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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 

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 

encourages states and local 

agencies to adopt similar 

policies for bicycle and 

pedestrian accommodation 

and to go beyond minimum 

design standards to 

promote cleaner, healthier 

air; less-congested 

roadways; options for active, 

healthy transportation; 

more livable, safe, cost-

efficient communities; and 

low-cost mobility options.  
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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 

transportation” (PennDOT 2019). “Use of 

the term ‘active transportation’ 

highlights the growing recognition of 

the connection between public health 

outcomes and transportation planning” 

(PennDOT 2019). As a form of human-

powered transportation, active 

transportation engages people in 

healthy physical activity while they travel 

from place to place and supports transit 

use since many people reach transit 

stops using active travel modes. 

 

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 

➢ Identifying 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). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://talkpatransportation.com/assets/TAC/TAC_Bike_Ped_Policy_Report_Final.pdf
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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). 

 

 
 

 

nextcity.org 2017 

PennDOT Plan Development Timeline (PennDOT 2020b) 

 

Maryland DOT Plan Development Timeline (Maryland DOT 2019) 
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Plan Elements 

DOTs have been fairly consistent in including the 

following general elements [and documenting activities] 

in their bicycle and pedestrian plans, consistent with 

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 

➢ [Develop] Recommendations 

➢ [Develop] Implementation Strategies 

Some states use different nomenclature and information 

groupings, as illustrated by the Iowa DOT bicycle 

pedestrian plan table of contents (2018), shown right. 

 

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. 

 
 

Iowa DOT 2018 

Arkansas DOT 2017 
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“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. 

 

 

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. 

 

 
 

PennDOT 2020 



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 

9 | P a g e  
 

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. 

Illinois (2014)   
*updated plan  
  (bicycle only) 

Transforming Transportation for Tomorrow represents IDOT’s commitment to a 

safe, sustainable, integrated multi-modal transportation system. It embraces a 

planning and programming approach that ensures the continued effectiveness and 

efficiency of transportation investments and opportunities. It embodies our vision 

for transportation in Illinois 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 

Iowa  (2018) 
*new plan 

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

the policies and practices for the ongoing development of the Iowa 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 Iowa DOT and local agencies, and making recommendations for 

program priorities. 

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
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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) 
*new plan 

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

walking and biking efforts in the State within the context of the overall 

transportation system. 

PennDOT (2020) 
*updated plan 

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:  To increase safety for pedestrians and 

bicyclists via engineering, enforcement, and education 

 To provide mobility for all transportation users, including disabled persons  To 

increase economic development opportunities via bicycle and pedestrian facilities  

 

 

 

 

 

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
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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). 

 

1.5 Define the Function of the Plan within the State DOT 

Early in the development of a State pedestrian and bicycle 

planning process, it is useful to consider how the plan 

relates to other statewide transportation activities. Plans 

are a tool for designing roadways that better 

accommodate walking and bicycling, thereby increasing 

mobility, reducing congestion, and improving safety. 

Some questions that may be appropriate to ask when 

beginning a new plan include (FHWA 2014): 

• Why do a standalone pedestrian and/or bicycle plan? 

What purpose will it serve that is not already served by 

other statewide transportation documents? 

• What direction does the State’s Long-Range 

Transportation Plan (LRTP) or Strategic Highway Safety 

Plan (SHSP) give to policymakers and practitioners at the 

DOT? What resources are needed for practitioners to 

carry out the strategies in the LRTP/SHSP? 

 
 
  
 
 
 

• 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)? 

• How can the statewide pedestrian and/or bicycle plan 

best support network development at the local, regional, 

and State level?  

• 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. 

Oregon DOT 2016 

Alabama DOT 2017 
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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. 

➢ It is 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 Processes1 

➢ 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?  

 
1 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.  

 

  

(Alabama DOT 2017) 

 

NJDOT 2016 
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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 Iowa DOT devoted a chapter of its bicycle pedestrian plan to 

its “complete streets” policy. 

 

 

  

Safe Routes Partnership 2020 

 

https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/Bike-Ped-Plan-chapterr6.pdf
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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 DOTs 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 

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). 
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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). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The number of pedestrians 

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 

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) 

 

NJDOT 2016 
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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 
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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). 

 

 
 

 

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. 

Montana DOT 2019 
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Table 2 Goals for Statewide Plan by State 

DOT Plan (Year) Safety Mobility Equity Economy Connectivity 
Public 
Health Environment 

Alabama (2017) 
*new plan 

X X X X X  X 

Arizona (2013) 
*updated plan 

X X   X   

Arkansas (2017) 
*new plan 

X X X X X 
  

California (2017) 
*new plan 

X X X X  X X 

Colorado (2015) 
*updated plan 

X X X X X X X 

Delaware (2018) 
*updated plan  
  (bicycle only) 

X X   X   

Illinois (2014)   
*updated plan  
  (bicycle only) 

X X X 
 X X 

 

Iowa  (2018) 
*new plan 

X X 
  X X 

 

Louisiana (2009) 
*updated plan 

X X X X  X X 

Maryland (2019) 
*updated plan 

X X X X X X  

Minnesota (2016) 
*new plan  
  (bicycle only) 

X X X  X   

Montana (2019) 
*new plan 

X X X X X X 
 

New Jersey 
(2016) 
*updated plan 

X X X X X X  

Oregon (2016) 
*new plan 

X X X X X X X 

PennDOT (2020) 
*updated plan 

X X X X X X  

Wyoming (2017) 
*new plan 

X X X  X   

 

 

 

 

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). 
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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. 
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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 

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

 

PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Change in bicycle and pedestrian crash rates 

✓ State bicycle and pedestrian crash rankings   

✓ 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 

✓ Quality of improvement, measured as the change in bicycle or pedestrian LOS  

(primary benefit evaluation component) 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

✓ Project includes installation of permanent bike/ped counting device 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

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

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

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

➢ Create access to public lands 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

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

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Percent of public lands with bike/ped access 

➢ Provide multi‐use pathways near populations 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

✓ Project is a multi‐use pathway (Yes/No) 

✓ Relative population of project area  

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Miles of multi‐use pathways 

➢ Preserve and enhance downtown character 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

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

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

✓ Project is located in an area of underserved population (low‐income or minority)  

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

✓ 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 

✓ 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 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

✓ Project located in an area of high >65 population 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

✓ Jobs * population in vicinity 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Employees who ride/walk to work (through employer survey)  

➢ Bolster tourism 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

✓ Relative level of tourism in area  

✓ Demonstrated level of tourism promotion investment in local community 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

