections) and

quality of life (e.g., access to essential needs).

Goals and Objectives

1. Identify and address high priority safety locations
and corridors

2. Educate users on safe interactions among
motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians

3. Implernent laws and regulations consistently

1. Expand and improve bicycle and pedestrian
networks along state highway corridors

2. Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian needs in
all phases of project development, routine
maintenance, and system preservation

3. Coordinate state improvemnents with local and
regional goals and objectives

1. Link bicycle and pedestrian systems with other
mades of transportation

2. Promote bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in
major employment and activity centers

1. Expand and improve bicycle and pedestrian
access to basic goods and services such as food,
education, health care, parks, and transit

2. Encourage walking and bicycling for shorter
everyday trips (e.g., school, shopping, social)

3. Preserve and protect the natural environment

Table ES-3. Recommended Performance Measures and Targets

ey
| v

Goal Performance Measure Target

€

Data Sources

Annual number of combined non-
Safety motorized fatalities and serious
injuries (5-year rolling average)

A Moty Annual pedestrian commuting mode

2% annual decrease upto a
total 50% decrease

Average Annual Regional*

Fatality Analysis Reporting System
(FARS), National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration; State crash database
American Community Survey,

US Census Bureau

Access and Mobility

Access and Mobility

Access and Mobility

Access and Mobility

share (5-year rolling average)

Annual bicycle commuting mode

share (5-year rolling average)

Annual consistency with the scheduled

right-of-way improvements in
current state ADA Transition Plan

Percentage of priority bicycle corridors
designated as state bicycle routes
Total number of vision bicycle corridors
designated as state bicycle routes

Percentage Increase

Average Annual Regional*
Percentage Increase

100%

4% annual increase up to a
total of 100% of corridors

One new route every five years

American Community Survey,
US Census Bureau

State ADA Transition Plan

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan; State inventory

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan; State inventory

*Region includes Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee
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Arizona 2013

Table 1 - Plan Goals, Objectives, and Performance Indicators

Goal and Supporting Performance Indicator

Objectives

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Existing Status/Baseline

Goal No. 1: Increase Bicycle and Pedestrian Trips

i. Double the percentage of Percentage of trips to work by

Trips to Work by Bicycle: 1.0%%

trips to work by walking walking and bicycling Trips to Work by Walking: 2.2%
and bicycling statewide statewide. (American Community Survey [ACS] 2009-
within the next 10 years. 2011)

Double the percentage of total trips made primarily
by bicycling and walking in Arizona within the next
10 years.

Notes: In 2010, ACS data shows that out of 2.6 million workers in Arizona, 58,000 workers commute by walking and 25,000 workers commute by bicycling.

Goal No. 2: Improve Bicyclist and Pedestrian Safety

i. Zero Fatalities: Reduce the
number of bicycle-motor
vehicle crashes statewide.

Number of bicyclist injuries
and fatalities statewide.

2008 to 2010 Average

Bicyclists Killed: 21 /year

Bicyclists Injured: 1,636 /year

The overall goal is to eliminate all crashes invelving
bicyclists — “Zero Fatalities.”

A progress goal is to reduce the number of bicycle-
motor vehicle crashes (injuries and fatalities) by 12
percent by the year 2018, to fewer than 1,440
bicycle-motor vehicle crashes and 18 fatalities.

ii. Zero Fatalities: Reduce the
number of bicycle-motor
vehicle crashes on the
SHS.

Number of bicyclist injuries

and fatalities on the SHS. on the SHS

SHS: 177 fyear
Bicyclists Injured: 19 /year
Bicyclists Killed: 4/year

217 crashes per year (average 2004-2008)

Analysis of 2007-2010 data shows average:
Bicycle-motor vehicle crashes/year on the

The overall goal is to eliminate all crashes invelving
bigyelists — “Zero Fatalities.”

A progress goal is to reduce the number of bicycle-
motor vehicle crashes (injuries and fatalities) by 12
percent by the year 2018.

This goal represents a reduction of 21 crashes-per-
year by the year 2018 (as compared to 2007-2010
data) to fewer than 156 crashes-per-year, 16
bicyclists injured, and three bicyclists killed per
year.

establishes a baseline of 177 crashes-per-year.

