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PREFACE

Preface
Alliance for Biking & Walking

Alliance for Biking & Walking (formerly known as the Thunderhead
Alliance) is the North American coalition of grassroots bicycling and
walking advocacy organizations. Our mission is to create, strengthen,
and unite state and local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organiza-
tions. Since our founding in 1996, we have grown from 12 to 160
member organizations representing 47 states and three Canadian
provinces. In the last 14 years, we have improved the effectiveness

of our organizations through trainings and the sharing of best prac-
tice models in organizational development and bicycling and walk-
ing initiatives. We are continually improving our delivery channels
through executive coaching, replicable models, trainings, our on-call
support system, and our online resources library.

Alliance organizations inform and organize their communities to
improve conditions for bicycling and walking, promoting these as
healthy and enjoyable ways to travel. From advocating for bikeways
and walkways to conducting safety courses, our coalition is changing
attitudes and the environment in communities across North America.
The Alliance connects these grassroots forces, sharing best practices,
fostering peer networking, and supporting each other in our efforts
to promote bicycling and walking for healthy communities, a healthy
environment, and a better quality of life.

Advocacy leaders from across North America gathered for the Al e P S P
2008 Alliance Leadership Retreat in Bainbridge Island, WA.




PREFACE

Benchmarking Project Origins

The Alliance’s Benchmarking Project began in 2003 when Alliance
leaders recognized the need for advocates to measure progress of bi-
cycling and walking and realized the lack of available data. Our staff
and board jumped on the project, recognizing the benefit of showing
the impact advocacy has on increasing bicycling and walking. With-
out hard data to measure results, Alliance organizations were miss-
ing a key argument for their efforts.

In 2004 the Alliance completed a pilot benchmarking report collect-
ing data only on bicycling from just 15 cities and 15 states to test
methods for the project. This first report helped pave a smoother
path for the collection of more comprehensive data from all 50 states
and 51 cities in 2006 and 2007. The first full report on the status of
bicycling and walking in the United States was published in August
2007 (under the organization's former name: Thunderhead Alliance).
This report marks a shift to the beginning of the year (January 2010).
This shift was made so that the report would not seem outdated as
quickly since publishing in the fall leaves just a few months left in
the year. This document is the second full report and builds upon our
previous efforts.

Through the ongoing Benchmarking Project, the Alliance for Biking
& Walking will publish an updated version of this report every two
years and will continuously refine methods and consider new data
sets as available. As the project progresses, it will offer more precise
benchmarks and recommendations for advocates and government
officials so that they have the data they need to improve bicycling
and walking in the U.S. and eventually all of North America.

Advocacy leaders point to the location of their new
campaigns at an Alliance Winning Campaigns Training.
e

Since our founding in 1996,
we have grown from 12 to
160 member organizations
representing 47 states and
three Canadian provinces.
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Executive Summary

What isn't counted, doesn't count.

overnment officials working to promote bicycling and
walking need data to evaluate their efforts. In order to
improve something, there must be a means to measure
it. The Alliance for Biking & Walking's Benchmarking
Project is an ongoing effort to collect and analyze data on bicycling
and walking in all 50 states and at least the 50 largest cities. This
is the second biennial Benchmarking Report. The first report was
published in the fall of 2007, and the next report is scheduled to be
published in January 2012.

Objectives

(1) Promote Data Collection and Availability

The Benchmarking project aims to collect data from secondary
sources (existing databases) and to conduct surveys of city and state
officials to obtain data not collected by another national source. A
number of government and national data sources are collected and

n Alliance for Biking & Walking



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

illustrated in this report. Through state, city, and organization bian-
nual surveys, this project makes new data available in a standardized
format that otherwise does not exist.

(2) Measure Progress and Evaluate Results

The Benchmarking Project aims to provide data to government of-
ficials and advocates in an accessible format that helps them measure
their progress toward increasing bicycling and walking and evalu-
ate the results of their efforts. Because the Benchmarking Project is
ongoing, cities and states can measure their progress over time and
will see the impacts of their efforts. By providing a consistent and
objective tool for evaluation, organizations, states, and cities can
determine what works and what doesn't. Successful models can be
emulated and failed models reevaluated.

(3) Support Efforts to Increase Bicycling and Walking
This project will ultimately support the efforts of government offi-
cials and bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organizations to increase
bicycling and walking in their communities. By providing a means
for cities and states to compare themselves to one another, this report
will highlight successes, encourage communities making progress,
and make communities aware of areas where more effort is needed.
By highlighting the top states and cities, other states and cities will
gain inspiration and best practice models. This report is intended to
help states and communities set goals, plan strategies, and evaluate
results.

Data Collection

This report focuses on 50 states and the 51 largest U.S. cities. Most
bicycling and walking is in urban areas, and because of short trip
distances, the most potential for increasing bicycling and walking

is in cities. Whenever possible, the Alliance collected data for this
report directly from uniform government data sources. Researchers
collected data that were not readily accessible from national sources
through three surveys for cities, states, and advocacy organizations.
In October 2008, the team reached out to 50 states and 51 cities, utiliz-
ing the staff of cities, state departments of transportation, metropoli-
tan planning organizations, and advocacy organizations to provide
data for organization, city, and state surveys. The surveys comple-
mented existing government data sources to create a comprehen-

2010 Benchmarking Report n



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

State Overview of Primary Benchmarking Indicators

Key: . =Top 1/3 among states O = Middle 1/3 among states O = Boftom 1/3 among states * = data unavailable
Interpreting the State and

Bike/Ped | Advocacy

State Mode Share | Safety | Funding | Staffing o :
Policies (1)[Capacity (2) . .
Alabama 0 5 o 5 = o City Overview Tables
Alaska [ ] [ ] [ ) [ ) © O The tables on this page and next give
© O e O e o | cnomvedhouddondclie
Arkansas O O 0 o o o the best ranking; states and cities with full
California L) 0 L) 0 © * circles are within the top 1/3 among their
Colorado [ ] © O O O o peers. Half-circles Irepresenf the middle
Connecticut o P 0 0O Y 0 1/3, and empty circles represent the bot-
fom 1/3. States and cities with the most
DeIchqre L o o bt L O filled in circles represent those that are
Florida O O O O © 0 setting the benchmarks for bicycling and
Georgia O O O O © J walking levels, safety, funding, staffing,
Hawaii ° P)) Y P)) D) ) policies, and advocacy capacity, Below
is an explanation for how the ranking on
:ﬁlch.O z z g 8 8 2 this page and next were determined.
inois
Indiana @) 0 0 @) @) [ Mode Share: This ranking is based on the
lowa Y o Y ') O Y combined share of commuters who bi-
cycle and walk to work.The top 1/3 states
K O O O [ J O @)
X d?sa; o © © o © and cities are those with the highest
enfucky * percentage of workers who commute by
Louisiana O O O O O O bicycle and foot. Data source: ACS 2007
Maine [ J [ J © [ ] ([ J [
Maryland P 0O e P P . Safety: This ranking is based on the bi-
— ryh o PS ° o ° ° ° cycle and pedestrian fatality rate defined
assachuserts as number of bicycle and pedestrian
Michigan O (D) (D) [ ] (D) ([ deaths (using a 3-year average) divided
Minnesota () (] (] © () () by fge bricyclihg or;: wolkinlg th onrrI: .
T mode share times the population.The top
M|s.5|53|p|.o| O O O © O © 1/3 states and cities are those with the
Missouri O © 0 O O 0 lowest fatality rate, and thus the highest
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City Overview of Primary Benchmarking Indicators
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Overview of Walking, Bicycling,
Transit, and Car Mode Share

% of Trips to Work (1) % of All Trips (2)

50 Major U.S. 50 Major U.S.
States Cities States Cities

Iil 28% 48% 87% 11.0%
&b 05% 08% 09% 09%
E 48% 17.3% 1.6% 2.4%®
=, 919% 77.0% 88.8% 857%

Sources: (1) ACS 2007 (2) NHTS 2001 Notes: (3) This includes trips by pri-
vate car and "other" means that are not public transportation, bicycling,
or walking. (4) These values are estimated using metropolitan areas with
populations over 1 million and do noft reflect the study area cities of this

report exactly.

sive reserve of data that evaluates
multiple factors that affect bicycling
and walking in cities and states.

Results

Levels of Bicycling and Walking
From 1990 to 2007, the percent of
commuters who bicycle to work
increased from 0.4% to 0.5% while
the percent of commuters who walk
to work decreased from 3.9% to
2.8%. According to the 2007 Ameri-
can Community Survey (ACS), 3.3%
of commuters nationwide are bicy-
clists (0.5%) or pedestrians (2.8%).
Residents of major U.S. cities are 1.8
times more likely to walk or bicycle
to work than the national average.
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According to the 2001 National
Household Travel Survey (NHTS)
0.9% of all trips are by bicycle and
8.7% of all trips are by foot nation-
wide. It is difficult to determine
bicycling and walking mode share
for all trips at the state and city lev-
els because of small sample sizes of
NHTS.

Bicycle and pedestrian commuters
are generally distributed propor-
tionately among ethnic groups in
the U.S., according to the 2007 ACS.
Hispanics are slightly more likely to
bicycle or walk to work and Asians
are more likely to walk to work than
other ethnic groups. Greater dispari-
ties are found among genders. While
among pedestrian commuters, 54%
are male and 46% are female, among
bicycle commuters, 77% are male
and only 23% are female. A look at
age reveals that while walking is
generally distributed proportionate-
ly among age groups, youth under
age 16 make up the majority of bi-
cycle trips. This age group makes up
just 24% of the U.S. population, but
accounts for 58% of bicycling trips.

Safety

While overall numbers of bicycle
and pedestrian fatalities are declin-
ing, pedestrians and bicyclists are
still at a disproportionate risk for
being a victim of a traffic fatality.
While just 8.7% of trips in the U.S.
are by foot and 0.9% are by bicycle,
11.3% of traffic fatalities are pedestri-
ans and 1.8% are bicyclists. In major
U.S. cities, 4.8% of trips are by foot
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and 0.8% are by bicycle, yet 26.5% of
traffic fatalities are pedestrians and
3.0% are bicyclists.

According to the 2005-2007 Fatality
Analysis Reporting System (FARS)
and the 2001 NHTS, seniors are the
most vulnerable age group. While
adults over 65 make up 9% of walk-
ing trips and 4% of bicycling trips,
they account for 19% of pedestrian
fatalities and 9% of bicyclist fatali-
ties.

Policies and Provisions

A number of policies and provisions
are represented in this report in-
cluding funding and staffing lev-
els, infrastructure, written policies,
and bike-transit integration. While
many states and cities have shown
progress in this area, most still rank
poorly for funding, written policies,
and bike-transit integration.

Funding for Bicycling and Walking
2008 data from the Federal Highway
Administration reveal that states
spend just 1.2% of their federal
transportation dollars on bicycling
and walking. This amounts to just
$1.29 per capita for bicycling and
walking. About 46% of these dedicated
bicycle and pedestrian dollars are from
the Transportation Enhancement (TE)
program. The majority of TE funding
(48%) goes toward building bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and to bicycle
and pedestrian education.

Source: 2007 ACS Notes This ranking is based on the
combined bike and walk to work share from the 2007
ACS.The number one position indicates the state and
city with the highest share of commuters who commute
by bicycle or foot. View graphs illustrating this data on
pages 34 and 35 of this report.
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Planning and Legislation

Since the 2007 Benchmarking Report,
there has been a 44% increase in the
number of states that have published
goals to increase bicycling and walk-
ing, and a 78% increase in the number
of states that have published goals to
reduce bicycle and pedestrian fatali-
ties.

A number of new policies were includ-
ed in the surveys for this report and
collected from the League of American
Bicyclists' (LAB) new Bicycle Friendly
States program. 2009 LAB data on state
legislation reveal that most states have
basic bicyclists' rights legislation such
as allowing bicyclists to legally ride
two-abreast, signal right turns with
their right hand, and to take a full traf-
fic lane in the presence of a sidepath or
bike lane. Fourteen states have 3-foot
passing laws that require motorists to
pass bicyclists at a safe distance of at
least three feet.

A survey of other policies found that
less than half of cities and states have
adopted complete streets policies that
require streets be built to accommodate
all potential road users. Thirteen of 18
states that have adopted CO2 reduc-
tion plans have included goals for
bicycling and walking as part of these
plans. Just 16 states report having a
statewide bicycle conference. And 36
states report having a publicly avail-
able bicycle map.

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007 Notes: This ranking is
based on the fatality rate which is calculated as number
of bicycling or walking fatalities during 2005-2007 divided
by the population times the bicycle or walk fo work mode
share.The number one position indicates the safest state
or city according to the fatality rate. View these data on
pages 53-56 of this report.
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Data on Safe Routes to School policies
at the state level were collected from
state surveys and from the Council of
Educational Facility Planners Interna-
tional (CEFPI). State surveys indicate
that 15 states provide additional fund-
ing for Safe Routes to School beyond
federal funding. According to CEFPI,
25 states have policies requiring mini-
mum acreage for school siting. These
policies often force new schools to lo-
cate far from population centers mak-
ing bicycling and walking to school
difficult for students.

Cities were surveyed on driver en-
forcement for not yielding to bicyclists
or pedestrians. Results indicate that
slightly less than half of cities actively
enforce motorists not yielding to bicy-
clists and pedestrians. The average fine
is $159.

Cities were also surveyed on car and
bicycle parking requirements. The
majority of cities (38) have policies
that require a minimum number of car
parking spaces for new developments.
Just eight cities report having policies
that set maximum limits for car park-
ing. Fifteen cities require bicycle park-
ing in buildings and garages, 23 as part
of new buildings, and eight at public
events over a certain size.

Staffing

Staffing is indicative of how a state or
city prioritizes improving bicycling
and walking. Surveys indicate that,

Source: FHWA FMIS 2004-2008 Notes: This ranking is
based on the per capita spending of states and cities
on bicycling and walking using a 5-year average (2004-
2008). Data is based on funds obligated fo projects in
this period and are not necessarily the amount spent in
these years.The number one position indicates the state
or city with the highest amount of per capita funding to
bicycling and walking. No data were available for New
York City and Honolulu.View these data on pages 78-79
of this report.
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on average, states have 0.8 staff per 1 million residents dedicated to
bicycling and walking. While there are states and cities with notable
staffing dedicated to bicycling and walking, there is still significant
room for improvement. Outreach for this report revealed that the
majority of staff dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian issues are over-
worked, and their departments are understaffed.

Infrastructure

City surveys examined current and planned bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructures in order to benchmark the progress communities
are making. Specifically, cities reported miles of bike lanes, bicycle
routes, and multi-use paths. On average, cities have 1.6 miles of bi-
cycle facilities (bike lanes, multi-use paths, and signed bicycle routes)
per square mile (up from 1.2 miles in 2007).

While implementation of innovative facilities such as bicycle boule-
vards and colored bike lanes is low, surveys indicated that there are
new projects currently being implemented or in the process of ap-
proval.

Bike-Transit Integration

Bike-transit integration has proved to be a vital aspect of effective
bicycle systems. The report analyzes responses from city and state
surveys, as well as American Public Transportation Association
(APTA) data, to see how well cities are integrating bicycle systems
with transit. Thirty-seven cities report that 100% of their bus fleet has
bicycle racks, a 23% increase over the past two years. On average,
major U.S. cities report an average of 1.2 bicycle parking spaces at
transit stops for every 10,000 residents.

Education and Encouragement

Education and encouragement programs at the state and city level
are effective ways to inform the public and promote bicycling and
walking. Information from state and city surveys and the National
Center for Safe Routes to School illustrates the growth in bicycle and
pedestrian education in communities. National Walk and Bike to
School Day is a popular encouragement activity with growing school
participation nationwide.

Thirty cities report having youth bicycle education courses and

35 have adult courses. Youth education is a vital area of outreach
because it has the potential to influence the habits of the next gen-
eration. The number of youth who participate in bicycle education
courses in cities increased by 20% from two years ago. Surveys
indicate a 69% increase in adult participation levels for bicycle educa-
tional courses over the last two years.

]
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League of American Bicyclists' data indicate that the majority of
states (43) have information on bicycling in their state driver's manu-
al, yet just 23 states have questions on bicycling on their state driver's
exam. The majority of states (33) have a "Share the Road" or similar
public safety campaign. Fifteen states report sponsoring a statewide
ride to promote bicycling or physical activity.

This Alliance also collected data on professional education regarding
bicycling and walking. Overall, most states have great room for im-
provement in this area. Only 30% of states have bicycle enforcement
as part of police officer training, and only 22% have bicycle enforce-
ment as a police academy requirement. And, just 16 states report
having hosted a statewide bicycle and pedestrian conference.