✓ Mode shift 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Mode split estimated through phone or mail survey 

✓ 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 

✓ Project connects to an existing bicycle or pedestrian facility 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Percent of planned bicycle/pedestrian network complete 

➢ Reduce motor vehicle traffic congestion 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – Project Level 

✓ Project located along or parallel to a congested roadway 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

✓ Project provides direct connection to transit service 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ 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 

 

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 

✓ Mode shift and induced recreational travel 

✓ Obesity rate in project county 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 
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✓ Percent 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 

 

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 

✓ Mode shift 

o PERFORMANCE MEASURE – System Level 

✓ Mode split estimated through phone or mail survey  

✓ Change in biking and walking activity 

 

State DOTs have generally addressed the “5 Es” of bicycle and pedestrian transportation within 

their plans (Iowa DOT 2018, MnDOT 2016). 
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The Arkansas DOT (2017) ties in the “5 Es” with plan development in the following figure: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

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 

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 

plans. (Arkansas DOT 2017) 
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The Maryland DOT (2019) provides this snapshot of its plan’s framework (continued). 

 

 
 

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) 
 
 



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 

31 | P a g e  
 

 



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 

32 | P a g e  
 

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 

similar issues. DOTs use performance measures 

to monitor and track progress toward meeting 

the targets, and sometimes help provide a 

framework for identifying specific strategies for 

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 

(e.g., milestones to achieve process objectives) 

(FHWA 2014).  

 

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 

fatalities.  

 

Great performance-based plans will typically 

measure both outcomes and outputs.  

Outcomes are more meaningful metrics of 

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 

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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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, 

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

(FHWA 2014): 

✓ 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. 

✓ 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.  

✓ 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. 

✓ 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. 

✓ 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. 

 

 
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. 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CALTRANS Stakeholder Engagement Process 2017 
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The Iowa DOT summarized the results from its outreach efforts in its plan related to the “5Es” of 

bicycle pedestrian impact and its plan goals (2018). 

 

 
Iowa DOT Stakeholder Engagement Process Results 2018 
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The Arkansas DOT devoted a significant portion of its plan to documenting its extensive 

engagement process, full survey and results (2017). 

 

 
 

Iowa DOT Stakeholder Engagement Process Results 2018 
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  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):  

✓ safety 

✓ accessibility/mobility and equity,  

✓ economic benefits,  

✓ environment and energy,  

✓ health, and  

✓ usage/mode share.  

These 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. 
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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. 

 

 
 

 

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.  

• 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: 

Planners consider and map the 

existing and planned 

nonmotorized network and the 

quality of the existing network at a 

variety of scales. At a State level, 

planners may apply a suitability 

analysis to State roadways. These 

analyses consider safety and 

comfort for pedestrians and 

bicyclists using information likely to 

be available across a broad 

geographic area: proximity of 

motor vehicles or shoulder width, 

speed and volume of traffic, 

percent of heavy vehicles, and 

pavement condition. Common 

analysis approaches include Level 

of Service, Level of Comfort, Level 

of Stress, and the Bicycle 

Compatibility Index. 

Methodologies for these 

approaches vary and can be 

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). 

Delaware DOT 2018 
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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. 
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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).  

 

To support the future 

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 

revised based upon State 

needs. State bicycle and 

pedestrian plans can 

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 Iowa 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). 

 

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).  

 

 

MnDOT 2016 
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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 Iowa 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.  

 

 
 

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 

Iowa DOT 2018 
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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. 

 

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 Iowa plan devotes one of its chapters to its 

complete streets policy. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

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) 

https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/Bike-Ped-Plan-chapterr6.pdf
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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 Iowa 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.  

 

 
 

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.  

IowaDOT 2018 
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Alabama DOT 2017 
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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 Iowa DOT devotes a chapter of its plan to 

funding strategy (2018). 

 

 
 

 

 

 

IowaDOT 2018 



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 

56 | P a g e  
 

The Delaware DOT (2018) provides the following flow chart for its funding strategy. 
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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 

many others. Since data collection is a 

major need in bicycle and pedestrian 

planning, new data collection is likely to 

be one of the action strategies that the 

DOT will take with its partners to improve 

the state of bicycle and pedestrian 

planning. As apparent in the Maryland 

DOT example (right), data attainment is 

included in its short-term implementation 

(2019). Such an action strategy will identify 

who will be responsible for collecting the 

data and how it will be managed and 

structured. A plan with identified 

performance measures should include a 

description of who will be responsible for 

ongoing data collection and analysis 

required for the performance 

measurement. It is important to consider 

what resources are available to agencies 

assigned with data collection 

responsibilities before committing to 

performance measurement. Questions 

that may be useful to ask when 

developing performance measures 

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. 
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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. 

 

 
 

DOT [Recent] Plans & Type (Year) 

Alabama (2017) 
*new plan 

Colorado (2015) 
*updated plan 

Louisiana (2009) 
*updated plan 

New Jersey (2016) 
*updated plan 

Arizona (2013) 
*updated plan 

Delaware (2018) 
*updated plan  
 (bicycle only) 

Maryland (2019) 
*updated plan 

Oregon (2016) 
*new plan 

Arkansas (2017) 
*new plan 

Illinois (2014)   
*updated plan  
 (bicycle only) 

Minnesota (2016) 
*new plan  
  (bicycle only) 

PennDOT (2020) 
*updated plan 

California (2017) 
*new plan 

Iowa  (2018) 
*new plan 

Montana (2019) 
*new plan 

Wyoming (2017) 
*new plan 

 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/pedestrian_bicycle/publications/pedestrian_bicycle_handbook/fhwahep14051.pdf?redirect
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://www.codot.gov/programs/your-transportation-priorities/colorado-transportation-matters/assets/documents/statewide-bicycle-and-pedestrian-plan.pdf
http://wwwsp.dotd.la.gov/Inside_LaDOTD/Divisions/Multimodal/Highway_Safety/Bicycle_Ped/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
https://apps.azdot.gov/ADOTLibrary/Multimodal_Planning_Division/Bicycle-Pedestrian/Bicycle_Pedestrian_Plan_Update-Final_Report-1306.pdf
https://deldot.gov/Publications/plans/bikeandped/pdfs/DelDOTBikePlan043018FINAL.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
https://www.oregon.gov/odot/Planning/Documents/OBPP.pdf
https://www.arkansashighways.com/Trans_Plan_Policy/biking/Arkansas%20Bike-Ped%20Plan%20-%20FINAL%20-03312017.pdf
http://www.idot.illinois.gov/Assets/uploads/files/Transportation-System/Reports/OP&P/Plans/BikePlanSummaryFinal.pdf
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/bike/documents/planning-research/statewide-bicycle-system-plan.pdf
https://www.penndot.gov/TravelInPA/RideaBike/Pages/Master-Plan.aspx
https://altaplanning.com/wp-content/uploads/Toward-an-Active-California.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf
https://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/pedbike/docs/MontanaPedestrianandBicyclePlan_2019.pdf
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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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., Iowa 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: 

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

policy plans. 