Notes: The ultimate goal is eliminate all crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians — “Zero Fatalities.” To chart progress toward this goal, the ADOT Bicycle Safety
Action Plan established a goal to reduce bicycle-motor vehicle crashes by 12 percent by 2018, as compared to 2004-2008 baseline data. Analysis of 2010 data

Table 1 - Plan Goals, Objectives, and Performance Indicators (continued)

Goal and Supporting Performance Indicator

Objectives

Existing Status/Baseline

Goal No. 2: Improve Bicyclist and Pedestrian Safety (continued)

iii. Zero Fatalities: Reduce the
number of pedestrian-
motor vehicle crashes
statewide.

Number of pedestrian injuries
and fatalities statewide.

2008 to 2010 Average
Pedestrians Injured: 1,321
Pedestrians Killed: 134

The overall goal is to eliminate all crashes involving
pedestrians — “Zero Fatalities.”

A progress goal is to reduce the number of
pedestrian-motor vehicle crashes (injuries and
fatalities) by 20 percent by the year 2018, to fewer
than 1,057 crashes and 107 fatalities.

iv. Zero Fatalities: Reduce the
number of pedestrian-
motor vehicle crashes on
the SHS.

Number of pedestrian injuries
and fatalities on the SHS.

2008 ta 2010 Average
Pedestrians Injured: 38/year
Pedestrians Killed: 42 /year

The overall goal is to eliminate all crashes involving
pedestrians — “Zero Fatalities.”

A progress goal is to reduce the number of
pedestrian-motor vehicle crashes (injuries and
fatalities) by 20 percent by the year 2018, to fewer
than 30 pedestrians injured per year and fewer than
34 pedestrians killed per year.

The ultimate goal is eliminate all crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians — "Zero Fatalities.” To chart progress toward this goal, the ADOT Pedestrian Safety Action
Plan established a goal to reduce pedestrian crashes (fatal and non-fatal) by 20 percent by the year 2016, as measured by a five-year average.

Goal No. 3: Improve Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure

Number of miles of SHS with
adjacent/parallel sidewalks or
shared-use paths in urban
areas/small urban areas.

i. Provide pedestrian
infrastructure in
urbanized areas along
non-access controlled
state highways.

miles

miles

Total sidewalk length on SHS: 319.2 miles
Total shared-use path length on SHS: 19.6

Total length (centerline miles) where
pedestrian infrastructure is needed: 169

Provide pedestrian infrastructure including
sidewalks, shared-use paths, and crossings in
urbanized areas where there is a demonstrated
need for the infrastructure.

Notes: Pedestrian Demand Index for State Highway Facilities (May 2007) used GIS mapping of population and roadway network data to identify areas of potential

pedestrian demand. State Highway segments with Pedestrian Demand Index (PDI) of “Moderate” or above represent segments where pedestrian infrastructure may be
most beneficial. Segments with “Highest,” “High,” and “Moderate” were combined with the ADOT sidewalk and shared-use path inventory to identify lengths of state
highway (represented as centerline miles) where pedestrian infrastructure may be most beneficial.

Table 1 - Plan Goals, Objectives, and Performance Indicators (continued)

Goal and Supporting Performance Indicator Existing Status/Baseline

Objectives

Goal No. 3: Improve Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure (continued)

ii. Accommodate bicyclists Number of miles of SHS witha Number of miles with effective shoulder Provide minimum effective shoulder width of four

on all non-access paved shoulder that meets width (four feet or greater): 2,852.65 miles feet or greater on all State Highways.
controlled state highways. AASHTO guidelines (four feet (approximately 48.9% of the SHS)
or greater). Effective shoulder width considers rumble

strips, providing four feet of rideable
shoulder exclusive of the rumble strip.
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Arkansas 2017

THE GOALS

To pursue this vision, the Plan establishes three
overarching goals for the State’s bicycle and pedestrian
initiatives:

Goal 1: Realize the economic benefits of bicycle and
pedestrian-friendly communities and bicycle-related
tourism and recreation on Arkansas’ roads, shared use
paths and mountain bike trails.