Cities were also surveyed on encouragement activities including
presence of and participation levels in Bike to Work Day events, ci-
clovias/Sunday street events, and city-sponsored bicycle rides. Bike
to Work Day is the most common encouragement event with 38 cities

Photo By Kristen Steele

ST

EH




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

participating with an average of one participant for every 157 adults.
Twenty-three cities sponsor rides to promote bicycling or physical
activity with an average of one participant for every 582 residents.
Fifteen states have hosted car-free ciclovia/Sunday parkways events
with an average of one participant for every 53 residents.

Cycling and Walking Advocacy

Advocacy organizations have the potential to influence bicycling
and walking in the communities they serve by advocating for and
winning new policies, funding, infrastructure, and programs. The
number of Alliance state and local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy
organizations has been increasing steadily since the Alliance was
founded in 1996 (as Thunderhead Alliance). This report measures
organization capacity of Alliance member organizations and sets
standards for membership, revenue, staffing, and media exposure.
Results from Alliance organization surveys vary widely because of
the great variation in maturity and operations of these organizations
as well as the communities they serve. Some organizations in this re-
port are decades old while others were founded not long before these
surveys were collected.

Surveys indicate that revenue of advocacy organizations per resident
served increased from $0.03 to $0.04 in the last two years. Organi-
zations serving cities earn significantly more per capita than their
statewide counterparts. Local organizations earn an average of $0.20
per resident served while statewide organizations earn just $0.03 per
resident. About half of the statewide Alliance organizations report an
increase in per capita revenue from two years ago. In general, orga-
nization revenue is diversified, coming from membership and dona-
tions, events, fees, grants, contracts, and the bicycle industry. Local
alliance organizations also have much higher per capita membership
levels averaging one member per 1,283 residents. Statewide organi-
zations have an average of 5,222 per member. Similarly, statewide
organizations operate with an average of 0.3 full-time-equivalent
staff (FTE) per million residents served. Organizations serving cities
average 1.9 FTE staff per million residents.

Factors Influencing Bicycling and Walking

Analysis in this report shows several positive relationships between
bicycling and walking rates and safety, advocacy capacity, density,
and car ownership. While weather does not appear to be a factor that
directly influences bicycling levels, density, advocacy capacity, and
cost of operating a vehicle are a few factors that appear to influence
bicycling and walking trips. ACS and FARS data indicate a positive
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correlation between bicycling and walking levels and safety. In line
with previous studies, an increase in walking and bicycling levels is
strongly related to increased bicyclist and pedestrian safety. A slight
positive relationship also exists between advocacy capacity (rev-
enue and staff levels) and bicycling and walking levels. Denser cities
(higher number of residents per square mile) also have higher levels
of bicycling and walking. As the percent of trips to work by walking
and bicycling decreases, so does the percent of households that do
not own a car. This suggests a relationship between car ownership
and walking and bicycling levels. However, the relationship in cities
between bicycling and walking levels and the miles of bike lanes and
shared use paths is not as strong and may need to be analyzed fur-
ther. Difficulty in measuring the quality and accessibility of facilities
makes it difficult to examine this relationship at present.

Impacts of Bicycling and Walking on Public Health

To see how bicycling and walking influence public health, the Alli-
ance compared public health data to bicycling and walking levels.
Data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS)
and ACS reflect a direct relationship between levels of bicycling and
walking and several public health indicators. Data suggest that the
risk for such health problems as obesity, diabetes, asthma, and hyper-
tension will decrease with more bicycling and walking. States with
lower bicycling and walking levels on average have higher levels

of obesity, diabetes, hypertension, and asthma. States with higher
levels of bicycling and walking also have a greater percentage of
adults who meet the recommended 30-plus minutes of daily physical
activity. This suggests that increasing bicycling and walking can help
achieve public health goals of increasing physical activity and lower-
ing rates of overweight and obesity.

Conclusions

While many state and local communities are making sufficient efforts
to promote bicycling and walking, there is much more work to be
done. Barriers in staffing and funding remain a consistent limitation
to promoting bicycling and walking. Bicycling and walking make

up nearly 10% of all trips, and over 13% of traffic fatalities, and yet
receive less than 2% of federal transportation dollars. The proven
environmental, economic, and personal health benefits that bicycling
and walking offer are evidence that increasing bicycling and walk-
ing levels are in the public good, yet a much greater investment is
needed throughout the U.S. This Benchmarking Report identifies
which cities and states are leading the way and provides links to
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resources (Appendix 5) from these communities. The Alliance rec-
ommends that government officials and advocates take the time to
evaluate their efforts to promote bicycling and walking. This report
can be used by communities to see how they measure up, to identify
role models, and to set new goals. Continued benchmarking and
improvements in the availability of data will strengthen the report in
the coming years, and lend a better understanding of the factors that
influence bicycling and walking. Ultimately, by providing a tool for
communities to consistently measure progress, evaluate results, and
set new targets, this report will advance efforts for a more bicycle
and pedestrian friendly America.

2
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Benchmarking Bicycling and Walking

enchmarking is the method of determining best practices

or standards and who sets them. Government officials and

bicycle and pedestrian advocates have all wondered at

some point how their city or state compares with others. Of-
ficials and advocates need data to measure their progress and evalu-
ate their efforts. The Alliance for Biking & Walking’s Benchmarking
Project collects data from government and national data sources,
and through surveys to government officials and advocates. Results
are published in a biennial Benchmarking Report to demonstrate
the progress of cities and states in regard to bicycling and walking.
Benchmarking helps to show officials and advocates where their city
or state measures up and helps them to identify areas most in need
of improvement. The ultimate objectives of the Benchmarking Project
are to increase the number of people who bicycle and walk and to
improve their safety. Through benchmarking, new goals can be set,
programs evaluated, and continued progress made toward a bicycle
and pedestrian friendly America.
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CHAPTER 1

Primary Objectives

Promote Data Collection and Availability

Historically there has been little data available on bicycling and
walking that can be compared across states and cities. Data that has
existed is often not easily accessible to officials and advocates. One
of the primary objectives of the Alliance's Benchmarking Project is
to promote data collection and availability. This project collects data
from a number of government and national data sources and
presents it in a way that is easily accessible to those who need it.
Through biennial surveys of states, cities, and advocacy organiza-
tions, the Benchmarking Project makes new data available such as
miles of infrastructure, staffing levels, and advocacy capacity. These
data are not collected by any other source, but are crucial to under-
standing mode share and safety outcomes.

Measure Progress and Evaluate Results

Benchmarking is a necessary step to give communities a true picture
of how they compare to other communities, what areas they are ex-
celling in, and where they are falling behind. Most importantly, these
data enable advocates and officials to evaluate the results of their
efforts. Because the Benchmarking Project is ongoing, states and cit-
ies can measure their progress over time and will see the impacts of
their efforts. By providing a consistent and objective tool for evalua-
tion, this report allows states and cities to determine what works and
what doesn’t. Successful models can be emulated and failed models
discarded.

Support Efforts to Increase Bicycling and Walking

The ultimate objectives of the Alliance’s Benchmarking Project are

to support the efforts of officials and advocates to increase bicycling
and walking in their communities and improve bicycle and pedes-
trian safety across the U.S. By comparing bicycling and walking
statistics across states and cities, this report highlights and praises ef-
forts of communities who provide models, encourages those making
progress, and makes states and cities aware of areas where they need
work. The Alliance hopes that this report will be used by communi-
ties to set goals for increasing bicycling and walking, plan strategies
using best practice models, and evaluate results over time. The Al-
liance strives to make this project a service and tool for officials and
advocates so that they can chart the best course toward more bike-
able and walkable communities.
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INTRODUCTION

Secondary Objectives

Make the Health Connection

The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention have declared obesity an
epidemic, and people are now look-
ing more closely at the lifestyle choices
that may be to blame. Among the

top are unhealthy diet and sedentary
lifestyles. Studies demonstrate a link
between the built environment and
levels of physical activity (Goldberg,
2007; TRB, 2005). The way communi-
ties are designed is inextricably linked
to the amount of physical activity its
residents average. Where environ-
ments are built with bicyclists and pe-
destrians in mind, more people bicycle
and walk. These environments increase
opportunities for physical activity

and promote healthy lifestyles. Nearly
40% of all trips are two miles or less
(NHTS), which is considered an easily
bikeable distance. Now that people are
looking for answers to reversing the
obesity epidemic, increasing bicycling
and walking is an obvious solution.

Alliance for Biking & Walking has
partnered with the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention for this project
in an effort to highlight the connection
between healthy lifestyles and bicy-
cling and walking. This report includes
data on physical activity, obesity and
overweight trends, high blood pres-
sure rates, and diabetes, to illustrate

the connection between bicycling and
walking levels and these health indica-
tors. Along with illustrating the correla-
tion between bicycling and walking and
health, the Alliance hopes to show, over
time, that as bicycling and walking

2010 Benchmarking Report
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CHAPTER 1

levels increase, the obesity epidemic also begins to reverse. Data and
illustrations in this report are intended to be used by officials and ad-
vocates to argue for bicycling and walking as an important part of the
solution to creating healthier communities.

Strengthen the Alliance’s Network

Lastly, the Alliance aims to strengthen its network of bicycle and
pedestrian advocacy organizations by providing organizations the
data they need to evaluate their success, prove results, and gain promi-
nence in their communities. Alliance organizations can bring data from
this report back to their community leaders, government officials, and
media to highlight areas in which their community is successful, mak-
ing progress, and in need of improvements. Alliance organizations can
also use these data to prove that advocacy gets results by showing the
link between advocacy capacity and levels of bicycling and walking.
This report is a tool for Alliance member organizations to gain promi-
nence and win safe and accessible streets for bicycling and walking in
their communities.

Study Areas and Data Collection

50 States / 51 Cities

The Benchmarking Project focuses data collection efforts on the 50 U.S.
states and the 50 largest U.S. cities. Smaller and mid-sized U.S. cities
were invited to participate in the project, and data are made available
from these cities, but for comparison purposes only. The 50 largest
cities (and New Orleans) are included in this report. New Orleans was
included in the 2007 Benchmarking Report as a top 50 population city
(according to 2005 ACS population data), but experienced dramatic
population loss after Hurricane Katrina in 2005. Raleigh, NC, moved
up into the top 50 largest cities and is the only new city added for this
report. The project team chose to keep New Orleans in this analysis

to maintain consistency in cities reported. Throughout this report we
refer to the "51 Largest U.S. Cities" which includes the 50 largest U.S.
cities and New Orleans. For consistency purposes going forward,
cities will only be excluded or added into the report if their popula-
tion remains above or below the top 50 cutoff for three years or more.
Throughout this report, the top 50 largest U.S. cities (and New Or-
leans) are also referred to as "major" or "largest" U.S. cities.

The Benchmarking Project focuses on the 50 largest cities because
these areas are the largest population areas of U.S. residents. Nearly
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50 million people live in the 51 cities
included in this report. Cities are also
generally more densely developed than
suburban and rural communities, and
so may have greater opportunities for
conversion of car trips to bicycling and
walking.

Data Collection

The Project Team identified national
and uniform government sources for
data in this report whenever possible.
National data sources utilized for this
report include:

¢ U.S. Census (1990, 2000)

¢ American Community Survey
(ACS) (2005, 2006, 2007)

® American Public Transportation
Association (APTA) (2008)

e National Household Travel Survey
(2001-2002)

* National Transportation Enhance-
ments Clearinghouse (2005-2007)

e Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) (2004-2009)

¢ Fatality Analysis Reporting System
(FARS) (2005-2007)

¢ Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance
System (BRFSS) (2007)

* National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS) (2005)

¢ National Health and Nutrition
Examination Study (NHANES)
(2005-2006)

e United States Historical Climatol-
ogy Network (USHCN)

¢ National Center for Safe Routes to
School (2009)

¢ National Complete Streets Coali-
tion (2009)

Study Area Populations

Rank

1

© N0 OB WN

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

50

State
Callifornia
Texas
New York
Florida
llinois
Pennsylvania
Ohio
Michigan
Georgia
North Carolina
New Jersey
Virginia
Washington
Massachusetts
Indiana
Arizona
Tennessee
Missouri
Maryland
Wisconsin
Minnesota
Colorado
Alabama
South Carolina
Louisiana
Kentucky
Oregon
Oklahoma
Connecticut
lowa
Mississippi
Arkansas
Kansas
Utah
Nevada
New Mexico
West Virginia
Nebraska
Idaho
Maine
New Hampshire
Hawaii
Rhode Island
Montana
Delaware
South Dakota
Alaska
North Dakota
Vermont
Wyoming

Population
36,553,215
23,904,380
19,297,729
18,251,243
12,852,548
12,432,792
11,466,917
10,071,822
9,544,750
9,061,032
8,685,920
7,712,091
6,468,424
6,449,755
6,345,289
6,338,755
6,156,719
5,878,415
5,618,344
5,601,640
5,197,621
4,861,515
4,627,851
4,407,709
4,293,204
4,241,474
3,747,455
3,617,316
3,502,309
2,988,046
2,918,785
2,834,797
2,775,997
2,645,330
2,565,382
1,969,915
1,812,035
1,774,571
1,499,402
1,317,207
1,315,828
1,283,388
1,057,832
957,861
864,764
796,214
683,478
639,715
621,254
522,830

Rank
1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

51*

City
New York
Los Angeles
Chicago
Houston
Phoenix
Philadelphia
San Antonio
San Diego
Dallas
San Jose
Jacksonville
Detroit
Indianapolis
San Francisco
Austin
Columbus
Charlotfte
Fort Worth
Baltimore
Memphis
Boston
El Paso
Nashville
Denver
Washington, DC
Milwaukee
Seattle
Las Vegas
Louisville
Portland, OR
Oklahoma City
Tucson
Albuquerque
Mesa
Fresno
Long Beach
Sacramento
Kansas City, MO
Virginia Beach
Aflanta
Cleveland
Tulsa
Colorado Springs
Omaha
Arlington, TX
Oakland
Raleigh
Honolulu
Minneapolis
Miami
New Orleans

Population
8,274,527
3,806,003
2,737,996
2,046,792
1,513,777
1,449,634
1,284,332
1,276,740
1,240,044

922,389
808,526
808,327
793,010
764,976
749,659
732,974
675,229
650,613
637,455
637,425
613,117
605,410
593,332
588,349
588,292
582,207
577,231
562,582
561,398
550,795
546,930
519,260
511,893
479,415
470,460
458,302
451,404
437,657
434,743
432,511
395,310
389,536
389,490
374,344
359,365
358,829
354,188
352,725
351,184
348,827
239,124

Source: 2007 ACS Note: * New Orleans is not currently the 51 largest U.S.
city but was included in this report for consistency and continuity with
the 2007 Benchmarking Report.
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* League of American Bicyclists (LAB) Bicycle Friendly States
Program (2009)

* Rails to Trails Conservancy (2009)

* Safe Routes to School National Partnership (SRTSNP) State of the
State's Report (2009)

The sources are identified throughout the report with accompanying
data. An overview of the data sources used in this report can be found
in Appendix 1 on page 161.

Many of the variables this report measures are not currently available
from other national sources. In these cases, the Project Team relied on
city, state, and organization surveys to collect data on such indicators
as miles of bicycle facilities, bike/ ped staffing levels, and advocacy
capacity. The surveys were sent to leaders of Alliance organizations,
government officials, and advocates in the 50 states and 51 cities repre-
sented in this report in October 2008. Because Alliance advocacy lead-
ers can tap existing relationships with local government officials, they
were able to help increase the survey response rate and ensure that fin-
ished surveys were as complete as possible. Surveys were completed
by department of transportation staff, metropolitan planning organiza-
tion staff, city officials, and Alliance advocacy leaders. In many cases
surveys required input from multiple agencies because the requested
data were not easily accessible in one place. The project team reached
out to survey respondents through March 2009, with the final data for

Photo by Katherine Johnson
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Primary Benchmarks in This Report

Input Benchmarks

Policy
(Chapter 4)

Programs
(Chapter 5)

Advocacy
(Chapter 6)

Mode share
(Chapter 2)

Safety
(Chapter 3)

Public health
(Chapter 8)

Outcome Benchmarks

* funding levels (per capita and % of transportation dollars to bicycling and walking)
+ staffing levels (per capita)
¢ complete streets policies
* goals fo increase bicycling and walking
# goals fo increase safety
* bike/ped master plan
* bike/ped advisory committee
¢ legislation
* infrastructure (existing and planned miles per square mile)
* bike-fransit integration
« bicycle racks on buses
* bicycle parking spaces at transit stations (per capita)
* bicycle access on rail
+ facilities at fransit

< adult and youth bicycle education courses (per capita)
+ Bike to Work Day program (per capita)

+ carfree events program (per capita)

+ city/state-sponsored bicycle rides program (per capita)
+ Walk and Bike to School Day program (per capita)

+ presence of dedicated bike/ped advocacy organization
< capacity indicators of advocacy organization

* membership (per capita)

* budget (per capita)

- staff levels (per capita)

» media hits

+ frips to work

< all trips

+ demographics
+ age
» gender
+ ethnicity

+ fatalities (number and percent of all traffic fatalities)
* risk
+ disparities in mode share and fatalities
+ demographics
+ age

+ overweight and obesity levels

+ hypertension (high blood pressure) levels
+ diabetes levels

+ asthma levels

<+ physical activity levels

the report coming in early April. All data were entered into the Bench-
marking Project's data collection tool, checked for quality control, and
analyzed over the next several months. This report relies largely on
self-reported data and while the Alliance has made all efforts to verify,
the accuracy cannot be guaranteed.