✓ 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. 

✓ 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. 

✓ Define the role of ODOT: understanding the division of responsibility for facilities within the 

state can help stakeholders more effectively utilize limited resources. 

✓ Define the function of the plan within ODOT: consider how the plan relates to other statewide 

transportation activities 

✓ Create a Combined Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan or Have Two Separate Plans? 

 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/pedestrian_bicycle/publications/pedestrian_bicycle_handbook/fhwahep14051.pdf?redirect
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/pedestrian_bicycle/publications/pedestrian_bicycle_handbook/fhwahep14051.pdf?redirect
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ODOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – Draft Framework 

Executive Summary 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

PennDOT 2020 Executive Summary (2-page) 

Oregon DOT 2016 Executive Summary (12-page) 

 

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) 

 

 

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) 

Iowa DOT (2018) Full Description (pp. 30 – 37) 

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

Federal Policy Summary (2019) (9 pages) 

Iowa DOT Complete Streets 2018  

 

 

http://www.dot.state.pa.us/public/pubsforms/Publications/PUB%20787ES.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Planning/Documents/OBPP_ExecSum.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.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://www.state.nj.us/transportation/commuter/bike/pdf/bikepedmasterplan2016.pdf
https://www.dot.state.al.us/oeweb/pdf/bicyclePedestrian/StatewideBicyclePedestrianPlan.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/BikePedPlanDraft.pdf
https://www.talkpatransportation.com/assets/TAC/TAC_Bike_Ped_Policy_Report_Final.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/guidance_2019.pdf
https://iowadot.gov/iowainmotion/files/Bike-Ped-Plan-chapterr6.pdf
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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 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Maryland DOT 2019 

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 (Iowa p. 26, Arkansas p. D-2, Alabama pp. A13 – A18) 

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

 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

Examples 

Arkansas DOT (2017) Extensive Effort (Chapter 2; Appendix A: survey questions) 

Montana DOT (2019) Succinct Summary (pp. 5 – 10) 

Iowa 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) 

 

 

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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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) 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)  

 

 

Examples 

Alabama DOT (2017) (Section C) 

MnDOT (2016) Extensive Corridor Analysis (Chapter 3) 

Iowa DOT (2018) Design Guidance and Decision Methodology for Priority Areas 

 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Examples 

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

Iowa DOT (2018) “Funding Strategies” chapter 

Iowa 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)  

 

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). 
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Arizona 2013 
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Arkansas 2017 

  
 

PERFORMANCE MEASURE: Reduce injury accidents by 50% by 2025 

 

Strategies to Support Objective 1 
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Strategies to Support Objective 2 (Arkansas 2017) 

 
 

Strategies to Support Objective 3 (Arkansas 2017) 
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Strategies to Support Objective 4 (Arkansas 2017) 
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Strategies to Support Objective 5 (Arkansas 2017) 
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Strategies to Support Objective 6 (Arkansas 2017) 
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Strategies to Support Objective 7 (Arkansas 2017) 

 

 
 

Strategies to Support Objective 8 (Arkansas 2017) 
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CALTRANS 2017 
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CALTRANS 2017 

 
TARGETS 

➢ Reduce fatalities by 10% each calendar year  

➢ “Toward Zero Deaths” goal  

➢ 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 

➢ Percent of projects that include complete streets features  

➢ Pedestrian miles of travel and bicycle miles of travel 

➢ Bicycle level of traffic stress  

➢ Social equity can be partially tracked through levels of investment in funding programs  
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Colorado DOT 2014 
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Colorado DOT 2014 
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Delaware DOT 2018 (bicycle only plan) 
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Illinois DOT 2014 
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Iowa DOT 2018 
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Louisiana DOTD 2009  
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Montana DOT 2019 

The Montana Plan has a fairly extensive section that outlines the goals, objectives and 

strategies in the following format: 
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New Jersey DOT 2016 
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New Jersey DOT 2016 
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Oregon DOT 2016 

The Oregon Plan has a fairly extensive section that outlines the goals, objectives and 

strategies: 
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Oregon DOT 2016 

The Oregon DOT also has a fairly detailed Appendix (D) that contains current and 

anticipated future performance measures, along with the rationale, challenges, etc., 

associated with each measure that may serve as a good resource for ODOT. 
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Oregon DOT 2016 
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PennDOT 2020 
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PennDOT 2016 

PennDOT 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). 

    As part of the project’s research phase, the study team researched the bicycle and pedestrian 

programs of seven states selected based on the quality of bicycle and pedestrian integration 

efforts undertaken by the state government: Delaware, Georgia, Maryland, Minnesota, North 

Carolina, Oregon, and Washington.  Five of the states–Delaware, Maryland, Minnesota, Oregon, 

and Washington–rank in the top 10 of the League of American Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly States 

rankings. Georgia was included because the 2013 University of Pittsburgh Study of Transit, 

Pedestrian, and Bicycle Guidelines recommended Pennsylvania adopt a bicycle and pedestrian 

planning process like that state. North Carolina was included because it has a long history of 

supporting bicycle and pedestrian planning, dating back to the passage of the first bicycle law in 

the nation, the 1974 Bicycle and Bikeway Act. Each state’s policies, plans, design manuals, and 

related documentation were gathered and analyzed to understand that state’s approach to 

bicycles and pedestrians and a summary was included (PennDOT 2016). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://talkpatransportation.com/assets/TAC/TAC_Bike_Ped_Policy_Report_Final.pdf
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Appendix C: Implementation by Selected States 
 

Alabama 2017 
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Alabama 2017 
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Alabama 2017 
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CALTRANS 2017 

The agency follows the following framework for each of its goals (its safety goal is included here 

for example) 
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CALTRANS 2017 
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Iowa DOT 2018 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Maryland DOT 2019 
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Montana DOT 2019 
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Montana DOT 2019 
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New Jersey DOT 2016 

 
 

 



Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
 

118 | P a g e  
 

Oregon DOT 2016 
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Appendix D: Summary of Federal Guidance for Bicycle Pedestrian Policy (2019) 
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Federal Highway Administration 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning, Program, and Project Development 
Revised on September 26, 2019 

 