Goal 2: Develop a statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Network that supports a) on-road bicycling for
recreation and transportation, b) pedestrian access and
safety within municipalities and unincorporated rural
communities, ¢) development of shared use paths with
regional and/or statewide significance, and d) access to
mountain bicyeling venues.

Goal 3: Conduct research and analysis leading to
implementation of specific strategies for achieving zero
pedestrian and bicyclist deaths from crashes with motor
vehicles by 2025, and reducing injury crashes by 50
percent (over 2010-2014 levels).

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

THE OBJECTIVES
The following eight objectives define areas of activity
that are central to achieving the goals.

Objective 1: Enhance laws and policies, enforcement,
and local empowerment to promote alternative
transportation and increase safety.

Objective 2: Sustain and continue to improve the bicycle
and pedestrian program in Arkansas.

Objective 3: Consider innovative or non-traditional
funding sources.

Objective 4: Review of the bicycle and pedestrian
accommodation guidelines for Arkansas highways.

Objective 5: Develop a Statewide Bikeway Network
using a tiered system that coordinates and connects to
the United States Bicycle Route Numbering System.

Objective 6: Research and develop marketing strategies
to be used at the state, regional, and local levels.

Objective 7: Further integrate bicycle and pedestrian
safety into the Toward Zero Deaths campaign.

Objective 8: Provide leadership and support for
education and advocacy efforts that relate to the built
environment.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE: Reduce injury accidents by 50% by 2025

Strategies to Support Objective 1

Recommended Action Strategies

Proposed
Lead Agency

Proposed
Key Partners

component.

®

Modify the school sitting laws to make walking and cycling to school more

feasible
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Reactivate the Arkansas Bikeways Commission including a pedestrian

Study state liability laws to increase motorists’ liability/consequence when
involved in crashes with pedestrians or bicyclists.

Enact legislation to require all new public schools to include sidewalks,
shared-use paths or bikeways within school property and appropriate access
roads to ensure safe bicycle and pedestrian travel to the school

General
Assembly

Arkansas
General
Assembly

Arkansas
General
Assembly or
AR Dept. of Ed.

Arkansas
General
Assembly or
AR Dept. of Ed.

ASP

ADH &
AR Dept. of Ed.
Local Jurisdictions

ADH &
AR Dept. of Ed.
Local Jurisdictions
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Strategies to Support Objective 2 (Arkansas 2017)

Recommended Action Strategies Proposed Proposed

Lead Agency | Key Partners

o Within twao years of adoption of this plan, the State of Arkansas (not just AHTD) has ADFT, ADH Local Jurisdictions
at least 4 FTE including the Bicyele / Pedestrian Coordinator working exclusively

on bicyele and pedestrian activities including engineering, roadway planning and
development, plan review, local assistance, grants administration, federal program
administration, maintenance, and public involwerment.

Integrate bicycle and pedestrian training irmo en-going and routine activithes for AHTD, ADPT
staff training planning, design, and maintenance practices.

9 Investigate the following: ADPT, AHTD, AML & MPOs,
ADH Local Jurisdictions

A} A Bicycle and pedesirian planning guidance template for local communities.
Provided in draft form az Appendix D of this Plan.

B) A zet of guidelines which describe how agencies will coordinate with
communites that have adopred bicycle/pedestrian plans and/or Complete
Streets policies.

C) Explore the use of innovative or non-traditional funds. To be matched by local
communities {and MPOs where relevant)see Sidebar 2).

) A zmall Project Funding Program using innovalive or non-fradifional funds
Io make granfs fo municipalities, colleges and universities, governmental
agencies, or regional economic development commissions for 2 select set of
bicycle and pedestnian project fypes. Local match will be required. (For a lisf of
siggested efgible projects, see Sidehar 3

Identify ways to improve communications with local cyclists regarding AHTD AHTD AHTD Districts,

malntenance activities. Bicycling
Organizations,
ADPT, Local Event
Sponsors

Strategies to Support Objective 3 (Arkansas 2017)

Recommended Action Strategies Proposed
Lead Agency
o Consider regular funding cycles for State allocated TAP funds. AHTD
FHWA
9 Explore innovative or non-traditional funding sources. ADH Local Jurlsdictions
ADPT
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Strategies to Support Objective 4 (Arkansas 2017)
Recommended Action Strategies Proposed Proposed

Lead Agency | Key Partners

AHTD Local Jurisdictions,
AHTD Districts,
Bicycle Advocacy
Organizations, ASP

o Review the current Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation guldelines.