Benchmarks in This Report

Bicycling and walking mode share (percent of all trips and percent of
trips to work) and safety are the two primary outcome benchmarks
of this project. Because our ultimate goals are to increase bicycling
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CHAPTER 1

and walking, and improve bicyclist and pedestrian safety, these are
the benchmarks with which we ultimately measure the progress of
states and cities. We also measure a number of input benchmarks
which we believe, and research has shown, influence levels of bi-
cycling, walking, and safety. Input benchmarks are the factors that
affect the outcome benchmarks. Policy, Programs, and Advocacy
are the three primary input benchmarks contained in this report.

A variety of things are measured under each of these input catego-
ries (detailed in the chart on page 27). While likely none of these
benchmarks alone are responsible for bicycling and walking levels
and safety, a number of them combined may shape mode share and
safety levels.

This report includes additional data on input factors that may influ-
ence bicycling and walking including weather, residential density,
and levels of car ownership. This report also includes data on public
health, a secondary outcome benchmark of this project.

Using This Report

The Benchmarking Project is intended as a resource for government
officials, bicycle and pedestrian advocates, researchers, and the me-
dia searching for comparable data and means to measure progress.
We encourage you to search this document for your city or state to
see how you compare to other cities or state. To make data easy to
find, this report orders all data tables alphabetically by city or state.
Charts and graphs are ordered by benchmark in order to most clearly
see how states and cities compare with each other. Here are a few ad-
ditional tips for using this report:

1. See where you measure up: Scan the report for your city
or state. See how your city/state compares to others. Are you
below or above the average for other cities/states? Note where
you are leading and where you are behind.

2. Connect with the media: Consider issuing a press release or
talking with the media about this report. Discuss how your state
or city stacks up against others in bicycling and walking levels,
safety, and funding. Highlight any areas where you are leading
and opportunities for improvement. Use the data to support the
work you are doing to promote bicycling and walking locally.

3. Evaluate your efforts: Think about where you have been fo-
cusing your efforts toward increasing bicycling and walking and

2
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INTRODUCTION

safety. Are these efforts working? Look for trends in the data in
this report. Look for benchmarks set by cities and states that are
leading in the area you are working in.

4. Set new goals: Use the data in this report to set new goals and
refocus your efforts if needed. In this report you will find which
cities/states are leading in per capita funding and staffing for
bicycling and walking, in miles of bicycling and walking facili-
ties per square mile, in per capita membership and revenue for
advocacy organizations, and a number of other indicators. You
will also see what the national average and averages for major
U.S. cities are. Use these benchmarks to set goals for your city/
state.

5. Use it as a reference book: The Alliance has heard from a
number of government officials and advocates that the Bench-
marking Report is a publication they reference frequently in
their work. Keep this report on your office bookshelf in an ac-
cessible location. Use it when you are contacted by the media for
statistics in your community, or when you need facts for a pre-
sentation or paper you are preparing. Use these data to support
your work promoting bicycling and walking in your state or city.

If you have questions about the data in this report, would like to
request additional data from the Benchmarking Project, have feedback
for our team, or other questions or inquiries, please don't hesitate to
contact us at benchmarking@PeoplePoweredMovement.org.
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How Many People Bicycle and Walk?

he question of how many people in a given area bicycle and

walk, and what percentage of trips bicycling and walking

account for, is arguably the most important question for

advocates and officials. Bicycling and walking levels are the
ultimate outcome benchmarks of all efforts to promote bicycling and
walking. These figures show communities if they are gaining or los-
ing ground in their efforts to convert more trips to active transporta-
tion. Unfortunately, accurate and comparable data on bicycling and
walking levels are still very limited (1).

Trip Data for This Report

This report relied on the most consistent and dependable source of
data on levels of bicycling and walking available, the American Com-
munity Survey (ACS). The ACS is an annual survey which provides

(1) For a discussion of the challenges with determining accurate levels of bicycling and walking, see
Appendix 3, page 163. Appendix 3 also contains a discussion on the differences between the ACS

and Census methodologies.
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LEVELS OF BICYCLING AND WALKING

STATE R A N KI N G yearly estimates on the share of work-

ers commuting by bicycle or foot. This
Cycling to Work Walking to Work  report also includes the estimated
bicycling and walking mode share for
all trips from the 2001 National House-
Montana New York hold Travel Survey (NHTS) (2).

Oregon Alaska

Wyoming Vermont

This report looks at mode share to
work data from the 1990 and 2000
|daho South Dakota decennial Census, and the 2005,

2006, and 2007 ACS. Although work
trips account for only 14% of all trips
Callifornia North Dakota (NHTS 2001-2002), these data provide
a glimpse into trends in bicycling and
walking levels over the last 17 years.

Colorado Montana
Alaska Hawaii

Utah Massachusetts
Arizona Maine

Washington Wyoming Findings on Mode Share

The Alliance used 2007 ACS data to
determine that nationwide, an aver-
age of 3.3% of commuters get to work
by bicycle (0.5%) or foot (2.8%). In
the major U.S. cities studied here, the
share of commuters by bicycle and foot
is higher at 5.6% (0.8% bicycling and
4.8% walking). People in major cit-
ies are 1.6 times more likely to bicycle
to work, and 1.8 times more likely to
walk to work, than their counterparts
nationwide.

Since our last report in 2007, Oregon
has replaced Montana as the state

Tables to left: Source: 2007 ACS Notes: This ranking is
based on the share of commuters who bicycle and walk
to work.The state with the greatest share of commuters
who bicycle or walk is ranked #1.The 50th position is

the state with the least percentage of commuters who
bicycle or walk.View these data on pages 34 and 42 of
this report. (2) The 2001 NHTS is a national survey with
small sample sizes when disaggregated to the state and
local level. Thus, NHTS data for 2001 should be viewed as
rough and sometimes unreliable estimates of walk and
bicycle trips for individual states and cities. Also, NHTS
reports local data according to metropolitan statistical
areas, which extend beyond the boundaries of the cities
chosen for this Benchmarking report. Due to these limita-
tions, NHTS data should be considered rough estimates
for bicycling and walking in these areas. For more of a
discussion on data limitations in this chapter, see Ap-
pendix 3.
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with the highest bicycle to work share
at 1.9%. Portland retains the highest
share of workers commuting by bicy-
cle—3.9%—among cities in this study.
Alaska and Boston remain the state
and city with the highest pedestrian
commute share (8.4% and 13.3% of
all workers commute by foot, respec-
tively).

According to 2001 NHTS estimates
the total bicycle mode share for all trip
purposes nationwide is 0.90% with the
average for the largest metropolitan
areas of 0.94%. Oregon is also the top
state for overall bicycle mode share,
according to NHTS estimates(1), with

Workers' Commutes in

U.S. by Mode of Transport

i taxicab, motorcycle
bicycle 1%

0.5%

W

Graph above and ranking to right: Source: ACS 2007
Notes: (ranking to right) This ranking is based on the
share of commuters who bicycle and walk to work in cit-
ies.The city with the greatest percent of commuters who
bicycle or walk is ranked #1.The 51st position is the city
with the least percentage of people who commute by
bicycle or foot. View this data on pages 35 and 43 of this
report. (1) For details and reliability of state and city level
NHTS estimates, please see Appendix 3, page 163.
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Portland, OR
Minneapolis
San Francisco
Seattle
Tucson
Sacramento
Washington, DC
New Orleans
Denver

Mesa

CITY RANKING

Cycling fo Work ~ Walking to Work

Boston
Washington, DC
New York

San Francisco
Seattle
Philadelphia
Baltimore
New Orleans
Honolulu

Minneapolis
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Levels of Walking to Work in U.S.

Walk to work mode share
D: 1.31%-2.55%
D =2.56%-3.23%
. =3.24%4.42%
. =4.43%8.42%

Bike fo work mode share
D: 0.10%-0.29%
D =0.30%-0.54%
. =0.55%-0.88%
. =0.89%-1.88%

Source: 2007 ACS

2.4% of all trips by bicycle. Tennessee and West Virginia rank low-
est in bicycle to work commute share with only 0.07% of work trips
by bicycle. Arkansas ranks lowest for all bicycle trips according to
NHTS estimates, with only 0.2% of all trips by bicycle.

NHTS data for 2001 show that nationally 8.7% of all trips are by foot.
Rates of walking in cities are the greatest. NHTS estimates that 11.0%
of all city trips are by foot. New York has the highest rate among
states with 18.2% of trips estimated to be by foot. Delaware ranks
lowest with only 4.0% walking mode share. New York City ranks
highest among major U.S. cities with 19.2% of trips estimated to be
by foot. Louisville and Houston rank lowest with an estimated 4.5%
walking mode share.
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Share of Commuters Who Bicycle or
Walk in 50 States

Alaska

New York
Vermont
Montana
Oregon
Wyoming
South Dakota
Hawaii

North Dakota
Massachusetts
Maine

lowa
Pennsylvania
Colorado
Idaho
Washington
Wisconsin
Minnesota
California

New Hampshire
Rhode Island
lllinois
Nebraska
New Jersey
Utah
Connecticut
Delaware
Kansas
Arizona
Nevada
West Virginia
Maryland
New Mexico
Michigan
Ohio
Virginia
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana
Missouri
Florida
Oklahoma
North Carolina
Mississippi
South Carolina
Texas

Georgia
Arkansas
Tennessee
Alabama

states

0%

Source: 2007 ACS

2%

%
3%

2%
2%

el
%
%
D%
%

D%

2%
2%
3%
2%
2%
%
1%

1%
).1%

Legend:
] =% of trips to work by foot
H- % of trips to work by bike

2%

4% 6% 8% 10%

% of trips to work

Alaska and New
York lead states for
bicycle + walk to
work mode share.
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Alaska leads New York and Vermont as the state
with the highest percentage of work trips by bi-
cycle or foot—9.4% of all work trips. Alabama
and Tennessee rank lowest among states with
1.4% and 1.5% bicycle and walk to work mode
share, respectively.
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Share of Commuters Who Bicycle or
Walk in Largest U.S. Cities

Boston
Washington
San Francisco
New York
Seattle
Minneapolis
Philadelphia
New Orleans
Portland
Honolulu
Baltimore 3%
Oakland
Chicago
Denver
Tucson
Milwaukee %o
Sacramento
Long Beach
Atlanta Yo
Cleveland
Los Angeles 2
Miami ).1%
San Diego
P Raleigh 4%
') Columbus ‘
= Mesa
O Albuquerque
Detroit 3%
Austin
Colorado Springs A% Legend:
Louisville 3% [ =% of trips to work by foot

Las Vegas o = % of trips to work by bike
Fresno o u P 4

San Jose o
Tulsa 0.1%
Houston 3%
Kansas City, MO 3%
Memphis 3%
El Paso 1%
Omaha .3%
San Antonio 1%
Phoenix %
Virginia Beach .2%
Indianapolis 0.2%
Charlotte 0.0%
Dallas 2%
Arlington 1%
Jacksonville 3%
Nashville 2%
Fort Worth 2%
Oklahoma City 0.1%

0% 5% 10% 15%
Source: 2007 ACS % of trips to work

Bicycling and walking mode share is significantly higher Boston ranks

in cities. On average 5.6% of work trips in the largest 1
U.S. cities are by bicycle or foot. Boston (14.3%) leads top for bleCle

Washington, DC (12.8%), San Francisco (12.2%), and + W lk W rk
New York (11.0%) as the city with the highest rate of d to =

bicycling and walking to work. mOde Share.
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Estimated Percent of All
Trips by Bicycle and Foot

Estimated % of all

Estimated % of all

trips trips
by foot by foot
Alabama 0.6 4.9 Albuquerque *x **
Alaska 1.4 8.0 Arlington (TX) * *x
Arizona 1.3 9.3 Atlanta 0.6 58
Ne arly 10 % Of Arkansas 0.2 54 Austin 12 67
California 1.1 10.6 Baltimore 0.7 11.4
® Colorado 0.7 9.5 Boston 0.8 9.7
a.ll tl'lp S are by Connecticut 04 1.1 Charlotte 0.8 7.6
. Delaware 0.7 4.1 Chicago 1.2 10.9
b lcycle or foot Florida 1.3 6.9 Cleveland 03 7.8
Georgia 0.8 55 Colorado Springs  ** *x
L Hawaii 1.2 7.0 Columbus 0.3 8.2
1iin the U. S . Idaho 10 6.1 Dallass 0.7 6.2
lllinois 1.2 9.7 Denver 0.7 9.3
Indiana 0.6 5.8 Detroit 0.8 9.0
lowa 0.8 7.5 El Paso *x *x
Kansas 0.6 5.0 Fort Worth 0.7 6.2
Kentucky 1.0 54 Fresno *x *x
Louisiana 0.6 7.1 Honolulu *x *x
Maine 0.9 10.3 Houston 0.8 4.5
Maryland 0.3 10.5 Indianapolis 0.5 55
Massachusetts 1.0 9.9 Jacksonville 1.4 6.0
g Michigan 1.0 7.4 Kansas City (MO) 0.5 5.8
% Minnesota 1.3 7.3 Las Vegas 1.0 8.7
E Mississippi 0.5 4.9 Long Beach 1.0 11.1
3 Missouri 04 6.2 Los Angeles 1.0 11.1
Montana 0.9 10.2 Louisville 1.0 4.5
Nebraska 0.7 7.4 Memphis 0.2 6.7
Nevada 0.9 9.2 Mesa 1.5 9.8
New Hampshire 0.4 74 Miami 2.2 5.8
New Jersey 1.0 10.7 Milwaukee 1.6 9.4
New Mexico 0.7 57 Minneapolis 1.3 7.6
New York 0.7 18.2 Nashville 0.4 8.1
North Carolina 0.4 6.0 New Orleans 0.6 8.0
North Dakota * 4.4 New York 0.8 19.2
Ohio 0.6 7.4 Oakland 0.9 10.8
Oklahoma 15 6.0 Oklahoma City 2.0 7.5
Oregon 2.4 8.5 Omaha *x *x
Pennsylvania 0.7 10.9 Philadelphia 0.8 12.1
Rhode Island 0.9 7.2 Phoenix 1.5 9.8
South Carolina 0.5 4.2 Portland, OR 2.8 8.5
Source: NHTS 2001 Notes: NHTS is not South Dakota 1.0 6.4 Sacramento 1.6 10.1
representative at any disaggregated Tennessee 0.4 52 San Antonio 0.5 4.8
level beIlow census Q|V|S|qns or MSA size Texas 08 5.6 San Diego 10 10.2
categories nationwide. It is possible to 2
identify metropolitan areas in the NHTS . Utah 0.6 9.2 San Francisco 0.9 108
This report presents the estimated MSA Vermont * 9.4 San Jose 0.9 10.8
mode share of bike and walk trips for Virginia 0.9 7.8 Seattle 0.5 10.2
o e e oo aind | glestgin 04100 | | Mesn o
T?\g?fielesﬁmofes are nof for Thpe city We.sf Vlrgl!mc o 2 . T_”'s“ - -
themselves and that the samples for in- Wisconsin 1 4 7 3 Virginia Beach 1 8 73
dividual MSAs are small. Because of this, Wyoming Washington, DC 11.4
data at the state and city levels are only
rough approximations; data unavailable Median 7 E) Median 8 5
for Raleigh; * indicates that data were
unc:voilc?ble for this MSA. (1) represents High 212 High 19.2
4.1 Low 0.2 4.5

national average (2) weighted average. Low 0'2
36 . s .
. Alliance for Biking & Walking



LEVELS OF BICYCLING AND WALKING

Share of Commuters Who Bicycle or Walk 1990-2007

4.5% -

Legend:
. 1 =% of commuters who walk to work
4.0% 1 H- % of commuters who bike to work

3.5% -

3.0%

2.5% -

2.0% -

1.5%

% of trips to work

1.0% -

0.5% -

Mode Share to Work Mode Share to Work Mode Share to Work Mode Share to Work Mode Share to Work
1990 2000 2005 2006 2007

Sources: U.S. Census 1990, 2000; ACS 2005, 2006, 2007

Trends in Bicycling and Walking Levels

The Alliance looked at data from the 1990 and 2000 decennial Census
and the 2005, 2006, and 2007 American Community Survey to exam-
ine trends in the share of commuters who bicycle or walk to work
over the last two decades. (Find additional data on bicycling and
walking levels over time in Appendix 4, page 167.)