1. Introduction 

2. Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy 

3. Selected Legislation 

4. Integrating Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

5. Funding Eligibility 

6. Federal Share and Matching Requirements 

7. Project Development 

8. Design Resources 

 

Introduction 
 

The purpose of this guidance is to identify references to certain Federal legislation, as well as 

other relevant guidance and reference materials, related to bicycling and walking safety and 

accommodation. The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 

enacted significant changes to Federal transportation policy and programs that expanded 

consideration of and eligibility for bicycling and walking. The Transportation Equity Act for the 

21st Century (TEA-21) of 1998 and the Safe Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act: a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) of 2005 continued these provisions. The 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) of 2012 enacted program changes 

and continued broad consideration and eligibility for bicycling and walking. The Fixing 

America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act of 2015 allowed for additional design flexibility 

for projects that benefit pedestrians and bicyclists. The statutory provisions affecting bicycling 

and walking are codified in titles 23 and 49 of the United States Code (U.S.C.). This guidance 

describes the range of opportunities to improve conditions for bicycling and walking, consistent 

with Department of Transportation goals for a safe, comfortable, equitable, and integrated 

multimodal transportation network infrastructure that serves all ages and abilities. 

 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Policy 

 

Improving safety and infrastructure for bicycling and walking creates an integrated, intermodal 

transportation system that provides travelers with a real choice of transportation modes. 

Bicyclists and pedestrians have the same origins and destinations as other transportation system 

users. It is important for all users to have safe and convenient access to airports, ports, ferry 

services, transit stations and stops, and other intermodal facilities as well as access to jobs, 

education, health care, and other essential services. Transportation professionals should plan, 

design, construct, and maintain transportation facilities for all users, including bicyclists and 

pedestrians. 

 

Almost every transportation improvement is an opportunity to enhance the safety and 

convenience of walking and bicycling. Bicycle and pedestrian needs must be given “due 

consideration” under Federal surface transportation law (23 U.S.C. 217(g)(1)). This 

consideration should include, at a minimum, a presumption that bicyclists and pedestrians, 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-105/pdf/STATUTE-105-Pg1914.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tea21/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/MAP21/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/
https://www.govinfo.gov/app/collection/USCODE
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including persons with disabilities, will be accommodated in the design of new and improved 

transportation facilities. In the planning, design, and operation of transportation facilities, 

bicyclists and pedestrians should be included as a matter of routine, and the decision to not 

accommodate them should be the exception rather than the rule. New construction and 

alterations of pedestrian facilities must be consistent with requirements of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Relevant circumstances should be present before denying bicycle and pedestrian access either by 

prohibition or by designing highways that are incompatible with safe, convenient walking and 

bicycling (23 U.S.C. 217(g)(1)). Even where circumstances are exceptional, and bicycle use and 

walking are either prohibited or made incompatible, States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

(MPOs), and local governments should ensure that highway projects do not make bicycle and 

pedestrian access along a corridor more difficult or impossible (23 U.S.C. 109(m) and 217(g)). 

For example, there may be ways to provide alternate routes on parallel surface streets that are 

safe and convenient, or to provide shuttle bus service on major bridge crossings. 

States, MPOs, and local officials should consider how to incorporate the needs of bicyclists and 

pedestrians, and the transportation networks, into emergency preparedness, response, and 

evacuation plans. Bicycle and pedestrian networks can provide access to facilitate emergency 

response and evacuation. 

At the Federal level, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) works with the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the 

Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and other agencies to implement the bicycle and 

pedestrian provisions of Federal surface transportation law. State and local agencies are expected 

to work cooperatively with transportation providers, user groups, and the public to develop plans, 

programs, and projects that reflect this vision. 

Selected Legislation 

There are several key provisions of Federal surface transportation law relating to planning 

requirements and building connected networks of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The list below 

is not exhaustive; other sections of law support bicycle and pedestrian safety and mobility. 

Planning 

Information on the transportation planning process is available in The Transportation Planning 

Process: Key Issues: A Briefing Book for Transportation Decisionmakers, Officials, and Staff. 

The following list has statutory and regulatory citations relating to the transportation planning 

and bicycle and pedestrian programs and projects. 

• “Bicyclists and pedestrians shall be given due consideration in the comprehensive

transportation plans developed by each metropolitan planning organization and State...” (23

U.S.C. 217(g)(1)).

• The long-range metropolitan and statewide transportation plans, and the Metropolitan and

Statewide Transportation Improvement Programs must “provide for the development and

integrated management and operation of transportation systems and facilities (including

accessible pedestrian walkways, bicycle transportation facilities, and intermodal facilities…)

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://www.nhtsa.gov/road-safety/pedestrian-safety
https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-guidance/environmental-programs/livable-sustainable-communities/bicycles-transit
http://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0001
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/publications/briefing_book/
http://www.planning.dot.gov/documents/briefingbook/bbook.htm
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that will function as an intermodal transportation system...” (23 U.S.C. 134(c)(2) and 

135(a)(2)). 

• The process for developing long-range statewide and metropolitan transportation plans and 

transportation improvement programs shall provide for consideration of “all modes of 

transportation.” (23 U.S.C. 134(c)(3) and 135(a)(3)). 

• The scope of the metropolitan and statewide planning processes shall provide for 

consideration of projects and strategies that will increase the safety and security for 

motorized and nonmotorized users (23 U.S.C. 134(h)(1) and 135(d)(1)) and that will ensure 

that the transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance with all applicable 

requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et 

seq.) and 49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38. (23 CFR 450.220(a)(6), 450.336(a)(7)). 

• The long-range metropolitan transportation plans are to include “an identification of 

transportation facilities (including major roadways, transit, multimodal and intermodal 

facilities, nonmotorized transportation facilities, and intermodal connectors) that should 

function as an integrated metropolitan transportation system.” (23 U.S.C. 134(i)(2)). 

• The long-range statewide transportation plans are to provide “for the development and 

implementation of the intermodal transportation system.” (23 U.S.C. 135(f)(1)). 

• Metropolitan areas and States must include “representatives of users of pedestrian walkways 

and bicycle transportation facilities” among “interested parties” with whom metropolitan 

areas and States provide a reasonable opportunity to comment during the development of the 

long-range metropolitan and statewide transportation plans. (23 U.S.C. 134(i)(6)(A) and 135 

(f)(3)(A)). 

• Metropolitan areas must include “investments in pedestrian walkways and bicycle 

transportation facilities” in the publication of annual listings of projects. (23 U.S.C. 

134(j)(7)(B)). 

• Bicycle and pedestrian projects of a similar nature may be grouped together for the purposes 

of funding without each project having to be approved individually. (23 U.S.C. 