A) Develop common terms, definitions, and cross-sections to promate
a consistent set of bicycle and pedestrian references for use by state
agencies and all stakeholders.

B) Consider development of a shoulder width design guidelines based upon
posted travel speed limits, ADT, status as part of the Statewide Bikeway
Metwork and other factors related to bicyclists” comfort and multi-modal
traffic safety.

C) For all projects, consider appropriate bicycle and pedestrian
aceommodations.

D) Consider use of bicyele- and pedestrian-friendly intersection improvemeants
1o reduce trafiic congestion, moderate speeds, reduce crashes and

efficiently use existing rights-of-way.

E) For arterial road widening project costs for urban and suburban arterials
and collectors, consider appropriate cross section elements.

F) For sidewalks along state roadways consider adopting the following
minirmum design guidelines:

+ insuburban settings, provide a 5-foot sidewalk and a 3-foot
minimurn buffer and ADA compliant curb ramp and driveway
design.

+  inurban settings, provide a 5-foot minimum sidewalk and 3-foot
mdnirmurn buffer, and ADA compliant curb ramp and driveway
design

+  |nurban commercial or mixed-use settings with higher density band
uses, provide a minimum 5-foot buffer and minimwm 8-foot clear
pedestrian fravel space.

G) Require municipal governments to provide routine maintenance of
buffiers and sidewalks on state roadways within their jurisdiction,

g Encourage municipal and county govemments 1o develop Complete Strests Local AHTD
policies for their jurisdictions, including their applicability to state highways Jurisdictions ADH
within their jurisdiction.
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Strategies to Support Objective 5 (Arkansas 2017)

Recommended Action Strategies Proposed Proposed
Lead Agency | Key Partners
o, Coordinate designation of LS. Bleyele Routes: AHTD ADPT, Bike/Walk
* Routes 80, 84, 51 and 45 as identified in the LS. Bicycle Route System Arkansas; Adventure
» Trans-America bicycle touring route through Arkansas, from southeast Cyding, Local
to northwest Arkansas (propose this route to AASHTO). Jurisdictions

* Sowthwest Trall Heritage route from the northeast corner of Arkansas
to the southwest comner (propose this route to AASHTO).

9 Identify potential routes for further study within the corridors/areas identified AHTD ADPT, Local
an the Preliminary Statewide Bikeway Map. This includes routing throwgh Gowernments,
the urbanized areas and municipalities shown on the map. Coordinate with MPOs, State Bicycle
relevant municipalities, counties and MPOs regarding routing issues and Organizations

planned bikeway improvements within thelr jurisdiction.

A) Adopt bicycle level of service azsessment methodologies; consider one
methadolagy for rural routes, one for urban and suburban routes,
and one for trails’.

B) Establish criteria describing a minirmurm level of suitability for inclusion
in thie Statewide Bikeway Network (consider use of LOS methodologies,
slope analyses and ather factors).

C) Evaluate the nead for bike-safe shoulders or bicycle lanes along roads in
the Statewide Bikeway Hetwork, as appropriate.

D) Research a cost-effective surface life extension treatment for low-volume
roadways which also preserves riding comfort for cyelists.

9 Review the rumble strip guideline for relevance, effectiveness, and AHTD Bicycle
implementation along state bike routes, on an as needed basis. Organizations

0 Develop an online suitability map that is accessible for use by the public AHTD, ADPT Leading Bicycle
throwagh the internet, including access for mobile devices, consider providing Organizations, AEDC

in other formiats as may be needed.

1 Anumber of methodologies are eveilable, including the Wisconszin Fural Roedway Evelustion, the Bicycle Level of Service (found in the
THE Highwey Capacity Manual, Level of Bicyclisis' Stress Analysis, and the Shared Use Path Bicycle Level of Service method, developed by
the Federal Highway Administration.)
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Strategies to Support Objective 6 (Arkansas 2017)

Recommended Action Strategies

Proposed

Lead Agency

Proposed
Key Partners

2]

©

Make development of the Trans-America bicycle touring route through
Arkangas a top priority; it can Serve as a prototype state route and model of
interagency partmership in route planning and development.