The number of people who bicycle to work has increased steadily,
rising 29.8% between 1990 and 2007 from 466,856 to 664,859 people
who bicycle to work nationwide. The share of commuters who
bicycle to work has risen slightly from 0.4% nationwide in 1990 and
2000 to 0.5% today.

During the same time period the number of people who walk to
work fell 12% despite population growth of 21% (from roughly 249
million people in 1990 to roughly 301 million people in 2007). The
number of people who walk to work increased by just 4% between

2010 Benchmarking Report
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2000 and 2007, despite population growth of 7%. The share of com-
muters who walk to work is now 2.8%, down from 3.9% in 1990. The
share of commuters who walk to work has remained relatively stable
since 2000.

Who Bicycles and Walks?

Demographic Data

Determining who walks and bicycles is also difficult. Because the
ACS counts only commuter trips, trips taken for nonwork purposes,
such as those made by children, for recreational purposes, or in com-
bination with other modes of transportation are left out. Part of the
efforts to increase and standardize local trip counts includes adding
demographic information in these surveys. Local efforts have been
conducted to capture information on bicyclist and pedestrian demo-
graphics (including some referenced in Appendix 6 of this report).
However, because there is no standardized format used for these
surveys, the Alliance relied on ACS and NHTS data for demographic
information.

Bicyclist and Pedestrian Income

There is almost no variation in the bicycle mode share by income
class. Data from the 2001 NHTS show that bicycling mode share is
roughly 0.9% for all income classes. However, a more comprehensive
examination of the socioeconomics of bicycling may reveal a differ-
ence in trip purpose among income classes (i.e., lower-income bicy-
clists may bicycle more for utility while high-income bicyclists may
bicycle more for recreation). Regardless of the reason for bicycle trips,
these data show that bicycling levels are roughly evenly distributed
among all income classes.

Data from ACS reveal that the majority of people who walk to work
earn less than $15,000 per year. More than two-thirds of people who

Bicyclist Mode Share by Income Class

Household Income

Lessthan  $20,000to  $40,000to $75,000to  $100,000
$20,000 $39,999 $74,999 $99,999 and over

09% 09% 09% 09% 0.8% 0.9%

All

Source: John Pucher and John L. Renne, 2003.
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Pedestrian Commuters by Income Classification

$65,000 or more
$35,000 to $64,999
$15,000 to $34,999
Less than $15,000

Source: ACS 2005
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A Look at Gender

Gender Distribution
in U.S.

Walk to Work Trips by
Gender

Bike to Work Trips by
Gender

Legend:
= Male
. = Female

Source: ACS 2007

4
Alliance for Biking & Walking

#}
walk to work, on average, earn below $35,000 a
year. New York has the most even income dis-
tribution among people who walk to work, with
all income groups well represented. Utah has the
least equal distribution with walking concentrated
mostly among low-income groups. The difference
in average median income among states could also
account for some variation and should be consid-
ered with these data.

The gap between men and women is much wider
among bicyclists than pedestrians. Nationwide,
just 23% of bicycle to work trips are women. Men
make up 77% of bicycle to work trips and 54% of
walk to work trips. Massachusetts, New Hamp-
shire, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wyoming are
the only states where women walk to work at
slightly higher rates than men. Men bicycle to
work at higher rates than women in all states,
though the gap varies among states. Rhode Island
has the smallest gap among men (56%) and wom-
en (44%) bicyclists. Alabama has the largest gap
between men (91%) and women (9%) bicyclists.



The gap between men and women also varies
largely among major U.S. cities. Again, most cities
have relatively small gaps between levels of men
and women who walk to work. In roughly 1/5 of
cities surveyed, women walk to work at slightly
higher rates. On average, men make up 75% of
bicycle to work trips in major U.S. cities. Accord-
ing to ACS data, virtually all bicycle commuters in
Tulsa and Fort Worth are male, making these the
cities with the greatest gender divide among bi-
cyclists. Because of low sample sizes, it is possible
that there are female commuters in these cities, but
it is not reflected in the data.

The gap between men and women could be due
to a variety of factors, such as differences in family
responsibilities and occupation, which could have
a powerful influence over a person’s ability to
walk or bicycle to work.

ACS data reveal a fairly even distribution among
bicyclists and pedestrians in regard to ethnicity.
Hispanics are slightly more likely to bicycle or
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A Look at
Ethnicity

Ethnicity in the U.S.

P
e

Ethnicity of People Who
Walk to Work

%

2%

Ethnicity of People Who
Bicycle to Work

Legend:
= White/non-hispanic
M = Hispanic
= Black
M = Asion
[l = Other

Source: ACS 2007
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Bicycling and Walking to Work Levels
and Gender Composition by State

ork cle k b
% of trips % of trips % women

Alabama 0.1% 91% 9% 1.3% 63% 37%

Alaska 1.0% 60% 40% 8.4% 61% 39%

Arizona 0.8% 79% 21% 2.2% 58% 42%

Arkansas 0.1% 86% 14% 1.6% 60% 40%

California 0.9% 77% 23% 2.8% 54% 46%

Colorado 1.1% 71% 29% 3.2% 58% 42%

Connecticut 0.3% 74% 26% 3.1% 56% 44%

Legend: Delaware 04%  100% 0% 2.7% 55% 45%

= High value Florida 05%  79% 21% 1.6% 56% 44%

= Low value Georgia 02%  83% 17% 7% 59% 4%

Hawaii 0.6% 73% 27% 4.4% 54% 46%

Idaho 1.1% 69% 31% 3.1% 62% 38%

Ilinois 0.5% 77% 23% 3.1% 51% 49%

Women make Indiana 0.3%  79% 21% 2.1% 55% 45%
lowa 0.4% 77% 23% 3.9% 57% 43%

u less than Kansas 0.3% 71% 29% 2.7% 59% 11%
p Kentucky 0.2% 74% 26% 2.2% 56% 44%

. Louisiana 0.3% 80% 20% 2.0% 59% 41%

25 % of trlp s to Maine 04% 6% 3% 41%  58%  42%
Maryland 0.2% 83% 17% 2.6% 52% 48%

k b Massachusetts ~ 0.6% 77% 23% 4.3% 48% 52%
WOr y Michigan 0.4% 77% 23% 2.3% 52% 48%
o Minnesota 0.7% 73% 27% 3.1% 56% 44%
b 1 Cycl e . Mississippi 0.3% 88% 12% 1.8% 66% 34%
Missouri 0.2% 71% 29% 2.0% 59% 41%

A | : Montana 1.4% 65% 35% 4.8% 57% 43%
: . Nebraska 0.6% 79% 21% 3.0% 57% 43%
Nevada 0.6% 80% 20% 2.3% 53% 47%

New Hampshire ~ 0.3% 85% 15% 3.4% 49% 51%

New Jersey 0.3% 86% 14% 3.2% 53% 47%

New Mexico 0.5% 88% 12% 2.2% 55% 45%

New York 0.5% 82% 18% 6.3% 51% 49%

North Carolina 0.2% 81% 19% 1.9% 65% 35%

North Dakota 0.6% 89% 1% 4.4% 57% 43%

Ohio 0.3% 72% 28% 2.3% 54% 46%

T Oklahoma 02%  83% 17% 1.9% 63% 37%

Oregon 1.9% 69% 31% 3.6% 54% 46%

Pennsylvania 0.3% 77% 23% 4.0% 52% 48%

Rhode Island 0.2% 56% 44% 3.4% 46% 54%

South Carolina  0.2% 90% 10% 1.8% 56% 44%

South Dakota 0.5% 68% 32% 4.6% 60% 40%

Tennessee 0.1% 70% 30% 1.4% 58% 42%

Texas 0.2% 81% 19% 1.8% 57% 43%

Utah 0.8% 76% 24% 2.6% 53% 47%

Vermont 0.5% 76% 24% 6.2% 49% 51%

Virginia 0.3% 82% 18% 2.2% 57% 43%

Washington 0.7% 71% 29% 3.4% 54% 46%

West Virginia 0.2% 70% 30% 2.6% 55% 45%

Wisconsin 0.7% 70% 30% 3.3% 52% 48%

Wyoming 1.2% 82% 18% 4.0% 45% 55%

44%

High 1.9% 91% 44% 8.4% 66% 55%

Low 0.1% 56% 9% 1.3% 45% 34%

Source: ACS 2007 Note: (1) All averages are weighted.



LEVELS OF BICYCLING AND WALKING

Bicycling and Walking to Work Levels
and Gender Composition by City

o Trips to work by bicycle Trips to work by foot
Albuquerque 0.8% 87% 13% 2.4% 43% 57%
Arlington, TX 0.1% 86% 14% 1.4% 57% 43%
Atlanta 0.7% 82% 18% 3.8% 58% 42%
Austin 0.9% 64% 36% 2.0% 53% 47%
Baltimore 0.3% 89% 1% 7.0% 50% 50%
Boston 1.0% 73% 27% 13.3% 46% 54%
Charlotte 0.04% 44% 56% 1.8% 58% 42%
Chicago 1.1% 69% 31% 5.4% 48% 52%
Cleveland 0.5% 62% 38% 3.8% 62% 38%
Colorado Springs  0.4% 74% 26% 2.5% 49% 51%
Columbus 0.7% 80% 20% 2.7% 64% 36% S
Dallas 0.2% 94% 6% 1.4% 60% 40% b
Denver 1.6% 69% 31% 4.3% 56% 44% =(=:’
Detroit 0.3% 92% 8% 2.7% 56% 44% 2
El Paso 0.1% 86% 14% 2.2% 57% 43% £
Fort Worth 0.2% 100% 0% (1) 1.2% 55% 45% é
Fresno 0.7% 82% 18% 2.0% 57% 43% ;3
Honolulu 1.1% 74% 26% 6.8% 48% 52% 8
Houston 0.3% 70% 30% 2.2% 48% 52% :E
Indianapolis 0.2% 57% 43% 1.7% 58% 42% 3
Jacksonville 0.3% 86% 14% 1.3% 49% 51%
Kansas City, MO 0.3% 61% 39% 2.2% 55% 45% o
Las Vegas 0.6% 88% 12% 2.1% 57% 43% In ma] Or U- S °
Long Beach 0.9% 81% 19% 3.6% 58% 42% Om O
Los Angeles 0.6% 83% 17% 3.7% 50% 50% CltleS’ 5 o 6 % O f
Louisville 0.3% 61% 39% 2.4% 47% 53%
Memphis 0.3% 37% 63% 2.1% 60% 40% M
Mesa 1.4% 92% 8% 1.9% 81% 19% Work trlp S a‘re
Miami 0.1% 100% 0% (1) 4.1% 55% 45% °
Milwaukee 0.7%  73%  27% 46%  52%  48% by blCYCle or
Minneapolis 3.8% 69% 31% 6.4% 63% 37%
Nashville 0.2% 78% 22% 1.2% 55% 45% by fo Ot.
New Orleans 1.6% 66% 34% 6.9% 61% 39%
New York 0.7% 80% 20% 10.3% 49% 51%
Oakland 1.4% 70% 30% 5.2% 54% 46%
Oklahoma City 0.1% 78% 22% 1.0% 60% 40%
Omaha 0.3% 94% 6% 2.1% 49% 51%
Philadelphia 1.0% 76% 24% 7.9% 48% 52%
Phoenix 0.5% 72% 28% 1.8% 58% 42%
Portland, OR 3.9% 67% 33% 4.4% 53% 47% Legend:
Raleigh 0.4% 56% 44% 3.1% 66% 34% = High value
Sacramento 1.8% 71% 29% 3.4% 56% 44% = Low value
San Antonio 0.1% 86% 14% 2.2% 57% 43%
San Diego 0.9% 78% 22% 2.6% 56% 44% Source: ACS 2007 Notes: (1) For some cities the
San Francisco 2.5% 72% 28% 9.7% 54% 46% number of foTcu! picyclisfs. captured iln the ACS is .
Seattle 2.3% 71% 29% 8.3% 55% 45% to unexpected and unreliable results. For example,
Tucson 1.9% 76% 24% 4.0% 58% 42% some cities show particularly low or high shares of
Tulsa 0.1% 100% 0% (1) 2.4% 62% 38% women commuting by bicycle. In some cities the
Virginia Beach 0.2% 69% 31% 2.0% 65% 35% ACS even estimates that 0 women are bicycling
Washingfon, DC 1.7% 66% 34% 1.1% 49% 51% for their commute. I-!oweyer, .n‘ is likely T.hlof Thgrg
Mean/Average . " . " . . are some women bicycling in these cities. Similarly,
Median 44% ?o?ﬁe small Z\unr?ber of bicyclists overoII\,/disgggre—
High 3.9% 100% 63% 13.3% 81% 57% gate estimates by gender are not reliable in these
Low 0.04% 37% 0% 1.0% 43% 19% cases. (2) All averages are weighted.
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A Look at Age

Age of the U.S.
Population

Source: ACS 2007

Age of People
Who Walk

Source: NHTS 2001

Age of People
Who Bicycle

Source: NHTS 2001

Legend:
[l = Under age 16

= Over age 65
= Age 16-65

44
. Alliance for Biking & Walking

walk to work, comprising 15% of the U.S. popula-
tion, but accounting for 16% of pedestrian com-
muters and 22% of bicycle commuters. Asians are
also more likely to walk to work comprising 4% of
the population and 7% of pedestrian commuters.

It is no surprise that youth make up a dispropor-
tionate amount of bicycling and walking trips.
National estimates from NHTS indicate that youth
under age 16 make up 28% of walking trips and
58% of bicycling trips, despite accounting for just
24% of the population. Adults over age 65 account
for 15% of the population and make up 9% of all
walking trips and 4% of all bicycling trips. The rest
of people age 16-65 make up 61% of the popula-
tion and account for 63% of all walking trips and
38% of trips by bicycle.




hile news headlines are filled with deaths of war and

cancer victims, the public rarely hears reports on the

thousands that die each year in traffic crashes. In 2008,

according to the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), 37,261 people died on U.S. roadways. Of
these, 716 were bicyclists and 4,378 were pedestrians. Though bicycle
and pedestrian fatalities have decreased over the last three years,
bicyclists and pedestrians are still at a disproportionate risk for being
a victim of a traffic fatality.

Data for this chapter came largely from the NHTSA's Fatality
Analysis Reporting System (FARS). FARS collects data from police
reports of traffic accidents and is the authoritative national source for
traffic fatalities in the United States.

FARS data indicate that bicyclists and pedestrians account for 13.1%
of all traffic fatalities, despite the fact that they make up roughly
10% of all trips (according to NHTS estimates). In the largest U.S.
cities (51 cities in this report), where bicycling and walking account
for 12% of all trips, bicyclists and pedestrians represent 29.5% of all
traffic fatalities.

2010 Benchmarking Report
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I Overview of Walking and Pedestrian Safety
Age Gnd RISk Nationwide and in Largest U.S. Cities
Pedestrians Age Distribution 30% -
25% - L.egST::mojor U.S. cities 265%
28% = Nationwide

20%

15% -
11.0% 11.3%

10% -

Source: NHTS 2001 5%
Pedestrian Fatalities by Age 0% -

. Trips to work by foot  estimated % of all % of traffic fatalities

trips by foot that are pedestrians

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, NHTS 2001, ACS 2007
Overview of Bicycling and Bicycle Safety
Nationwide and in Largest U.S. Cities

3.5% 1

3.0% Legend: ' N 3.0%

H- In major U.S. cities
Source: FARS 2005-2007 2.5% - ) i
. L . 270 = Nationwide

Cyclists Age Distribution 2.0% -
1.5% -
38% 1.0% -
0.5% -
0.0% -

Trips to work by bike estimated % of all % of traffic fatalities
trips by bike that are cyclists

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, NHTS 2001, ACS 2007 * = Value is 0.90% for states
and 0.94% for cities, but these are rounded to 0.9% for chart consistency.

Source: NHTS 2001

Bike Fatalities by Age

Victim Demographics
According to FARS, between 2005-2007, nearly
one-quarter of all bicycle fatality victims are youth
(under age 16) and seniors (over age 60). These
age groups account for 27% of pedestrian fatali-

Source: FARS 2005-2007 A . . .
Legend: ties. Seniors (over age 65) are at a disproportionate

B risk, accounting for just 9% of all walking trips
and roughly 19% of pedestrian fatalities. Adults
over age 65 make up 4% of all bicycling trips and

= Over age 65
B = Age 16-65

yil
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SAFETY

Bicycle Safety RANKI NG

account for roughly 9% of bicyclist
fatalities.