134(j)(3)(B)(ii) and 135(g)(5)(C)(ii)). 

 

Connectivity 

 

The following list has statutory and regulatory citations focusing on network connectivity related 

to bicycle and pedestrian programs and projects. 

• “Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where 

appropriate, in conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation 

facilities, except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not permitted.” (23 U.S.C. 217(g)(1)). 

• “Transportation plans and projects shall provide due consideration for safety and contiguous 

routes for bicyclists and pedestrians.” (23 U.S.C. 217(g)(2)). 

• “In any case where a highway bridge deck being replaced or rehabilitated with Federal 

financial participation is located on a highway on which bicycles are permitted to operate at 

each end of such bridge, and the Secretary determines that the safe accommodation of 

bicycles can be provided at reasonable cost as part of such replacement or rehabilitation, then 

such bridge shall be so replaced or rehabilitated as to provide such safe accommodations.” 

(23 U.S.C. 217(e)). 

• “A design for new construction, reconstruction, resurfacing (except for maintenance 

resurfacing), restoration, or rehabilitation of a highway on the National Highway System 
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(other than a highway also on the Interstate System) shall consider, in addition to the criteria 

described in subsection (a)— 

(A) the constructed and natural environment of the area; 

(B) the environmental, scenic, aesthetic, historic, community, and preservation impacts of 

the activity; and 

(C) access for other modes of transportation.” (23 U.S.C. 109(c)). 

o FHWA interprets this provision to include consideration of community impacts and 

safety and access for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• “The Secretary shall not, as a condition precedent to his approval under section 106 of this 

title, require any State to acquire title to, or control of, any marginal land along the proposed 

highway in addition to that reasonably necessary for road surfaces, median strips, bikeways, 

pedestrian walkways, gutters, ditches, and side slopes, and of sufficient width to provide 

service roads for adjacent property to permit safe access at controlled locations in order to 

expedite traffic, promote safety, and minimize roadside parking.” (23 U.S.C. 109(f)). 

o FHWA interprets this provision to include bikeways and pedestrian walkways as 

reasonably necessary parts of highway projects. 

• “The Secretary shall not approve any project or take any regulatory action under this title that 

will result in the severance of an existing major route or have significant adverse impact on 

the safety for nonmotorized transportation traffic and light motorcycles, unless such project 

or regulatory action provides for a reasonable alternate route or such a route exists.” (23 

U.S.C. 109(m)). 

o FHWA interprets this requirement to include providing appropriate replacement detour 

accommodations in the event of permanent or temporary closures. 

• Once a transportation project is constructed using Federal-aid funds, the State DOT or other 

recipient must maintain it (23 U.S.C. 116). 

• Repair to damaged bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities within the right-of-way of 

a Federal-aid highway or Federal Land transportation facility eligible for emergency relief 

funding should be considered in the same manner as other surface transportation facilities (23 

U.S.C. 125). 

 

Integrating Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects 
 

There are many simple and cost-effective ways to integrate nonmotorized users into the design 

and operation of the transportation system by including bicycle and pedestrian accommodation 

as part of larger programs and projects. 

 

Project examples include: 

• Building sidewalks and trails as a part of new or reconstructed highways, and including 

sidewalks and bicycle facilities with new or reconstructed bridges and tunnels. 

• Installing Proven Safety Countermeasures, such as pedestrian crossing islands, pedestrian 

hybrid beacons, and leading pedestrian interval signals. 

• Integrating recreational trails into transportation networks, where appropriate.  

• Providing paved shoulders on new and reconstructed roads for pavement integrity and 

motorist safety as well as providing bicyclists a place to ride. 

• Purchasing transit vehicles that have bicycle racks and/or hooks already installed. 

• Restriping roads, either as stand-alone projects or after resurfacing or reconstruction projects, 

to create marked crosswalks or on-street bike lanes. 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_medians/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_hybrid_beacon/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_hybrid_beacon/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/lead_ped_int/
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The broad eligibility of bicycle and pedestrian facilities for Federal surface transportation 

programs means that additional improvements such as these are appropriate as part of larger 

transportation projects, except on highway facilities where bicycle and pedestrian travel is 

prohibited. One exception affects the Federal Lands Transportation Program: the appropriate 

Federal land management agency shall prohibit the use of bicycles on each federally owned road 

that has a speed limit of 30 miles per hour or greater and an adjacent paved path for use by 

bicycles within 100 yards of the road unless the Secretary determines that the bicycle level of 

service on that roadway is rated B or higher (23 U.S.C. 203(d)). The FHWA has several 

documents on its Bicycle and Pedestrian Resources webpage to provide information about 

incorporating bicycle and pedestrian facilities into highway projects. See also the Design 

Resources section. 

 
In addition, planners, designers, and other decisionmakers might consider: 

• How connected vehicle technologies may affect pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 

nonmotorized users within the highway right-of-way and how these technologies may affect 

access to transit services. 

• How to consider transportation and recreation planning to connect and integrate 

transportation and recreation infrastructure to work together seamlessly. 

 

Funding Eligibility 
 

Federal surface transportation law provides flexibility to States and MPOs to fund bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements from a wide variety of programs. Bicycle transportation facilities and 

pedestrian walkways are eligible under nearly all Federal-aid and Federal lands highway 

programs. Specific program requirements must be met, and eligibility must be determined on a 

case-by-case basis. When considering ways to improve conditions for bicycling and walking, 

States and MPOs are encouraged to: 

• Integrate bicycle and pedestrian improvements into larger projects, as described above. 

• Consider all Federal-aid highway programs as potential funding sources. The table 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Funding Opportunities: US Department of Transportation, Federal 

Transit, and Highway, and Safety Funds, indicates potential eligibility for bicycle and 

pedestrian projects under several DOT funding programs. Note that Federal programs have 

specific requirements for projects, and eligibility must be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

• See FHWA’s A Guide To Federal-Aid Programs And Projects.     

• Explore State, local, and private funding sources, including public-private partnerships. 

 

Bicycle and pedestrian coordinator positions: A State bicycle and pedestrian coordinator 

position at each State DOT must be funded if the State receives Surface Transportation Block 

Grant Program (STBG) or Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 

(CMAQ) funding (23 U.S.C. 217(d)). Many States refer to this position as an Active 

Transportation Coordinator. State and local Safe Routes to School coordinator positions are 

eligible as Safe Routes to School projects under the STBG program (23 U.S.C. 133(b)(6) and 

(15)) and the TA Set-Aside (23 U.S.C. 133(h)), which authorize projects eligible under 

SAFETEA-LU Section 1404. For more information, see: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/resources/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/federalaid/projects.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307.cfm#d
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/factsheets/cmaqfs.cfm
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• Memorandum on the Designation of Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinators within State DOTs. 