Conduct a field review of all highway guide and recreational infarmation sions
in the vicinity of majar mountain bicycling venues and trailheads and shared

use path trailheads; ensure that the appropriate recreational activity symbaol{s)

ane included on these signs (mountain bicycle, standard bicycle, pedestrian,
hiker, access for the disabled, ete.).

Publizh a study that uses examples from the Arkansas experience fo
dacument and promote the economic and other benefits of bicyeling, trail
development, and creation of bicycle/pedestrian friendly communities.

ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

AHTD, Bike/Walk
Arkanzas, Adventure
Cycling

AHTD

HW Arkansas
Council, ADH,
Universities

© o

Develop the concept of Bicycle Hub Communities that serve as gateways

1o bicycle touning regions and mountain bicycling areas. Like Oregon’s
bicycle tourism training programs, business and public officials within Hulb
Communities will receive education and training to ensure success in serving
this growing market.

Develop a coalition of business, foundation and user group partners to
educate abowt bicycle-based tourism potential and coordinate marketing
efforts. include representatives of the hospitality, restaurant, outdoar
recreation, and travel industries as well as the Chamber of Commerce,
Comeention Bureaus and others.

Conduct a statewide assessment of railroad corridors with low use, and
abandoned and reverted corridors to determine which may have the most
potential for development as shared use paths. Consider railbanking,
conversion to rail-trails, and trails with active rail lines.

Conduct a statewide personal travel survey to identify current levels of
bicycling and walking for the following activities: utilitaran transportation,
recreation, types of recreational biking: non-competitive mountain, touring,
trails, sports training/competition, close to home recreation on local
streets and trails. The research should also assess the potential to expand
engagement in recreational and utilitarian bicycling and walking and factors
influencing potential market expansion.

Conduct a survey of both in-state and out-of-state residents who participate
in bicycle touring or mountain biking to determine what improverments would
enhance the experience and likely generate more activity within Arkansas.

Explore development of a music history and heritage based bicycle tour of the
Arkansas Delta region.

Coordinate federal and state land managers to keep track of trails and trail
mileage that is open 1o mountain bicycling, as well as the status of other
suppaort facilities for bicycle tourism such as camping sites, availability
potable water, general conditions, participation rates and other baseline
information needed to track the provision of needed support infrastructure
and services over time.
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ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

ADPT

Experienced Bicycle
Trawel Outfitters,
Hospitality Industry,
Consultants from
moadel programs

AEDC, Walton Family
Foundation,

AHTD, Consultant,
Rails-To-Trails
Conservancy

AHTD, ADH,
Universities

Bicycling
Organizations and
Clubs

Arkansas Heritage
Department, Delta
Byways Regional
Tourism Assn.

HNPS, USFS, USFARW,
Recreational
Bicycling
Organizations



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Strategies to Support Objective 7 (Arkansas 2017)

Recommended Action Strategies Proposed Proposed
Lead Agency | Key Pariners

o Analyze pedestrian and bicycle crazh data in urban areas. Develop AHTD ADH, MPDz, FHWA
countermeasures to be included in the Highway Safety Improvement Program. ASP

9 Consider the use of Federal Safety program funds toward achieving the bicycle AP MPOs
and pedestrian safety goals, that are consistent with the SHSP AHTD
9 Create a multi-media safety education campaign focused on fostering ASP Arkansas
greater respect amaong all modes. AHTD Broadcasters Assn.
and Arkanzas Press

Aszn., Bicycle
and Pedestrian
Organizations

Strategies to Support Objective 8 (Arkansas 2017)
Recommended Action Strategies Proposed Proposed

Lead Agency | Key Partners

Prowide education at the grassroots level on the importance of complete ADH Bicycle and

street policies for their communities for econamic growth, sustainability, Pedestrian Advocacy
active living, smart growih, walking and biking. Organizations
Prowide technical assistance to communities to develop master padestrian ADH AHTD, Bicycle and
and bicycle plans and tie those plans into the Arfkansas Statewide Pedestrian Pedestrian Advocacy
and Bicycle Transpartation Plan. Organizations
Irmiplement a community mentoring program for communities 10 use regarding ADH AHTD, ARCOP

leszong learned, sample policies, infrastructure design, ete. through the
Growing Healthy Community projects.