In some areas the risk facing seniors,
the most vulnerable road users, is even
greater. In Honolulu, where 51% of all
traffic fatalities are pedestrians, 66%
of victims are over age 60. Similarly in
Boston, where 31% of all traffic fatali-
ties are pedestrians, 46% of these are
seniors. While cities do vary in their
demographic composition, these rates
of senior fatalities are still dispropor-
tionately higher than the percent of
trips they represent.

What's the Risk?

To understand bicycle and pedestrian
safety in a city or state, it is not enough
to simply look at the number of fatali-
ties in a given year. The level of bicy-
cling and walking in an area also must
be taken into account to determine
what the risk of bicycling or walking
is. For example, if a city had just 100
people who bicycled and had one bicy-
cle fatality and another city had 6,000
people who bicycled and had two
bicycle fatalities, the first city would
have a higher fatality rate. If one out of
100 bicyclists was a victim of a traf-

fic fatality, the risk in that community
would be much greater than the one
where two out of 6,000 bicyclists died
in traffic.

To measure risk, the Alliance divided
the 3-year average number of

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007 Notes: This ranking is
based on the fatality rate which is calculated as number
of bicyclist fatalities during 2005-2007 divided by the
population times the share of commuters who bicycle to
work. View these data on pages 53 and 55 of this report.

States

@ Vermont

@ South Dakota
@ Wyoming

@ Idaho

@ Alaska

@ Colorado
@ North Dakota

Minnesota

@ Massachusetts

Oregon
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Cities
@ Oklahoma City

@ Omaha

@ San Francisco
@ Minneapolis

@ Seattle

@ Milwaukee
@ Portland, OR

Washington, DC

@ Austin
Denver




@ New Hampshire

@ lowa

@) North Dakota
Massachusetts
@ Wyoming
Minnesota
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Cities

@ Kansas City, MO

@) Bosfon

@ seattle

@ Minneapolis
@ New York

@ Colorado Springs
@ Washington, DC

San Francisco

@ Philadelphia

Baltimore

CHAPTER 3

Pedestrian Safety RANKING

States
@ Vermont

@ Nebraska

Bicyclists and
pedestrian
fatality rates are
lower in major
U.S. cities.

fatalities by the bicycling and walking
to work mode shares multiplied by the
population. Multiplying population
times work trips mode share allows
us to better estimate exposure levels
for bicycling and walking. Because no
accurate data source exists for all trips,
this is the best approximation of ex-
posure levels available. Exposure data
are rough approximations and fatali-
ties can vary greatly from year to year.
Thus, all fatality rate data should be
interpreted as rough estimates of risk,
and not as the exact risk level for any
city or state.

FARS and ACS data indicate that
nationwide, 5.2 bicyclists are killed for
every 10,000 bicyclists on the road-
ways. Bicyclists are slightly safer in
major U.S. cities where the fatality rate
is 3.3 fatalities per 10,000 bicyclists.
Vermont and South Dakota are the
safest states for bicycling with 0 and
0.8 deaths per 10,000 bicyclists, respec-
tively. Alabama is the most dangerous
state for bicycling ( 22.5 deaths per
10,000 bicyclists) followed by South

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007 Notes: This ranking is
based on the fatality rate which is calculated as number
of pedestrian fatalities during 2005-2007 divided by the
population times the walk to work mode share. View this
data on pages 54 and 56 of this report.
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Percent of Trips and Traffic Fatalities
Represented by Pedestrians in Cities

Kansas City
Omaha
Colorado Springs
Indianapolis
Memphis
Atlanta
Nashville
Mesa
Louisville
Arlington
Charlotte
Minneapolis
Oklahoma City
Jacksonville
Columbus
San Diego
Virginia Beach
Las Vegas
El Paso
Seattle
Cleveland
New Orleans
San Antonio
Dallas
Fort Worth
Houston
Phoenix
Tucson
Oakland
Raleigh
Long Beach
Portland
Sacramento
Fresno
Chicago
Detroit
Tulsa
Albuquerque
Austin
Philadelphia
Boston
Los Angeles
San Jose
Denver
Baltimore
Miami
Milwaukee
Washington
San Francisco
New York
Honolulu

Legend:
H- Estimated pedestrian mode share
(% of trips by foot)
= % of traffic fatalities that are
pedestrians

cities

T e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, NHTS 2001-2002 Note: Pedestrian mode share data unavailable for Albuquergque, Arlingfon,
Colorado Springs, El Paso, Fresno, Honolulu, Omaha, Raleigh, Tucson, and Tulsa. For details and reliability of city level NHTS
estimates, please see Appendix 3, page 163.

In every major U.S. city besides Kansas City, MO, pedes- Pedestrians are
trians represent a greater percentage of traffic fatalities

than the percentage of walking trips. San Francisco has the at a disprop or-
greatest disparity with pedestrians representing roughly

48% of all traffic fatalities and only 11% of all trips (a 37% tionate riSk Of
difference). Miami (30% difference), New York (29%), and c o c
Washington, DC (29%) follow San Francisco as cities with belng kllled in

the greatest disparity between mode share and fatality rates

of pedestrians. ma] or cities.
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Percent of Trips and Traffic Fatalities
Represented by Bicyclists

1.1%
racic. N
(WA, OR, CA, HI, AK) 2.8%
South Atlantic _ 0.9%
(FL, GA, SC, NC, VA,
WV, DC, MD, DE) 2.1%
E North Central _ 0.9% Legend:
WI, IL, MI, IN, OH = Estimated bicycling mode share
( ) 1.6% W~ 5, o frips by bike)
1 = % of traffic fatalities that are
Mountain - 0.8% bicyclists
C (MT, ID, WY, NV,
O UT, CO, AZ, NM) 1.8%
U) .
«» W South Central
‘:,J’ (OK, TX, AR, LA) 1.4%
C -
O  Middle Atlantic :
(NY, PA, NJ) 2.7%
W North Central - 0.7%
(ND, SD, NE, KS,
MN, IA, MO) 0.9%
New Engiand NN 07
(ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, CT) 1.5%
o,
E South Central - 0.4%
(MS, AL, TN, KY) 0.7%
0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5% 3.0%

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, NHTS 2001 Note: NHTS cannoft be reliably disaggregated to either the state
or city level, so we are showing the NHTS and FARS data for bicycle mode share and bicyclist fatalities

by official U.S. Census region here because it is more accurate.

Nationwide, bicyclists
make up a
disproportionate
percentage of traffic
fatalities.

Alliance for Biking & Walking
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Bicyclist and Pedestrian Risk by State

Source: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007 Notes: This map uses a fatality rate calculated as the
3-year average number of bicyclist or pedestrian fatalities (2005-2007) divided by the
population times the bike or walk to work share (to adjust for exposure). Because of the

approximate nature of the exposure data and great fluctuations in fatality data from year to D =0-26
year, this rate should be seen as a rough estimate.

Bike/Ped Fatalities per 10K
Bicyclists and Pedestrians

=27-49
W-5-10
-

11-17

Carolina (20.2 deaths per 10,000 bicyclists). Oklahoma City and
Omaha report no bicycle fatalities in the years studied. San Francisco,
Seattle, and Minneapolis are the next safest cities for bicycling with
fatality rates of 0.7, 0.8, and 0.8 deaths per 10,000 bicyclists, respec-
tively. Charlotte is the least safe major city for bicycling with 62.7
bicyclists killed per 10,000 bicyclists.

Pedestrians are similarly safer in major U.S. cities where 4.6 pedestri-
an fatalities occur for every 10,000 pedestrians. In states, there are 5.6
pedestrian deaths per 10,000 pedestrians. Vermont is also the safest
state for walking with 0.7 pedestrian deaths per 10,000 pedestrians.
Florida (18.2 deaths per 10,000 pedestrians) is followed by South
Carolina (13.9 deaths per 10,000 pedestrians) as the least safe states
for walking. Kansas City, MO, and Boston have the lowest pedestrian
fatality rates among major U.S. cities with 0.3 and 0.9 pedestrian
deaths per 10,000 pedestrians. Jacksonville and Fort Worth have the
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CHAPTER 3

highest pedestrian fatality rates with
28.3 and 24.3 pedestrian deaths per
10,000 pedestrians, respectively.

Emerging Trends

Traffic fatalities are on the decline
throughout the U.S., including those
involving bicyclists and pedestrians.
Between 1995 and 2008 the number

of bicyclists killed in traffic in the U.S.
decreased by 14%. Pedestrian fatalities
fell 22% over the same period. How-
ever, 2002, 2003, and 2007 all saw fewer
bicycling fatalities than 2008. Pedestri-
an fatalities have experienced a steady
decline with 2008 being a record low
year for fatalities.
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Bicycle Safety in States

Annual Bicycle [% Of all traffic| % Of bicycl
reported
bicycle

fatalities (1)

Alabama 10.7 22.5 0.9% 22%
Alaska 1.0 1.4 1.3% 33%
Arizona 28.3 5.8 2.4% 9%

Arkansas 3.0 8.5 0.5% 22%

California 121.7 3.8 2.9% 13%

Colorado 9.7 1.8 1.7% 21%

Connecticut 4.0 4.2 1.4% 25%

Delaware 2.3 7.0 1.8% 0%
Florida 124.7 13.4 3.7% 7%
Georgia 19.3 10.9 1.1% 19%
Hawaii 4.0 53 2.7% 0%

Idaho 2.3 1.4 0.9% 29%
lllinois 21.0 3.0 1.6% 17%
Indiana 16.3 8.1 1.8% 20%
lowa 7.7 6.3 1.7% 22%
Kansas 4.0 4.5 0.9% 33%
Kentucky 6.7 7.3 0.7% 20%
Louisiana 22.3 17.4 2.3% 12%
Maine 2.7 5.3 1.5% 38%
Maryland 7.0 6.9 1.1% 24%
Massachusetts 7.0 1.8 1.6% 33%

Michigan 23.3 6.6 2.1% 23%

Minnesota 6.3 1.8 1.2% 37%

Mississippi 53 6.8 0.6% 25%
Missouri 8.0 6.1 0.7% 21%

Montana 3:3 215 1.3% 40%

Nebraska 2.0 2.0 0.7% 33%
Nevada 10.0 6.9 2.4% 17%

New Hampshire 2.7 6.1 1.9% 38%
New Jersey 14.0 5.6 1.9% 24%
New Mexico 6.0 6.6 1.3% 17%

New York 48.3 5.3 3.4% 19%

North Carolina 25.0 13.7 1.6% 13%

North Dakota 0.7 1.8 0.6% 100%
Ohio 15.7 4.6 1.2% 19%

Oklahoma 5.8 8.2 0.7% 31%

Oregon 13.3 1.9 2.8% 5%
Pennsylvania 17.0 4.3 1.1% 31%
Rhode Island 1.0 3.9 1.3% 0%

South Carolina 17.3 20.2 1.6% 19%

South Dakota 0.3 0.8 0.2% 0%
Tennessee 7.7 10.7 0.6% 30%
Texas 49.0 8.6 1.4% 16%
Utah 6.3 3.0 2.2% 5%
Vermont 0.0 0.0 0.0% ]
Virginia 13.3 6.1 1.4% 18%
Washington 11.3 25 1.8% 18%
West Virginia 1.3 3.3 0.3% 0%

Wisconsin 10 7 2 8 1.4% 22%

Wyoming 0.4% 50%
Median

High 124.7 22.5 3.7% 100%
Low 0.0 0.0 0.0% 0%

le fatalities

3%
0%
16%
1%
13%
10%
0%
0%
13%
3%
17%
14%
11%
12%
9%
8%
10%
4%
0%
0%
10%
13%
5%
0%
17%
10%
17%
10%
0%
5%
11%
10%
8%
0%
9%
6%
25%
6%
67%
4%
0%
9%
10%
21%
(%]
5%
9%
0%
13%

%

%
67%
0%

SAFETY

Bicyclists
account for 1.8%

of all traffic
fatalities in U.S.

Florida and California have
the highest number of annual
reported bicycle fatalities of
the 50 states. Alabama, South
Carolina, Louisiana, and
North Carolina are the riski-
est states for bicyclists with
the highest rate of bicycle fa-
talities over bicycle trips. Ver-
mont has the lowest bicycle
fatality rate among states.

Legend:
* = Data unavailable
@ = Not applicable

= High value

= Low value

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007 Notes:

(1) Al fatality data are based on the 3-year
average number of fatalities from 2005-2007.
(2) Bicyclist fatality rate was calculated as the
3-year average number of bicyclist fatali-

fies (2005-2007) divided by the population
fimes the bicycle to work share (to adjust for
exposure). Because of the approximate nature
of the exposure data and great fluctuations in
fatality data from year to year, this rate should
be seen as a rough estimate. (3) All averages
are weighted by population except for annual
reported bicycle fatalities.
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Pedestrian Safety in States

11.3% of all
traffic fatali-
ties in the
U.S. are
pedestrians.

With an average of 700
pedestrian fatalities
annually over the last
three years, California
has the highest number
of pedestrian deaths.
Florida takes the lead
for pedestrian fatality
rate, however. Vermont
has the lowest number
of pedestrian fatalities
and also has the low-
est pedestrian fatal-
ity rate of the 50 states.

Legend:
= High value
= Low value

Sources: FARS 2005-2007, ACS 2007
Notes: (1) All fatality data are based
on the 3-year average number of fa-
falities from 2005-2007. (2) Pedestrian
fatality rate was calculated as the
3-year average number of pedes-
frian fatalities (2005-2007) divided
by the population times the walk to
work share (to adjust for exposure).
Because of the approximate nature
of the exposure data and great
fluctuations in fatality data from year
to year, this rate should be seen as a
rough estimate. (3) All averages are
weighted by population except for
annual reported pedestrian fatalities.

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Mean/Average (3)
Median

High
Low

Annual oy fatalities® Of Al fraffic
reported fatalities
pedestrian RANCE that are  |under age 16 Over age 60
fatalities (1 2k () pedestrians
73.3 12.1 6.3% 10%
10.0 1.7 13.0% 10%
159.7 11.2 13.5% 5%
37.7 8.2 5.7% 10%
700.3 6.8 16.7% 8%
55.0 3.6 9.7% 10%
34.3 3.2 11.9% 4%
18.0 7.7 13.6% 6%
548.7 18.2 16.3% 6%
150.3 9.5 8.9% 8%
31.0 5.5 21.2% 2%
11.3 2.4 4.3% 15%
158.3 4.0 12.3% 10%
65.0 4.9 7.1% 12%
24.0 2.1 5.4% 14%
22.3 3.0 5.1% 9%
50.0 55 5.4% 10%
105.7 121 10.8% 9%
9.7 1.8 5.4% 3%
104.3 7.3 16.6% 8%
66.0 2.4 15.4% 5%
134.7 58 12.2% 9%
38.3 2.4 7.4% 11%
62.0 121 6.8% 6%
81.0 6.8 7.3% 7%
13.3 2.9 51% 5%
8.3 1.6 3.1% 8%
15,3 9.2 13.5% 7%
8.0 1.8 5.7% 13%
5588 5.5 20.8% 6%
60.7 13.7 13.1% 3%
304.0 2.5 21.6% 6%
169.0 9.9 10.6% 8%
6.0 2.1 5.2% 6%
99.3 3.8 7.8% 12%
54.0 7.8 7.0% 9%
47.7 3.6 10.1% 10%
158.7 3.2 10.3% 10%
14.0 3.9 17.7% 5%
110.7 13.9 10.4% 5%
9.3 2.5 5.4% 7%
76.0 8.8 6.1% 10%
399.7 9.5 11.5% 8%
27.0 3.9 9.3% 16%
2.7 0.7 3.5% 13%
86.0 52 8.8% 7%
66.3 3.0 10.8% 9%
23.7 5.1 5.8% 13%
5288 2.8 6.8% 11%
5.0 24 2.9% 0%
| 550 | 40 | 89% | 8% |
700.3 18.2 21.6% 16%
2.7 0.7 2.9% 0%

% Of pedestrian fatalities

14%
13%
15%
16%
24%
15%
30%
11%
18%
1%
49%
26%
22%
18%
25%
21%
18%
8%
45%
14%
35%
16%
24%
12%
12%
15%
16%
17%
38%
24%
11%
33%
12%
22%
18%
14%
24%
30%
24%
10%
14%
1%
13%
21%
50%
21%
27%
17%
27%
7%
20%
18%
50%
7%
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SAFETY

Bicycle Safety in Cities

Annual Bicycle (% Of all traffic| % Of bicycle fatalities
reported |fatalities per |fatalities that

bicycle [10K bicyclists|are bicyclists| Under age | Over age
fatalities (1) .2 m 16

Albuquerque 3.3 8.5 5.6% 20% 10%

Arlington , TX 1.0 19.8 3.4% 33% 0% 3 7 f fﬁ
Atlanta 1.7 59 2.7% 40% 0% o0 tra C
Austin 1.0 1.4 1.7% 33% 0% o. o °

Baltimore 0.7 83 1.6% 50% 0% fatalltles 1n

Boston 1.0 1.7 4.2% 0% 0%

Charlotte 35 62.7 2.2% 0% 0% = S Qs

romm s mmssmmnen  IMAjor U.S. cities
Cleveland 0.3 1.6 1.0% 0% 0% ° °

Colorado Springs 0.3 2.2 1.6% 0% 0% are blCYCllStS.