Attachments to this memo list the typical duties and qualities for the position. 

• State Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator contacts 

• FHWA Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator contacts 

 

Motorized Vehicle Use: In general, under Section 217(h), motorized vehicles are not permitted 

on nonmotorized trails and pedestrian walkways funded under Title 23. Exceptions to this 

general rule exist for maintenance vehicles; motorized wheelchairs; when State or local 

regulations permit; snowmobiles; electric bicycles (weighing under 100 pounds and a top speed 

of less than 20 miles per hour); “and such other circumstances as the Secretary deems 

appropriate” (except the RTP which specifically provides funds for motorized trails). In 2008, 

FHWA developed a Framework for Considering Motorized Use on Nonmotorized Trails and 

Pedestrian Walkways to provide guidance on when an exception may be granted under the “other 

circumstances” provision. If a project agreement specifies a nonmotorized trail or pedestrian 

walkway, then Section 217(h) applies. 

 

Nonconstruction activities: Nonconstruction projects include any project not involving physical 

construction, such as safety education materials. Nonconstruction bicycle projects are eligible for 

STBG and CMAQ funding (23 U.S.C. 217(a)). State and Community Highway Safety Grant 

Program funds (Section 402) are to be used exclusively for nonconstruction activities (23 U.S.C. 

402). 

 

Projects on local roads: Bicycle and pedestrian projects may be funded under STBG, TA Set-

Aside, RTP, and CMAQ regardless of whether they are on or along Federal-aid highways (23 

U.S.C. 133(c)(2), 133(b)(4) through (11), 133(h), and 149). Highway Safety Improvement 

Program (HSIP) funds may be spent on highway safety improvement projects on “any public 

highway or publicly owned bicycle or pedestrian pathway or trail.” (23 U.S.C. 148(e)). 

 

Transportation Purpose: Section 217(i) of title 23 requires that bicycle facilities “be principally 

for transportation, rather than recreation, purposes.” However, the FAST Act revised sections 

133(b)(6) and 133(h) to authorize “recreational trails projects” as eligible activities under the 

STBG program. Section 217(i) continues to apply to bicycle facilities using other Federal-aid 

funds (e.g., National Highway Performance Program (NHPP), HSIP, CMAQ). 

 

Federal Share and Matching Requirements 
 

The Federal share for bicycle and pedestrian projects funded under a Federal-aid highway 

program is the same as for any other projects funded under the program. The standard Federal 

share under the Federal-aid highway program is generally 80 percent of the cost of the activity or 

project funded, with a 20 percent State or local match (80/20 rule) (23 U.S.C. 120(b)). See the 

FAST Act Fact Sheet on Federal Share. 

 

There are, however, exceptions to the general 80/20 rule for programs that fund bicycle and 

pedestrian projects. The examples provided below are for illustrative purposes only. To 

determine whether a project qualifies for increased Federal share, consult with the FHWA 

Division Office or the Office of the Chief Financial Officer for additional information. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/legislation/desigcoord.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/state_contacts.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/state_fhwa_contacts.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/framework.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/framework.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307.cfm#d
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/factsheets/cmaqfs.cfm
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2011-title23/html/USCODE-2011-title23-chap4-sec402.htm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307.cfm#d
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/transportation_alternatives/guidance/guidance_2016.cfm#EligibleProjects
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/transportation_alternatives/guidance/guidance_2016.cfm#EligibleProjects
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/guidance/rtp9908_pt2.cfm#rtp16
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/factsheets/cmaqfs.cfm
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/stp/160307.cfm#d
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/specialfunding/nhpp/160309.cfm
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/factsheets/cmaqfs.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/fastact/factsheets/federalsharefs.cfm
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• For States with significant Federal land holdings, a sliding scale of up to 95 percent Federal 

funding is determined according to the percentage of Federal land holdings in the State (23 

U.S.C. 120(b)). 

• For the HSIP, the Federal share is generally 90 percent or the application of sliding scale per 

23 USC 120(b), whichever is higher. 

• The Federal share may be 100 percent with eligible funds for certain safety improvements 

such as traffic control signalization, pavement marking, or installation of traffic signs or 

traffic lights (23 U.S.C. 120(c)(1)). Examples include pedestrian and bicyclist-focused 

countermeasures such as leading pedestrian intervals, pedestrian hybrid beacons, crosswalks, 

in-street pedestrian signs, and pedestrian lighting. 

• The Federal share of a project incorporating innovations described in 23 U.S.C. 120(c)(3) 

may be increased by up to 5 percent if funded by the NHPP, STBG Program, or Metropolitan 

Planning Program. The FAST Act added specific mention of innovative engineering or 

design approaches and project delivery methods as activities eligible for this increased 

Federal share (see 23 U.S.C. 120(c)(3)(B)). Examples include pedestrian and bicyclist-

focused projects under the Every Day Counts (EDC) initiatives such as Safe Transportation 

for Every Pedestrian (STEP) or Value Capture. 

• The Federal share of the cost of a project carried out under the Federal lands transportation 

program or the tribal transportation program shall be 100 percent (23 U.S.C. 201(b)(7)). 

• There are flexibilities for the Federal share for bicycle and pedestrian projects using RTP 

funds. Individual RTP projects may exceed the 80 percent (or sliding scale) Federal share 

provided the State program does not exceed the State’s Federal share for all projects in a 

given year (23 U.S.C. 206(f)(5)). 

• A State can meet its and local match for Federal-aid highway projects through donations of 

funds, materials, services, or right-of-way (23 U.S.C. 323). In-kind contributions such as 

volunteer labor, land donations, and services may count towards matching share provided 

that a reasonable cash value can be attributed to the donated time, resource, or service. Also 

see Federal-Aid Guidance Non-Federal Matching Requirements (May 15, 2019), including 

soft match and documentation provisions. 

 

See guidance for each specific funding program for more information on Federal share 

requirements. 

 

Project Development 
 

Bicycling, walking, and enhancing accessibility embody several of the policy goals of Federal 

surface transportation law (23 U.S.C. 101(b)(3)). These modes quietly, cleanly, efficiently, and 

effectively serve local transportation needs and enhance quality of life, providing access to jobs, 

education, health care, and other essential services. They are also critical to ensuring that people 

can get to and from transit services.  