Conduct walking or bicycling audits annually, as funding is available, within ADH Municipalities,
communities throughout the state. AARP Bicyeling
Organizations

@ @ ¢ ®© © @

Continue support of the Arkansas Coalition for Obesity Prevention (ARCOF) ADH AHTD, ARCOP
and their programs addressing the built environment. member groups
Exploring innovative funding sources for local assistance. ADH

ADPT
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CALTRANS 2017

Toward an Active California includes four

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

and fifteen strategies that

emerged from community input during the extensive outreach process. Each strategy
includes multiple actions for implementing this Plan. The objectives and strategies are

listed below.

[ ]
Reduce the number,

rate, and severity of #IFAA\

bicycle and pedestrian
involved collisions

» S51: Safer Streets & Crossings:
Address safety of vulnerable
users in roadway design and
operations

» S52: Education: Provide consis-
tent, accessible, and universal
education about the rights and
responsibilities of all roadway
users

» S53: Safety Data: Invest in the
quality, completeness, timeliness,
and availability of data on bicycle
and pedestrian collisions

» S4: Enforcement: Focus state
and local enforcement of safety
laws on highest risk behaviors by
all road users
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Increase walking and c}e
bicycling in California Q

B

M1: Connected & Comfortable
MNetworks: Develop local and
regional networks of high-quality
bicycle and pedestrian facilities
for all ages and abilities

M2: Multimodal Access:
Integrate bicycle and pedestrian
neaeds in planning and design

of multimodal transportation
systems and services

M3: Efficient Land Use &
Development: Support regional
and state efforts to integrate land
use and transportation planning
to maximize the effectiveness of
active transportation investments

M4: Network & Travel Data:
Develop consistent, high-quality
data on bicycle and pedestrian
travel and facilities

M5: Statewide & Regional
Trails: Support low-stress or
physically separated pedestrian
and bicycle trail routes of state-
wide or regional significance for
tourism, recreation, and utilitarian
transportation

ME: Encouragement: Promote
bicycling and walking for every-
day transportation, recreation,
improved health, and active living



CALTRANS 2017

Maintain a high quality
active transportation
system

» P1: Quality of Condition:
Establish and meet an expected
quality of condition for bicycle
and pedeastrian infrastructure

» P2: Program Integration:
Pursue internal and external part-
nerships to address bicycle and
pedestrian needs in maintenance
and preservation activities

EQUITY hroughout the strategies and
V actions, this Equity Check icon

TARGETS
» Reduce fatalities by 10% each calendar year
“Toward Zero Deaths” goal

Y V VY

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Invest resources in 0 0 4
communities that are S
most dependent on active
transportation and transit

» E1: Community Support:
Strengthen engagement with
disadvantaged communities
by proactively seeking input on
needs and providing technical
guidance

= E2: Equity Lens: Address social
equity when implementing all
strategies from this Plan

» E3: Access to Funding: Provide
disadvantaged communities with
the opportunity to participate
in active transportation funding
programs

Double walking and triple bicycling trips in the state by 2020
Caltrans will work to provide equity in mobility and accessibility to meet the needs of all

community members regardless of age, race, gender, ability, or income

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

» Tracking the rate of bicycle and pedestrian collisions, serious injuries, and fatalities relative to
the amount of bicycle and pedestrian travel in the state

Bicycle level of traffic stress

YV V VYV
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Percent of projects that include complete streets features
Pedestrian miles of travel and bicycle miles of travel

Social equity can be partially tracked through levels of investment in funding programs



Colorado DOT 2014

Table 2.