Columbus 1.0 1.9 1.9% 0% 0%

Dallas 13 50 0.9% 25% 0% .

Denver 13 14 3.2% 25% 0% Oklahoma City and Omaha

Detroit 2.7 10.2 24% 25% 0% have the lowest number of
Oy 10, 10, .

ERiS:0 O EE L O O annual reported bicycle fa-

Fort Worth 0.3 2.5 0.4% 0% 0% .

Fresno 2.0 6.4 5.0% 0% 33% talities (0) among the larg-

Honolulu 07 1.8 2.5% 0% 50% est U.S. cities. New York

Oy 0/ 10/ .
ioRs{onE i) il o LB AU has the highest number of
Indianapolis 3.0 20.7 4.5% 22% 11% .
Jacksonville 37 15.4 2.5% 27% 0% annual reported bicycle fa-
Kansas City, MO 03 238 05% 0% 0% talities, but Charlotte ranks
Oy 0 O/ . . . .

Las Vegas 2.3 6.5 4.1% 14% 0% as the riskiest city for bicy-
Long Beach 1.0 2.3 2.7% 0% 0% . . . L
VTR 73 3.0 2.6% 59% 27% cling with the most bicyclist

Louisville 20 121 2.4% 17% 17% fatalities per bicycle trips.

Memphis 1.0 4.9 0.9% 33% 0%

Mesa 4.3 6.3 7.9% 8% 23%
Miami 1.3 31.3 2.2% 0% 0%

Milwaukee 0.3 0.9 0.8% 100% 0%

Minneapolis 1.0 0.8 4.9% 0% 0%

Nashville 2.3 17.9 2.7% 14% 0%

New Orleans 1.0 2.6 3.5% 33% 0%

New York 21.7 3.7 7.0% 12% 14%

Oakland 1.0 2.0 2.7% 0% 0%

Oklahoma City 0.0 0.0 [} (2} @
Omaha 0.0 0.0 [} (2} @

Philadelphia 3.7 2.5 3.4% 9% 9%
Phoenix 7.7 9.4 3.6% 4% 9%

Portland, OR 2.7 1.2 7.8% 0% 0%
Raleigh 1.0 7.3 3.5% 0% 0%

Sacramento 2.0 2.4 4.9% 0% 17% Legend: .

San Antonio 2.0 10.7 1.6% 17% 0% = E‘O:O Uncl?VO'gl’ble

San Diego 43 40 4.3% 8% 0% B e

San Francisco 1.3 0.7 3.1% 0% 0% =9

= Low value

San Jose 1.7 2.6 3.3% 40% 0%

Seattle 1.0 0.8 2.9% 0% 0% Sources: FARS 20052007, ACS 2007 Notes:
Tucson 2.7 2.8 4.1% 38% 0% fatality data unavailable for Oklahoma City
Tulsa 0.3 7.8 0.8% 100% 0% and Omaha. (1)All fatality data are based
Virginia Beach 0 3 3 3 1.3% 0% 0% on the 3-year average number of fatalities
Washinaton. DC 3 1% 0/ 0% from 2005-2007. (2) Bicyclist fatality rate was

SSNINGION) ° ° calculated as the 3-year average number of

Mean/Average ()| 24 | 83 | s0% | 1% | 9% bicyolist fatalties (2005-2007) divided by the
Median 50% population times the bicycle to work share.
High 21 7 62.7 ,9% 100% 50% (3) All averages are weighted by population
Low 0.0 0.0 0.4% 0% 0% except annual reported bicycle fatalities.
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CHAPTER 3

Pedestrian Safety in Cities

Annual Ped. % Of all traffic| % Of pedestrian
reported | fatalities fatalities fatalities (1
pedestrian [Rate per 10K|  that are Under | Over age
fatalities (1) [ peds (1.2) | pedestrians | age 16 60

Albuquerque 17.7 14.3 29.4% 0.0% 15.1%

Arlington 5.0 9.7 17.2% 0.0% 13.3%

Aflanta 8.7 53 13.8% 7.7% 7.7%

Austin 18.3 12.2 30.4% 3.6% 12.7%

Baltimore 15.0 3.4 36.0% 11.1% 15.6%

Photo by La-Citfa-Vita @ Flickr Boston 7.3 0.9 31.0% 0.0% 45.5%

. Charlotte 13.0 10.9 17.3% 2.6% 7.7%

Pedestl‘lans Chicago 54.7 3.7 28.5% 13.4% 21.3%

Cleveland 7.3 49 22.0% 4.5% 27.3%

Colorado Springs 23 24 11.3% 14.3% 0.0%

aCCOIII‘lt fOI' Columbus 10.7 55 20.1% 15.6% 9.4%

. Dallas 37.0 21.3 24.2% 1.8% 9.9%

25 f ffl Denver 14.3 5.7 34.1% 14.0% 16.3%

% 0 tra C Detroit 317 14.4 28.5% 9.5% 9.5%

o 0 o El Paso 8.0 5.9 21.2% 12.5% 33.3%

fatalltles 1n Fort Worth 18.7 24.3 24.2% 17.9% 3.6%

. Fresno 1.3 11.8 28.1% 17.6% 20.6%

ma] or U.S. Honolulu 13.7 5.7 50.6% 00%  659%

Houston 52.7 11.8 24.4% 7.0% 10.8%

LI Indianapolis 8.7 6.5 12.9% 3.8% 11.5%

Cltles Jacksonville 29.0 28.3 19.9% 4.6% 12.6%

Kansas City, MO 0.3 0.3 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Despite comprising less Las Vegas 12.0 10.3 21.2% 8.3% 13.9%

than 5% of trips to work Long Beach 9.7 5.8 26.4% 3.4% 27.6%

. Los Angeles 93.3 6.7 33.0% 4.6% 29.3%

and 11% of all trips, pedes- Louisville 13.7 100 16.7% 4.9% 14.6%

trians in major U.S. cities Memphis 14.3 10.9 13.5% 2.3% 0.0%

account for over a quarter e ) o Lo e T

. . Miami 22.0 15.4 36.3% 6.1% 31.8%

of traffic fatalities. In Ho- Milwaukee 15.0 5.6 36.6% 17.8%  13.3%

nolulu, New York, and San Minneapolis 3.7 1.6 18.0% 182%  27.3%

Francisco, roughly half of Nashville 12.7 17.7 14.9% 7.9% 7.9%

. = New Orleans 6.3 3.9 22.1% 15.8% 15.8%

all traffic fatalities are pe- New York 149.0 18 48.4% 6.9% 37.1%

destrians. Along with being Oakland 9.3 5.0 25.2% 0.0% 21.4%

The sl ity for bicycling, Oklahoma City 11.3 208 18.4% 14.7% 14.7%

. Omaha 2.7 3.4 9.0% 12.5% 0.0%

Kansas City, MO, also has Philadelphia 333 29 30.6% 150%  25.0%

the lowest pedestrian fatal- Phoenix 52.3 19.5 24.7% 6.4% 9.6%

ity rate (fatalities/ trips). Portiand, OR 9.3 3.9 27.2% 7.1% 39.3%

Raleigh 7.3 6.7 25.9% 4.5% 9.1%

Sacramento 11.3 7.3 27.9% 8.8% 20.6%

San Antonio 27.7 9.8 22.3% 2.4% 10.8%

Legend: San Diego 21.0 6.2 20.7% 3.2% 19.0%

* = Data unavailable San Francisco 20.3 28 48.0% 4.9% 36.1%

= High value San Jose 16.7 9.2 33.1% 60%  20.0%

= Low value Seattle 7.3 15 21.4% 00%  409%

Sources: FARS 20052007, ACS 2007 Notes: Tucson 163 79 25.1% !l

(1) All fatality data are based on the 3-year Tulsa 127 13.3 29.0% 13.2% 10.5%

average number of fatalities from 2005-2007. Virginia Beach 5.3 6 1 20.8% 6.3% 12.5%

(2) Pedestrian fatality rate was calculated Washington, DC 17.3 40.3% 15 4% 13.5%

as The_ 3-year average pgmber of pedestrian Mean/Average (3) mm 21.2%

ngCﬂITIeS (2005-2007) divided by the popula- Median m 14.7%
tion times the walk to work share. (3) All aver-

ages are weighted by population except for High 149.0 28.3 50.6% 18.2% 65.9%

annual reported pedestrian fatalities. Low 0.3 0.3 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%
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4: Policies and Provisions
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Photo by Kate McCarthy, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Policies vs. Provisions

esearch shows that better policies and increased provisions
for bicycling and walking lead to higher levels of bicycling P Oli cV =
and walking. This report differentiates between policies y
and provisions because in some cases where there are good Written or unwritten
policies on paper there is nothing to show for them on the ground. procedure
Policies are the written or unwritten procedures. In other cases, there s —_
may be no official policy, but there is an informal policy to accom- Provision =
modate bicycling and walking through provisions of funding, infra- Physical needs such
structure, and staff support. as funding, infra-
structure, staff, etc.
The Alliance makes this distinction because it is not enough for states
and cities to have policies that look good, if they do not translate into
provisions on the ground. On the other hand, unofficial policies can
provide provisions one day and vanish with changes in administra-
tion. By distinguishing the two and measuring them separately and
against each other, policies that are truly effective versus those that
are artificial can be distinguished.
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CHAPTER 4

Data on Policies and Provisions

For benchmarks in this chapter the Alliance relied on state and city
surveys, the National Transportation Enhancements Clearinghouse
and the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Fiscal Manage-
ment Information System (FMIS), League of American Bicyclists’
Bicycle Friendly States data, Safe Routes to School National Partner-
ship, National Center for Safe Routes to School, the Rails to Trails
Conservancy, and the American Public Transportation Association.
The Alliance sent surveys to all 50 states and the 51 cities included in
this report. State and city surveys were answered by local advocates,
government officials (department of transportation employees, state
bicycle and pedestrian coordinators, state Safe Routes to School coor-
dinators, and city planning staff (for more information on this pro-
cess, see Chapter 1, page 26). State/ city survey data are self-reported
by cities/states and no separate validation was done to ensure data
accuracy.

This chapter of the report focuses more heavily on cities since they
are where provisions can best be measured. However, not all cities
were able to report on bicycling and walking provisions because
their agencies have not implemented methods to collect these data
and thus have no data available.

Bicycling and Walking Policies

Strong policies to provide provisions for and promote bicycling and
walking can help transform communities into healthier and more
livable places. This report considered a number of policies such as
complete streets policies, bicycle parking policies, annual spending




POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

targets for bicycle and pedestrian projects, published goals to in-
crease bicycling and walking, and published goals to decrease bicycle
and pedestrian fatalities.

Planning for Bicycling and Walking

Published Goals

When a state or city publishes a goal to increase bicycling and walk-
ing and decrease crashes, they are making a public commitment to
progress for which success can be easily measured. Since 2007, states
and cities have improved in this area with several adopting new
goals in the last two years. Twenty-three states report they have pub-
lished goals for increasing both bicycling and walking. North Dakota
and Mississippi have goals for increasing walking only, and Nevada
has a goal to increase bicycling only. This is up from just 16 states
that reported goals for increasing bicycling and walking in 2007.
Similarly, more cities have now adopted goals to increase bicycling
and walking. Of the cities surveyed, 22 have goals to increase walk-
ing and 33 have goals to increase bicycling. Two years ago just 25 of
these cities reported having such goals.

States and cities are also increasing their commitment to bicycling
and walking safety. Thirty-two states report having adopted goals to
decrease bicycle and pedestrian fatalities. This is up 78% from 2007
when just 18 states had adopted these goals. Of the cities surveyed,
29 have adopted goals to reduce bicycle fatalities and 23 have adopt-
ed goals to decrease pedestrian fatalities. Just 20 of these cities report-
ed having goals to reduce bicycle and pedestrian fatalities in 2007.

Master Plans

Planning is an integral step to creating healthy livable communities.
Bicycle and pedestrian master plans set a community's vision for the
future and their road map for achieving their goals. Roughly half of
cities and states have adopted master plans for bicycling and walk-
ing as of this report. Because these data were not collected in 2007,
we cannot yet measure progress. Twenty-two states have bicycle
and pedestrian master plans. Delaware, lowa, Minnesota, Nevada,
and North Dakota have bicycle master plans only, and Maine has

a pedestrian master plan only. Eighteen of the cities surveyed have
bicycle and pedestrian master plans. Nineteen more have bicycle
master plans only and Charlotte, NC, has a pedestrian master plan
only. Chicago, Fresno, and Philadelphia all report having plans in
progress. Miami has a short-range plan for bicycling and walking.
(For links to sample bicycle and pedestrian master plans, see Appen-
dix 5, pages 173 and 174).
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Planning for Bicycling and Walking in States

Published Goals: Master Plan :
To To Decrease | Decrease Adopted crPed
Advisory
Roughly
Walking | Bicycling | Fatalities | Fatalities | Bicycling | Walking
h 1 f f Alabama
alr o Alaska v v v v v v
Arizona v v v v v v v
the States Arkansas vk v %
California v v v v v
h Colorado v v v v
ave Connecticut v v v v v
° Delaware v v v ('I ) v
Publlshed Florida v % vk
Georgia vk vk vk vk v v
1 Hawaii v v v
goa s to Idaho v v v v v v
° lllinois vk v % v x v % v
lncrease Indiana v v
lowa v v
b O 1 C Kansas v v
ICYC lng Kentucky 7 V% 7 vk v
Louisiana v v v v
and Maine v v v v x v v
Maryland v v v v v v v
lk G Massachusetts v % v x v x v x v v v
Wa lng. Michigan vk vk v v
Minnesota v v v v v v
Twenty-three states Mh':.s'ss'pP' vk — —
. issouri
have goals to in- Nevada v v v v v (@
crease both bicy_ New Hampshire v v v v v v v
. . New Jersey vk vk vk vk v v v
Chl’lg and Walklng’ & New Mexico vk vk v v v
44% increase since New York v % v % v v v
2007. The number North Carolina v v v v v v )
of states that have Nor*gazkom vk v
goals for reducing Oklahoma v v
bicycle and pedes- Oregon “; * ; * j * j * — — v
. .. Pennsylvania * * * * v
trian fatalities has e v
increased by 78% South Carolina v/ % v % v % v % v v v
since 2007, from 18 SCT’U*h Ll Giie » » — — . .
ennessee
states to 32 today. o v v v
Utah v v v v v v
Vermont v % v % v X v % v v
Washington
West Virginia v X vk vk vk
Legend: Wisconsin v X v % v v v v
v'=Yes/has policy LI v * v x

# of states
responding yes

* = New policy since
2007 Benchmarking
Report Mean/Average

Source: State surveys 2008/2009 Notes: No data received from Montana, Nebraska, and Virginia and
therefore these states are not shown on this graph; Responses of "unknown" and "NA" were taken fo
mean "no" for this table. All empty cells should be understood to be a "no" response. (1) Under devel-
opment. (2) Bicycle only.

E Alliance for Biking & Walking



POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Planning for Bicycling and Walking in Cities

Published Goals: Mster I Bike/Ped
To To Decrease De-_crease For For Advisory
o T S
Walking | Bicycling | Fatalities | Fatalities
Arlington, TX v v (@)
Atlanta v v v v v v
Austin v v v v v v v
Baltimore v v
Boston v v v
Charlotte v v v % vk v )
Chicago @) v @) v v @) v
Colorado Springs v % vk vk vk v
Columbus [@3) vk vk v v
Dallas v v v v v v
Denver v v v v v
Detroit v v
Fort Worth
Fresno v v v v @) (@) v
Honolulu v v v v v
Houston vk v v v
Indianapolis v v
Kansas City, MO v % v % v % v % v v v
Las Vegas v v v v v v v
Long Beach v v v v v
Los Angeles v v
Louisville v v v v v
Memphis v v v
Mesa v v v v v v
Miami v v v ) ) v
Milwaukee v v % v v
Minneapolis v v
Nashville v v v
New Orleans
New York vk vk vk vk v
Oakland v v v v v v v
Oklahoma City vk vk v v
Omaha v
Philadelphia v'(5) v (5) v @ v
Phoenix v % v % v v x v v
Portland, OR v v v % vk v v v
Raleigh v v v v
San Antonio
San Diego vk vk v v
San Francisco vk v % vk vk v v v
San Jose v v v v v
Seattle v v v v v v v
Tucson v v v v
Tulsa vk v % v v v
Virginia Beach v v vk vk v v
Washington, DC v v v v v v v (3)
# of cities -n
responding yes

Mean/Average Yes

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The following top 51 population cities did not respond fo these
survey questions: Albuguerque, Cleveland, El Paso, Jacksonville, and Sacramento; Cities with combined
bike/ped master plans have both columns marked; cities with separate bike and ped master plans have
respective columns marked. (1) Has short-range plan only. (2) In development/process. (3) Bicycle only.
(4) Parks board acts in similar capacity. (6) Goal to be published in forthcoming Strategic Agenda for
Transportation.