 

Federal policy also supports expedited project delivery (23 U.S.C. 101(b)(4)). The FHWA 

provides maximum opportunities for States to accelerate the approval and implementation of 

bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs. States and MPOs can use accelerated project 

delivery measures and take any additional steps they can to speed up the implementation of 

projects that improve conditions for bicycling and walking. 

 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/notices/n4540-12a1.cfm
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/notices/n4540-12a1.cfm
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/lead_ped_int/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_hybrid_beacon/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/edc_5/step2.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/innovation/everydaycounts/edc_5/value_capture.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/guidance/matchingfunds.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/guidance/matchingfunds.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/notices/n4540-12a1.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/policy/memonfmr_tapered20190515.htm
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FHWA-funded pedestrian and bicycle projects as well as larger Federal-aid and Federal Lands 

highway projects, and multimodal projects that include pedestrian and bicycle elements are 

subject to environmental review and approval under FHWA’s National Environmental Policy 

Act (NEPA) implementing regulations in 23 CFR part 771. When NEPA reviews are required, 

bicycle and pedestrian project sponsors must identify, and should minimize or avoid, any 

environmental impacts the proposed projects may have on various environmental resources. 

Federal-aid and Federal Lands highway projects, such as bicycle lane marking, bicycle parking 

installation, crosswalk striping, pedestrian crossing islands, pedestrian hybrid beacons, leading 

pedestrian intervals, and traffic signal operations to benefit bicycle and pedestrian safety and 

mobility typically qualify for a Categorical Exclusion under FHWA’s NEPA implementing 

regulations in 23 CFR 771.117 and FTA’s corresponding regulations in 23 CFR 771.118. 

 

Bicycle and pedestrian facility project sponsors should work closely with their State DOTs and 

FHWA division staff to identify specific requirements for environmental review and 

documentation. The FHWA recognizes that building standalone bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

is an action that does not typically result in significant impacts on the environment, and thus it is 

explicitly identified as a category of action (categorical exclusion) not normally requiring 

extensive documentation (instead relying on a checklist for possible impacts) or a lengthy 

approval process (23 CFR 771.117(c)(3)). 

 

Key provisions to keep in mind for FHWA projects include: 

• Section 4(f): It is possible that a bicycle and pedestrian project could involve a park, 

recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site, and be required to undergo a 

Section 4(f) evaluation (FHWA Memo, May 23, 1977). See Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Part 

II, Section 15. Exceptions to Section 4(f) approval are provided in 23 CFR 774.13(f) and (g) 

for projects involving “certain trails, paths, bikeways, and sidewalks,” and for “transportation 

enhancement activities, transportation alternatives projects and mitigation activities,” under 

certain conditions. 

• Transportation conformity requirements: Stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian facilities are 

exempt from transportation conformity requirements. However, bicycle and pedestrian 

projects that are elements of larger transportation projects may be subject to transportation 

conformity as part of a larger project. 

• Eligible Emergency Relief Projects: Categorical exclusions are available for certain 

emergency repairs arising from certain natural disasters or catastrophic failures from an 

external cause (23 CFR 771.117(c)(9)). 

• Procurement: Some projects not located within highway right-of-way may be procured using 

State procedures and do not need to follow Federal procurement procedures. See 

Procurement Memo. However, STBG (including TA Set-Aside, but excluding the RTP set-

aside) projects must be treated as projects on Federal-aid highways (23 U.S.C. 133(i)). 

• Nondiscrimination: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000) ensures that no person 

shall be subject to discrimination based on race, color, or national origin under any program 

or activity that receives Federal financial assistance.  Title VI applies to bicycle and 

pedestrian projects of a State or local DOT recipient of Federal financial assistance even if 

the project is funded solely with the recipient’s own funds.  The Civil Rights Restoration Act 

of 1987 clarifies that “any program or activity” means “all the operations of” the State or 

local government department or agency that receives Federal financial assistance.  

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/nepa/nepa_projDev.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/nepa/nepa_projDev.aspx
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_medians/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ped_hybrid_beacon/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/lead_ped_int/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/lead_ped_int/
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=e0e6b4fa49b73c6f7e84bf668824a0ed&mc=true&node=pt23.1.771&rgn=div5
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/4fbikeways.asp
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/4fpolicy.asp
http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/4fpolicy.asp
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=e0e6b4fa49b73c6f7e84bf668824a0ed&mc=true&node=pt23.1.771&rgn=div5
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/construction/080625.cfm
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• Accessibility: Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Section 504 

of the Rehabilitation Act: The primary purpose of FHWA’s accessibility program is to ensure 

that pedestrians with disabilities have an equal opportunity to use the public rights-of-way in 

the transportation system. FHWA’s regulatory responsibilities under Title II of the ADA and 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504) include oversight of State and 

local entities and recipients of Federal funds that are responsible for roadways and pedestrian 

facilities to ensure that they do not discriminate on the basis of disability in any highway 

transportation program, activity, service, or benefit they provide to the public. See the U.S. 

Department of Justice’s ADA Title II regulations at 28 CFR part 35 and DOT’s Section 504 

regulations at 49 CFR part 27. 

• Youth Service and Conservation Corps: MAP-21 Section 1524 authorizes States and MPOs 

to sole source contracts and cooperative agreements to qualified youth service or 

conservation corps for appropriate bicycle and pedestrian projects. See the MAP-21 Section 

1524 Questions and Answers and Youth Workforce Development Resources. 

 

Design Resources 
 

Under 23 U.S.C. 109(c), States must use design standards that FHWA has incorporated by 

reference in 23 CFR part 625 when developing projects on the National Highway System (NHS). 

Under 23 U.S.C. 109(o), States establish their own design standards for projects not on the NHS. 

A locality may use a different roadway design publication than the State (with State approval), if 

the roadway is owned by the locality, the roadway is not on the Interstate System, the locality is 

the direct recipient of Federal funds for the project, the publication is recognized by FHWA and 

adopted by the locality, and the design complies with all other applicable Federal laws (FAST 

Act § 1404(b)).  See https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/standards/161006qa.cfm for more 

information.  

 

The FHWA encourages States and MPOs to adopt design standards for Federal surface 

transportation projects that provide for the safe and adequate accommodation (as determined by 

the State) of all users of the surface transportation network, including motorized and 

nonmotorized users in all stages of project planning, development, and operation. [FAST Act § 

1442] 

 

The FHWA supports taking a flexible approach to bicycle and pedestrian facility design as 

described in the memo on Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Flexibility. The following list 

of references provide useful information for design decisions.  

 

Standards: Publications incorporated by reference in the Code of Federal Regulations 

• Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA (required national standard 

for all traffic control devices installed on any street, highway, or bicycle trail open to public 

travel). 