Goals and Investment Decision Criteria

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Goals, Criteria, and Project-Level Performance Measures

Project-Level Performance Measures

Enhance Safety

Reduce crash rate or potential threat of crashes

= Project would result in safety improvement as
quantified by Crash Modification Factors®

Increase Bicycling and Walking Activity

Improve (corridor) bicycling or walking conditions

= Quality of improvement, measured as the
change in bicycle or pedestrian LOS (primary
benefit evaluation component)

Expand permanent data collection infrastructure

= Project includes installation of permanent
bike/ped counting device

Expand Recreational Opportunities and Enhance Quality of Life

Enhance Scenic Byways

* Project is located along a Scenic Byway (Yes/No)

Create access to public lands

» Project provides direct access to public lands
(Yes/No)

Provide multi-use pathways near populations

= Project is a multi-use pathway (Yes/No)
* Relative population of project area

Preserve and enhance downtown character

* Project is located in defined downtown or
“Main Street” area

Improve Public Health

Reduce disease/obesity in children, adults, and
seniors

* Mode shift and induced recreational travel
= Obesity rate in project county

Improve Environment, Air Quality, and Fossil Fuel Independence

Reduce carbon-based vehicle miles traveled
through increased bicycling and walking

* Mode shift

Provide Transportation Equity

Provide mobility options to underserved
populations

* Project is located in an area of underserved
population (low-income or minority)
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Colorado DOT 2014

Goals and Investment Decision Criteria

Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Project-Level Performance Measures

Provide safe active transportation to schools and
learning centers

» Project provides direct connection to school and

would likely be used by students or staff to walk
or bike to school

Provide pedestrian mobility for seniors and
disabled populations

» Project located in an area of high =65

population

Maximize Transportation Investments

Complete or connect network or system

» Project connects to an existing bicycle or

pedestrian facility

Reduce motor vehicle traffic congestion

» Project located along or parallel to a congested

roadway

Enhance multimodal efficiency (expand utility of
public transportation)

» Project provides direct connection to transit
service

Improve State/Regional Economy

Provide better access to jobs

= Jobs * population in vicinity

Bolster tourism

= Relative level of tourism in area
= Demonstrated level of tourism promotion
investment in local community

Induce mode shift to bicycling, walking, and transit
= more household disposable income

= Maode shift

Table 3. Goals, Criteria, and System-Level Performance Measures

Goals and Investment Decision Criteria System-Wide Performance Measures

Enhance Safety

Reduce crash rate or potential threat of crashes

= Change in bicycle and pedestrian crash rates

®= State bicycle and pedestrian crash rankings

= Number of communities with adopted Share
the Road programs or policies

Increase Bicycling and Walking Activity

Improve (corridor) bicycling or walking conditions

= Percent bike/ped mode share
= Percent of CDOT’s system at bike LOS A-D, E, F
= Percent of CDOT’s system at ped LOS A-D, E, F

Expand permanent data collection infrastructure

= Number of permanent bike/ped counting
devices on the State’s system
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Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Expand Recreational Opportunities and Enhance Quality of Life

Enhance Scenic Byways

* Percent of Scenic Byways miles that are
bicycle/pedestrian compatible

Create access to public lands

* Percent of public lands with bike/ped access

Provide multi-use pathways near populations

* Miles of multi-use pathways

Preserve and enhance downtown character

* Number of communities participating in Main
Street Program

Improve Public Health

Reduce disease/obesity in children, adults, and
seniors

* Percent of Medically Underserved
Populations™ in the state living within a
quarter mile of defined bicycle or pedestrian
facility

* Obesity Rate

* Bicycle and pedestrian mode share

Improve Environment, Air Quality, and Fossil Fuel Independence

Reduce carbon-based vehicle miles traveled
through increased bicycling and walking

* Mode split estimated through phone or mail
survey
* Change in biking and walking activity

Provide Transportation Equity

Provide mobility options to underserved
populations

* Percent of underserved populations (low-
income or minority) in the state living within a
quarter mile of a defined bicycle or pedestrian
facility

Provide safe active transportation to schools and
learning centers

* Percent of schools in Colorado that have a Safe
Routes map and program

* Number of schools teaching CDOT Safe Routes
to School curriculum

* Percentage of students who bicycle or walk to
school

Provide pedestrian mobility for seniors and
disabled populations

* Percent of >65 population living within a
quarter mile of a defined pedestrian facility
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Maximize Transportation Investments

» Percent of planned bicycle/pedestrian network

Complete or connect network or system
complete

» Percent of State Highways (or congested State
Highways) that are bicycle