Planning
is stronger
for bicy-
cling than
walking
in cities.

More than half of
states have goals
to increase bicy-
cling and decrease
bike fatalities and
have adopted a bi-
cycle master plan.
Fewer cities have
goals and plans for
increasing ~ walk-
ing and pedestrian
safety. Several cit-
ies have adopted
new goals for bi-
cycling and walk-
ing in the last two
years. New poli-
cies are indicated
with a star in the
table on this page.

Legend:

v'=Yes/has policy

* = New policy since
2007 Benchmarking
Report
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Advisory Committees

In many states and cities, bicycle and pedestrian advisory commit-
tees assist with the planning, development, and implementation of
bicycling and walking programs and facilities. These committees

are typically comprised of volunteer community stakeholders such
as bicycle and running club leaders, bicycle shop owners, advocacy
leaders, and concerned citizens. Groups typically meet monthly

or quarterly and make recommendations to city or state staff and
planners about facilities, programs, and issues relating to bicycling
and walking in their state/ community. Thirty-six cities and 20 states
that were surveyed report having a bicycle and pedestrian advisory
committee. Arlington, TX; Charlotte, NC; and Washington, DC, have
committees focused primarily on bicycling as do the states of Nevada
and North Carolina.

Environmental Plans

Growing awareness and concern over climate change has led to
many states and communities strategizing how they can reduce
their greenhouse gas emissions. Many states and cities have adopted
Carbon Dioxide Reduction Plans that aim to reduce consumption of
fossil fuels and to decrease reliance on power generated by fossil fu-
els. Transportation accounts for roughly a third of greenhouse gases
in the U.S. (EPA), and so any CO2 reduction plan must look at trans-
portation solutions. Replacing car trips with bicycling and walking is
an obvious solution, but how many of these plans include goals for
increasing nonmotorized transport? Of 18 states that have adopted
CO2 reduction plans, 13 (72%) have included goals for increasing
bicycling and walking. Only Wisconsin, New Mexico, and Minne-
sota have CO2 reduction plans that fail to set goals for bicycling and
walking. Illinois, Florida, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania have CO2
reduction plans forthcoming.




POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Complete Streets Policies

Legend:

= Complete streets policy
exists in this state

= Complete streets policy
exists in this city

San Francisco”

’ v _Honolulu
e BN

»

.
N sy o

Source: National Complete Streets Coallition, September 2009 Note: Only cities out of the 51 cities included in this report are included
on this map.

Complete Streets Policies

The bicycle and pedestrian advocacy movement and its partners for
transit and disabled rights have adopted the term “complete streets”
because it accurately frames the discussion to show that a street is
not complete unless all modes of transport are provided for. A com-
plete street provides safe access for pedestrians, bicyclists, children,
the elderly, disabled people, transit users, and motorists. Complete
streets policies require that all streets are designed and built to
provide safe access for all potential users. These policies ensure that
provisions such as sidewalks, curb cuts, bike lanes, traffic calming,
and inviting crossings are included in all road projects and not as

an optional add-on. The Alliance asked cities and states if they have
adopted a complete streets policy. As of this report, 18 states and

14 of the 51 cities in this report have adopted local complete streets
policies. This is up from 2007 when just 10 states and 8 of the 51 cities
had adopted complete streets policies. (For links to complete streets
resources and model policies, see Appendix 5, page 175.)

Bicycle Parking Requirements

Over 1.5 million bicycles are stolen in the U.S. each year (http:/ /
www.stolenbicycleregistry.com/links.php). In a 2008 survey of
roughly 1,800 San Francisco bicyclists, the number one reason

2010 Benchmarking Report
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City Policies Affecting Bicycling & Walking

Driver Enforcement v Car parking requirements Bike parking requirements
in.

e . Max # of Bike Bike Bike | Complete
If yes, what IZveIs fo? s;l\aﬂér::.et(f)cf)r spaces | parking in | parking | parking sTI_ree’rsl
isfine? | bike/ped |naw building| [O7NEW | buildings/ | in new at public policy (1)
building garages | building | events
Albuquerque
Arlington, TX v v (4)
Atlanta v $240 v v v v
Austin v $176-$200 v v v
Baltimore v ®) ®) v v (4
Boston v @®) ®) @ ®)
Charlotte ®) ®3) v v v v
Chicago v $150(8) v v v
Cleveland
Colorado Springs v v v
Columbus @) v v ®) ®) v v
Dallas v $7% v
Denver v
Detroit v @) v
El Paso v
Fort Worth v
Fresno v v v
Honolulu v $150 v v
Houston v v
Indianapolis
Jacksonville
Kansas City, MO v ) v v v v
Las Vegas v (@) v v v
Long Beach v $159 v v
Los Angeles v v
Louisville v v v v
Memphis v @ v
Mesa v ) v v
Miami v v
Milwaukee v $149 v v v
Minneapolis v v v v v
Nashville ®) $50 v
New Orleans v
New York %) v v (4) ®) v
Oakland ©6) $201 v v v
Oklahoma City v
Omaha
Philadelphia v (10) ®) ®) v
Phoenix v
Portland, OR v $242 v v v v
Raleigh v $100 (9) v v
Sacramento v
San Antfonio
San Diego v v v
San Francisco ®) v v (4) v v v
San Jose v @) v @) v
Seattle v
Tucson v $163 v v v v
Tulsa v @ v
Virginia Beach v v
Washington, DC v $200 v v v

# of cities
responding

Sources: City surveys, NCSC 2009 Notes: Legend next page; Answers marked as "unknown" on surveys were faken to mean

"no." The following top-50 population cities did not respond to these survey questions: Albuquerque, Cleveland, El Paso,

Jacksonville, and Sacramento (1) Complete streets data from the National Complete Streets Coalition. (2) Varies. (3) Under

development/in progress. (4) In some places/cases. (5) Law exists but enforcement is rare, sporadic, or non-existent. (6) Pedes-

trian only. (7) Unknown. (8) For a bicyclist, $500 if bicyclist hit. (9) Plus court costs. (10) Yes, but it depends on the zoning for the
project and no parking is required for commercial development downtown.

Alliance for Biking & Walking
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State Policies Affecting Bicycling and Walking

. COz2 reduction plan
Publicly Annual

available Includes Includes | stafewide

bicycle " bicycle
Policy (3) | Adopted | goals for | goals for
map g bicycling | walking conference

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky v
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming Sources: State surveys 2008/2009,

responding yes Generally, not specific. (2) In develop-
Yes No \[o) \[o) \[o) No

Mean/Average ment/not yet adopted.
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72% of
@ states have a
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bike map.
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bicyclists cited why they don’t bicycle more was fear of bicycle theft
(Report Card on Bicycling: San Francisco 2008). Lack of safe places to
park a bicycle is a barrier to increasing bicycling. Many cities have
taken steps to overcome this barrier by requiring businesses and new
developments, parking garages, and public events to include bicycle
parking. Of the cities surveyed for this report, less than half (23 cities)
83 % Of require bicycle parking in new buildings. Even fewer require bicycle

cities parking in buildings/ garages—ijust 15 cities. Only eight cities require
bicycle parking at public events.

Surveyed A 2002 comparison of bicycle parking requirements in 145 jurisdic-

re quire tions reveals that these policies typically require bicycle parking
between 2% and 20% of car parking (Comparison of Bike Parking

car Policies). Some policies are triggered by minimum requirements such

. as the square footage of a building, the numbers of employees a busi-
Parklng ness has, or the number of car parking spaces. In these cases, if the

minimums minimum is not met (such as a business having under 25 employees),
a business is not required to install any bicycle parking.

for new
buildings. Car Parking Requirements

The Alliance also surveyed cities on policies requiring a minimum
and /or maximum number of car parking spaces for new buildings.
Eighty-three percent of responding cities (38 cities) reported having
minimum car parking requirements. These policies can often nega-
tively affect land-use development that promotes bicycling and
walking. On the flip side, eight cities (Atlanta, Chicago, Columbus,
Kansas City, Louisville, Memphis, Minneapolis, and San Francisco)
reported having policies that set a maximum number of car parking
spaces for new buildings. These progressive policies require more
dense development and land-use practices that can encourage safer
and more friendly environments for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Driver Enforcement

Enforcement is one of the five Es for creating a bicycle and pedestrian
friendly community. (Engineering, Education, Encouragement, and
Evaluation are the other four.) Enforcement generally includes both
laws protecting bicyclists and pedestrians and the enforcement of
these laws. It is one thing to have laws that protect bicyclists, pedes-
trians, and other road users, but it is another thing to have these rules
of the road enforced. Whether it’s ticketing speeding motorists or
reminding bicyclists to stop at traffic lights, enforcement is critical to
ensuring that safety rules keep road users safe.

E Alliance for Biking & Walking



For this report the Alliance collected
data on a number of laws and policies.
Relating to driver enforcement, we
looked at three policies: photo enforce-
ment for moving violations, driver
enforcement for not yielding to bicy-
clists and pedestrians, and restrictions
on driver cell phone use. Twenty-three
of the cities surveyed report that their
city enforces motorists not yielding

to bicyclists and pedestrians when
nonmotorized users have the right of
way. Oakland enforces not yielding to
pedestrians only. Charlotte, Nashville,
New York, and San Francisco report
that a law does exist, but enforcement
is rare, sporadic, or nonexistent. Of the
cities that do enforce not yielding to
bicycles and pedestrians, fines range
from $50 to $242. The average fine for
motorists is $159.

Out of 50 states, 28 permit photo en-
forcement of moving violations. Only
eight states restrict cell phone use by
motorists. Half of these allow the use
of a hands-free cell phone device.

Most states and cities
do not have spending
targets for bicycling
and walking.
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Safe Routes to School Policies
Through the 2005 federal transporta-
tion act, $612 million was provided to
fund Safe Routes to School programs
in all 50 states and the District of Co-
lumbia. As part of this legislation, each
state was mandated to hire a full-time
Safe Routes to School Coordinator. The
Alliance asked states if they use any
additional funding sources for SRTS
besides federal SRTS dollars. Fifteen
states reported using additional fund-
ing sources for SRTS. Among the other
funding sources used by states are
state funds, Transportation Enhance-
ment, state license plate sales, and
private foundation funding.

The Alliance also collected data on
whether or not states have a policy
setting minimum acreage requirements
for school siting. These requirements
can often lead to sprawl by forcing
new schools to be built far away from
urban and suburban centers, and
create poor conditions for bicycling
and walking to school. According to a
2003 Council on Educational Facility
Planners Brief on Educational Facility
Issues, 25 states have minimum acre-
age policies for school siting. These
policies vary but on average require a
minimum of 10 acres for elementary
schools, 20 acres for middle schools,
and 30 acres for high schools, plus 1
acre for every 100 students.

Spending Targets

Spending targets are goals set by states
and cities for how much money, or
what percent of transportation spend-
ing, will be allocated to bicycling and
walking. Most states and cities report

2010 Benchmarking Report
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Fifteen states
provide
additional
funding for
Safe Routes to
School beyond
federal funding.

Source: State surveys, 2008/2009 Council of
Educational Facility Planners International 2003
Brief on Educational Facility Issues Notes: (1) State.
(2) Idaho Transportation Department. (3) National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration Grant. (4)
State discretionary funds. (6) Voter bonds. (6)
Community SRTS project EOT/DPH/ private founda-
fion. (7) NHTSA. (8) NJDOT local aid economic
development, bikeways program. (9) Transportation
Enhancement funds. (10) Local funds. (11) State
license platfe sales. (12) Policies requiring minimum
acreage for school siting often promote sprawl by
forcing new schools fo locate away from denser
population centers resulting in schools that are not
walkable and bikeable.

Alliance for Biking & Walking

Safe Routes to
School Policies

Minimum acreage | Additional SRTS

States for school siting | funding beyond
policy? (12) federal?
Alabama v
Alaska 4
Arizona v v ()
Arkansas
California v v ()
Colorado
Connecticut v
Delaware v v
Florida
Georgia v
Hawaii v
Idaho v v (2
Illinois
Indiana v
lowa
Kansas 6]
Kentucky v v (4
Louisiana
Maine v v (5
Maryland
Massachusetts v (6)
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi v v 9
Missouri v
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada )
New Hampshire v
New Jersey v (8)
New Mexico
New York v
North Carolina v
North Dakota v 9
Ohio v
Oklahoma v v (10)
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island v
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas v (an)
Utah v
Vermont
Virginia v
Washington v v ()
West Virginia v
Wisconsin
Wyoming v

# of states
responding yes

Mean/Average



that they do not have spending targets
for bicycling and walking. Just eight
states (Hawaii, Maine, North Carolina,
Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee,
and Washington) report having spend-
ing targets. Seven cities (Charlotte,
Cleveland, Fresno, Las Vegas, Phoenix,
San Francisco, and Columbus) report
having spending targets. Some spend-
ing targets are based on percentage of
transportation spending (Hawaii 2%,
Rhode Island 4%). Columbus's target
is over a 20-year period. Other states
and cities set dollar amounts as annual
spending targets.

State Legislation

Bikes Considered Vehicles?
Although all states treat bicyclists as
having the same rights and responsi-
bilities on the road as other vehicles,
not all states define bicycles as vehi-
cles. Forty-three states report that their
traffic code defines a bicycle as a ve-
hicle. Arizona, California, Iowa, Michi-
gan, Nevada, New Jersey, and Vermont
do not specifically define a bicycle as a
vehicle in their traffic codes.

Can Bicyclists Legally Ride Two
Abreast?

Most states have laws that allow
bicyclists to ride side-by-side or "two
abreast" as long as they are not im-
peding traffic. Forty-five states have
legislation allowing bicyclists to ride
two abreast. Hawaii, lowa, Montana,
Nebraska, and South Dakota are the
only states where there is not legisla-
tion allowing bicyclists to ride side-
by-side.

POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Safe Passing Laws

In recent years many states have
successfully pursued legislation that
requires motorists to pass bicyclists at
a set "safe" distance. These "Safe Pass-
ing" or "3-Feet" laws, as they're often
called, are primarily aimed at educat-
ing motorists how to safely pass bicy-
clists. Motorists may believe that just
avoiding contact with bicyclists is all
that is required when passing. Many
motorists are unaware of the dan-
gers of passing a bicyclist too closely
which may lead to the bicyclist being
hit or startled resulting in a crash.
Fourteen states now have safe passing
laws on the books.

Mandatory Bike Lane and Sidepath
Use Laws

Although most state laws define bi-
cycles as vehicles with the same rights
and responsibilities as other vehicles
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State Bicycle Policies

3-foot Passing Laws Mandatory Bike Lane Use Laws

Bicycles Can Legally Ride 2-Abreast Mandatory Youth Helmet Laws

Legend:
I = Policy in existence in this state

= State does not have this policy Source: League of American Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly States program

7
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

State Legislation Relating to Bicycling

Legal 2- 3-foot Bicyclist allowed |Mandatory

abreast | passing el cel

Bicycle a sigmal v/ | Photo full use of lane in
riding for | distance 'gnal w

vehicle

phone .
by law? enforc. presence of:

right hand restrict.

bicycles | for cars Sidepath

Alabama v v v v <16
Alaska v v v v @
Arizona v v v v v v %]

Arkansas v v v v v [}

California v v v o m v v v <18

Colorado v v v v v ) v v

Connecticut v v v v v o m v v v <15

Delaware v v v v v v v <18
Florida v v v v v v v <16
Georgia v v v v v v <16
Hawaii v v v v <16
Idaho v v v v v @
lllinois v v v v v v v @
Indiana v v v v [}

lowa v v v 1}
Kansas v v v v v [

Kentucky v v v v v [

Louisiana v v v v v v v v <12
Maine v v v v v v v v <16

Maryland v v v ) v v <16

Massachusetts v v v v v v <17

Michigan v v v %]

Minnesota v v v v v v %]

Mississippi v v v v v [
Missouri v v v v v v [

Montana v v v v

Nebraska v v v [
Nevada v v v %)

New Hampshire v v v v v v v <16
New Jersey v v v v om v v v <17
New Mexico v v v v <18
New York v v v v v v v v <14
North Carolina v v v v v v <16
North Dakota v v v v 1}
Ohio v v v v v v [

Oklahoma v v v v v %)

Oregon v v v v v <16
Pennsylvania v v v v v v v <1
Rhode Island v v v v v v v <15

South Carolina v v v v v [
South Dakota v v v v [
Tennessee v v v v v v v v <16
Texas v v v v v v [
Utah v v v v v v [

Vermont v v v [

Virginia v v v v v v %]
Washington v v v v v v v %]
West Virginia v v v <14

Wisconsin v v v v v [

Wyoming v v v v %]

(5]
()

el w | o |ul o [w]s[wlola
responding yes
Mean/Average Yes Yes [\[e} Yes Yes \[e} Yes Yes \[e} <16

Source: LAB 2009 Notes: (1) Hands-free device only. (2) Under age 18.

| Legend: v'=Yes/has legislation @ = not applicable |
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on roadways, some states and municipalities have laws that discrimi-
nate against bicyclists by prohibiting them from full use of roadways
when a bike lane or adjacent pathway is present. These “manda-

tory bike lane use” and “mandatory sidepath” laws put bicyclists in
danger by compromising their ability to navigate traffic with the best
vehicular tactics (such as merging into the left lane to turn left, or not
riding to the right of traffic in a turn lane).