• A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition, 2011, AASHTO 

(required geometric design standard for NHS highways). 

 

Guidance: Major national publications that provide advice on policy or technical design issues 

• Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach, March 2010, Institute 

of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and Congress for the New Urbanism. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/qandas/qayscc.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/qandas/qayscc.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/transportation_alternatives/guidance/youth_workforcedev_2018.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/standards/161006qa.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design_flexibility.cfm
http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/
https://store.transportation.org/item/collectiondetail/180
https://ecommerce.ite.org/IMIS/ItemDetail?iProductCode=RP-036A-E
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• Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 2012, AASHTO. Update expected 2019-2020.  

• Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, 2004, AASHTO. Note: 

AASHTO is updating this document, expected 2019-2020. 

• Highway Capacity Manual, 2010, Transportation Research Board. 

• Highway Safety Manual, AASHTO (links to multiple resources). 

• Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodation Regulations and 

Recommendations, March 2010, DOT. 

• Proposed Accessibility Guidelines for Pedestrian Facilities in the Public Right-of-Way, 2011 U.S. 

Access Board 

• Accessibility Guidelines for Pedestrian Facilities in the Public Right-of-Way; Shared Use Paths 

(Supplemental Notice), 2013, U.S. Access Board. 

• Roadside Design Guide, 4th Edition, 2011, AASHTO. 

• Urban Street Design Guide, October 2013, NACTO. 

 

Information: Publications and other resources providing education and knowledge on 

specific topics 

• Accessible Shared Streets: Notable Practices and Considerations for Accommodating 

Pedestrians with Vision Disabilities, October 2017, FHWA. 

• Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts, 

August 2016, FHWA. 

• A Guide for Maintaining Pedestrian Facilities for Enhanced Safety, October 2013, FHWA. 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guidance, FHWA (links to multiple resources). 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Flexibility, FHWA, August 20, 2013 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding, Design, and Environmental Review: Addressing Common 

Misconceptions, August 2015, DOT and FHWA. 

• Bike Network Mapping Idea Book, June 2016, FHWA. 

• BIKESAFE, 2014, FHWA. 

• Bike Share Station Siting Guide, 2016, NACTO. 

• Bikeway Selection Guide, 2019, FHWA. 

• Case Studies in Delivering Safe, Comfortable and Connected Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Networks, December 2015, FHWA. 

• Case Studies in Realizing Co-Benefits of Multimodal Roadway Design and Gray and Green 

Infrastructure, March 2018, FHWA. 

• Context Sensitive Solutions, FHWA (links to multiple resources). 

• DOT Pedestrian and Bicyclist Road Safety Assessments, October 2015, DOT. 

• Guidebook for Developing Pedestrian and Bicycle Performance Measures, March 2016, 

FHWA. 

• Guidebook for Measuring Multimodal Network Connectivity, February 2018, FHWA. 

• Handbook for Designing Roadways for the Aging Population, June 2014, FHWA. 

• Incorporating On-Road Bicycle Networks into Resurfacing Projects, December 2015, 

FHWA. 

• Information: Design Standards and Section 1404 of the FAST Act, FHWA, October 6, 2016 

• Memorandum on the Designation of Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinators within State DOTs, 

January 17, 1992, FHWA 

https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection_detail.aspx?ID=116
https://bookstore.transportation.org/item_details.aspx?id=119
http://hcm.trb.org/
http://www.highwaysafetymanual.org/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/policy_accom.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/policy_accom.cfm
https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/streets-sidewalks/public-rights-of-way/proposed-rights-of-way-guidelines
http://www.access-board.gov/
http://www.access-board.gov/
https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/streets-sidewalks/shared-use-paths/supplemental-notice
https://www.access-board.gov/
https://store.transportation.org/item/collectiondetail/105
https://islandpress.org/books/urban-street-design-guide
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/accessible_shared_streets/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/accessible_shared_streets/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/multimodal_networks/
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/tools_solve/fhwasa13037/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/index.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design_flexibility.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/misconceptions.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/misconceptions.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/bikemap_book/
http://pedbikesafe.org/BIKESAFE/index.cfm
https://nacto.org/publication/bike-share-station-siting-guide/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/tools_solve/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/network_report/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/network_report/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/multimodal_green_infrastructure/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/multimodal_green_infrastructure/
http://contextsensitivesolutions.org/
https://www.transportation.gov/ped-bike-safety/pedestrian-and-bicyclist-safety-assessment-report
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/performance_measures_guidebook/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/multimodal_connectivity/
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/older_users/handbook/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/resurfacing/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/standards/161006.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/legislation/desigcoord.cfm
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• Noteworthy Local Policies That Support Safe and Complete Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Networks, November 2016, FHWA. 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, FHWA-supported (links to multiple resources). 

• PEDSAFE, 2013, FHWA. 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Funding Opportunities, May 2018, FHWA. 

• Performance Based Practical Design Webpage, FHWA (links to multiple resources). 

• Pursuing Equity in Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning, April 2016, FHWA. 

• Proven Safety Countermeasures, FHWA (links to multiple resources). 

• Questions & Answers about Design Flexibility for Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, FHWA, 

July 25, 2014 

• Rails-with-Trails: Lessons Learned, August 2002, FHWA, FRA. A new report is expected 

Fall 2019. 

• Road Diet Informational Guide, November 2014, FHWA. 

• Separated Bike Lanes Planning and Design Guide, May 2015, FHWA. 

• Small Town and Rural Multimodal Networks, December 2016, FHWA 

• Strategies for Accelerating Multimodal Project Delivery, October 2018, FHWA. 

• Transit Street Design Guide, April 2016, NACTO. 

• United States Department of Transportation Policy Statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Accommodation Regulations and Recommendations, March 11, 2010, DOT 

• Urban Bikeway Design Guide, March 2014, NACTO. 

• Urban Street Geometric Design Handbook, December 2008, ITE. 

 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/ped_bike_order/
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/ped_bike_order/
http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/
http://pedbikesafe.org/PEDSAFE/index.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.cfm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/design/pbpd/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/resources/equity_paper/
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design_flexibility_qa.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/publications/rwt/index.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/road_diets/info_guide/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/separated_bikelane_pdg/page00.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/small_towns/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/multimodal_delivery/
https://nacto.org/publication/transit-street-design-guide/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/policy_accom.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/policy_accom.cfm
https://islandpress.org/books/urban-bikeway-design-guide-second-edition
http://ecommerce.ite.org/IMIS/ItemDetail?iProductCode=TB-018

	Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Framework 092920.pdf
	FHWA guidance_2019