Most states, however, do allow bicyclists full use of the lane in traffic.
Forty-three states allow the full use of the lane by bicyclists when a
bike lane is present and 43 allow use of the full lane in the presence
of a sidepath. States that have mandatory bike lane use laws include
Alabama, Alaska, Maryland, New Mexico, Oregon, Rhode Island,
and West Virginia. States that have mandatory sidepath laws include
Alabama, Louisiana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon,
and West Virginia.

Mandatory Helmet Laws

While there is no federal law in the U.S. requiring helmet use for
bicyclists, starting in 1987, states and local jurisdictions began pass-
ing their own laws requiring helmet use. Most laws on the books
apply to minors under 18. Slightly less than half of states surveyed
(22) reported having a mandatory youth helmet policy. The average
age these policies apply to is youth under age 16. Mandatory hel-
met laws are controversial among bicycling proponents. For more
information on these laws and the controversy around them see
Appendix 5, page 176.

Provisions for Bicycling and Walking

“Provisions” for bicycling and walking are defined here as anything
that provides for bicyclists and pedestrians. This includes funding
for bicycling and walking facilities and programs, bicycle parking,
bike-transit integration, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure (such
as sidewalks, paths, and bike lanes), and staffing levels. Each of

these is a concrete way in which cities and states show effort toward
improving their communities for bicyclists and pedestrians. In many
cases, these provisions are the result of good written policies. In other
cases, they are the result of the culture of cities and states.

Funding for Bicycling and Walking

The most accurate uniform data on funding to bicycling and walking
comes from the Federal Highway Administration's FMIS account-
ing system. The funding data in this report (unless otherwise noted)

72
. Alliance for Biking & Walking



depicts a 5-year average of federal funds
obligated to projects, and are not neces-
sarily the actual amount spent in these
years. Tables on pages 78-79 show both
the federal dollars per capita for each
state and city, and the percent of federal
transportation dollars to bicycling and
walking in each state and city.

The variation in federal funding sources
to bicycle and pedestrian projects is rela-
tively small, with the Transportation En-
hancement (TE) program responsible for
roughly 46% of all bike/ped obligations.
More than 50 additional federal funding
programs have been used for bicycle and
pedestrian projects, most at relatively
small amounts. On average, states spend
just 1.2% of their federal transportation
dollars on bike/ ped projects (based on
the 5-year funding period from 2004-
2008). This amounts to just $1.29 per
capita for bicycling and walking each
year. The variation in per capita fund-
ing and the percentage of transportation
dollars spent on bicycle and pedestrian
projects are great among both cities and
states. This fact, along with the number
of diverse funding sources, indicates
that states and local jurisdictions play a
significant role in determining how their
federal transportation dollars are spent.

Transportation Enhancements

The Transportation Enhancement (TE)
program is the best known funding
source for bicycle and pedestrian infra-
structure improvements. The program
currently provides over $800 million in
federal funds annually to states to dis-
tribute to community-based projects that
expand travel choices and enhance the
transportation experience by improv-
ing the cultural, historic, aesthetic, and
environmental aspects of transportation

POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Only 1.2% of federal
transportation dollars

are spent on bicycling
and walking.

Percent of Federal Transportation
Dollars to Bicycling and Walking

Bicycle and pedestrian
projects 1.2%

Other transportation projects

98.7%

Source: FHWA FMIS 2006-2008 Note: Data are based on
funds obligated fo projects between 2006-2008 and are not
necessarily the amount spent in these years.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Dollars
by Funding Program

Recreational Trails
Program

Other STP
8%

Safe Routes to
School/NMT

17%

Transportation
Enhancement

46%

Source: FHWA FMIS 2008: www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/
bikeped/bipedfund.htm. Abbreviations: CMAQ = Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program; TE =
Transportation Enhancement Activities; NMT = Nonmotor-
ized Transportation Programs; Other STP = Surface Transpor-
tation Program (STP except TE). Note: Data are based on
funds obligated in 2008 and do not necessarily represent
funds that were spent in this year.
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Percent of Transportation Dollars to Bike/Ped

New Hampshire
Vermont
Hawaii
Rhode Island
Arizona
Delaware
Washington
lowa
Tennessee
Minnesota
New Mexico
Pennsylvania
California
Alaska
Missouri
Oregon
Indiana

Utah
Michigan
Kansas
Maine
Alabama
Ohio

Florida

North Carolina
Colorado
Idaho
Georgia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Montana
Kentucky
Nebraska
Massachusetts
lllinois
Arkansas
Connecticut
Nevada
Texas
Maryland
Louisiana
New York
New Jersey
North Dakota
South Dakota
Oklahoma
Mississippi
South Carolina
Virginia

West Virginia

states

0.0%
% of federal transportation dollars to bike/ped

3.1%
3.0%
2.9%
2.8%
2.5%
2.3%
2.2%
2.2%
2.2%
2.0%
1.8%
1.7%
1.5%
1.4%
1.4%
1.3%
1.3%
1.3%
1.3%
1.3%
1.3%
1.3%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.1%
1.1%
1.1%
1.0%
1.0%
1.0%
0.9%
0.8%
0.8%
0.8%
0.7%
0.7%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.5%
0.4%
0.4%
0.4%
0.4%
0'20/0| T T T T T 1
0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 20% 25% 3.0% 3.5%

Source: FHWA FMIS 2004-2008 Note: Data are based on a 5-year average of funds obligated fo projects
between 2004-2008 and are not necessarily the amount spent in these years.

New Hampshire spends
the greatest percentage of
its transportation dollars
on bicycling and walking.
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According to data from the FHWA,
New Hampshire and Vermont spent the
greatest percentage on bicycling and
walking among states—3.1% and 3.0%,
respectively. West Virginia, Virginia,
and South Carolina spent the smallest
percentage on bicycle and pedestrian
projects among states.
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Composition of Federal Funding for Bike/
Ped Provisions in Largest U.S. Cities

Washington
Virginia Beach
Tucson
Seattle
San Jose
San Francisco
San Diego
San Antonio
Sacramento
Raleigh
Portland
Phoenix
Philadelphia
Oakland
New Orleans
Nashville
Minneapolis
Milwaukee
Miami
Memphis
Louisville
Los Angeles
Long Beach
Las Vegas
Kansas City, MO
Jacksonville
Indianapolis
Houston
Fresno
El Paso
Detroit
Denver
Dallas
Columbus
Colorado Springs
Cleveland
Charlotte
Baltimore
Austin
Atlanta
Arlington
Albuquerque

cities

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

% of city's bicycle and pedestrian funding by
federal funding program

Source: FHWA FMIS 2006-2008 Note: Data are based on funds Legend:

obligated fo projects between 2006-2008 and are not necessarily the 9 ’ )

amount spent in these years. [ =Transportation Enhancement/
Surface Transportation Program

M = Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality Improvement Program

M = safe Routes to School

B = Recreational Trails Program
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Percent of Transportation Enhancement
Funding to Bike/Ped by State

New Hampshire
Arkansas
Vermont
Minnesota
Georgia
Colorado
Louisiana
Hawaii
Tennessee
Alabama
New Mexico
Washington

94%
85%
85%
81%
80%
79%
76%
73%
1%
70%
69%
67%

Pennsylvania 61%
Texas 59%
Idaho 59%
Montana 59%
Wyoming 56%
Utah 54%
lowa 54%
Massachusetts 54%
Arizona 52%
Indiana 51%
Rhode Island 50%
Michigan 49%
North Carolina 47%
Missouri 47%
Maine 46%
North Dakota 45%
Connecticut 45%
Nevada 45%
Alaska 45%
Ohio 44%
California 44%
Kentucky 42%
Mississippi 40%
Nebraska 40%
Delaware 39%
Florida 39%
Wisconsin 38%
Kansas 38%
South Dakota 35%
South Carolina 33%
lllinois 32%
Virginia 28%
Oregon 27%
New York 23%
New Jersey 18%
Maryland 13%.

states

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

% of obligated TE funds to bike/ped

Source: FHWA FMIS 2007-2009 Note: Oklahoma and West Virginia's TE deobligations exceeded TE obligations during
this 3-year period and are not included in this graph. (1) Figures for this graph are based on a 3-year average using
data from 2007-2009.

48% Of TE Most TE funding (48%) goes toward bicycling and walking fa-

. cilities, education, and safety. States vary greatly on how they
fundlng goes spend their TE dollars. New Hampshire dedicates the greatest

1 1 percentage of TE funds to bicycling and walking (94%) while
to blCYCllng Maryland dedicates the smallest share to bicycling and walk-

and walking,. ing(13%).
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

State Transportation Enhancement
Benchmarks FY 1992-2008

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Median
High
Low

Programmed

Obligated

FY 92-08 FY 92-08 FY 9208 | Rate

$175,297.844  102.5%
$123,887,847  96.1%
$167,110,212  87.2%
$106,377,157  91.2%
$881,466,436  101.9%
$121,257,074  86.3%
$121,054,389 107.1%
$44,907,024 85.1%
$33,815,692 91.3%
$442,792,409  82.4%
$375,229,612  94.8%
$51,257,633 71.1%
$46,458,549 82.2%
$295,111,820  81.6%
$276,027,742  102.2%
$160,996,329  120.5%
$148,375,129  107.5%
$177,785,732  103.5%
$116,181,466  90.6%
$47,817,437  105.8%
$175,299.661  109.2%
$83,708,333 57.3%
$307,758,936  96.8%
$209,914,793  107.9%
$86,246,221 65.6%
$204,552,677  92.8%
$569,941,506 66.2%
$79.827,826  104.1%
$73,5699.585  107.3%
$71,963,781 127.2%
$130,167,557  65.8%
$100,626,067  119.3%
$337,442,493  83.7%
$249,020,575  88.9%
$50,738,753 81.7%
$295,573,634  105.0%
$131,722,840  82.7%
$95,319,166  103.9%
$408,086,921 | 131.7%
$62,157,348  123.6%
$89,554,912 47.7%
$40,107,060 79.7%
$217,672,103  98.1%
$638,904,671  101.2%
$57,558,449 78.0%
$49,818,382  101.8%
$239,359,961  102.8%
$180,429.458  116.9%
$80,228,769  100.1%
$165,679,635  107.0%
$49,018,495 83.7%

$164,054,754
$128,912,131
$141,560,660
$97.557,570
$713,358,047
$99,396,402
$107,350,747
$50,035,649
$27,134,414
$413,699,021
$245,112,813
$58,524,419
$55,568,804
$252,387,695
$235,903,852
$124,788,066
$134,951,771
$147,646,308
$76,126,243
$43,084,501
$123,128,369
$53,056,856
$268,661,885
$176,367,919
$98,265,996
$169,756,428
$68,800,289
$63,513,074
$58,330,684
$52,834,165
$147,080,659
$79,101,667
$274,496,646
$234,594,724
$58,887,029
$264,600,828
$125,961,537
$75,708,862
$285,197,158
$49,658,033
$135,452,643
$42,882,270
$162,089,558
$454,195,113
$73,386,588
$42,894,183
$217,334,584
$134,826,920
$71,926,561
$123,982,315
$56,788,389

$881,466,436 131.7% $713,358,047

Rescinded

95.9%  $48,895,951  28.6%

100.0% $10,781,131 8.4%

73.9% $2,315,684 1.2%

83.6%  $22,853,725 19.6%

82.5%  $43,833,147 5.1%

70.8%  $11,042,566  7.9%

95.0%  $29,554,413  26.2%

94.8% $711,774 1.3%

73.2% $8,340,225  22.5%

77.0%  $45,677,551 8.5%

61.9% $9,923,350 2.5%

81.2% $5,083,049 7.1%

98.3%  $15586,680 27.6%

69.8%  $29,311,837 8.1%

87.3% $9,208,474 3.4%

93.4% $5,486,083 4.1%

97.8% $4,131,192 3.0%

86.0% $1,884,032 1.1%

590.4%  $19,492,583 15.2%

95.3% $8,699,084 19.2%

76.7% $1,702,358 1.1%

36.3%  $26,884,634 18.4%

84.5%  $23,491,544 7.4%

90.6% $8,356,633 4.3%

74.8% $3,495,347 2.7%

77.0% $8,690,387 3.9%

76.0% $812,340 0.9%

82.8%  $16,361,635 21.3%

85.1%  $10,609,850 15.5%

93.4% $538,151 1.0%

74.4%  $24,862,377 12.6%

93.8%  $23,978,018 28.4%

68.1% $4,013,818 1.0%

83.8%  $31,689,478 11.3%

94.8% $9,889,771 15.9%

94.0%  $43,132,111 15.3%

79.1%  $26,794,901 16.8%

82.5%  $33,803,287 36.8%

92.1% $4,458,722 1.4%

98.8% $417,928 0.8%

72.1% $2,128,919 1.1%

85.2%  $27,356,395 54.4%

73.0%  $10,462,801 4.7% Legend:

72.0% | $241,749,638 38.3% = High value

99.5%  $7,683,353  10.4% = Low value

87.6% $409,055 0.8%

93.3% $13,107,277 5.6% Source: NTEC, Transportation

87.3% $1 2,967,083 8.4% Enharjcemenfs."Summory of Na-

Bos% 91605346 20% |\t ot

80.1% | $96,268,802 [162.2% | Columbia is included in this chart

97.0% $43,258 0.1% | for comparison purposes although
[LPYRY throughout the rest of the report it
K| s notincluded in state charts. (1)

100%  $241,749,638 62.2% All percent averages are weighted.

36.3% $43,258 0.1%

$33,815,692 47.7%

$27,134,414
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CHAPTER 4

Legend:

@ = Not applicable

* = Officials could
not access data
= High value
= Low value

Source: State Surveys, FHWA FMIS
2004-2009 Notes: All data except
% of TE to bike/ped are based
on a 5-year average of funds
obligated to projects between
2004-2008 and are not neces-
sarily the amount spent in these

years. (1) Of eligible federal funds.

(2) $6M of TIP funds; $450K for
admin budget from state. (3) 4%
of funding to all modes. (4) 3%
of Transportation Enhancement
to SCDOT. (5) Answered "$15
million over next 10 years," taken
to be $1.5M/year. (6) TE funding
data represent a 3-year average
from 2007-2009. (7) Due fo large
amounts of deobligated funds
in the 3-year period between
2007-2009, estimates could not
be obtained for this state. (8)
Weighted average.

Bike/Ped Funding in States

State spending target
for bicycling and

walking?
: Obligated % of federal
Yes/No ﬁ\rgl?:;r:g; to bjl(ge/ ped chSirtq transportation
projects/yr.

Alabama No [} $8,628,064 $1.86 1.3%
Alaska No @ $5,293,922 $7.75 1.4%
Arizona No [} $14,265,819 $2.25 2.5%

Arkansas No %) $3,380,767 $1.19 0.9%

California No ) $42,513,249 $1.16 1.5%

Colorado No %) $5,119,051 $1.05 1.2%

Connecticut No [} $3,680,766 $1.05 0.8%

Delaware No %) $2,974,950 $3.44 2.3%
Florida No (%) $17.473,613 $0.96 1.2%
Georgia No 2 $13,237,596  $1.39 1.2%
Hawaii Yes 2% (1) $4,726,768 $3.68 2.9%

Idaho No @ $2,950,445 $1.97 1.2%
lllinois No [} $10,237,261 $0.80 1.0%
Indiana No %) $10,128,848 $1.60 1.3%
lowa * [} $8,490,443 $2.84 2.2%
Kansas No %) $4,848,814 $1.75 1.3%
Kentucky No [} $5,880,800 $1.39 1.1%
Louisiana No %) $4,864,574 $1.13 0.7%
Maine Yes $6,000 $2,075,246 $1.58 1.3%
Maryland No %) $3,752,521 $0.67 0.7%
Massachusetts No 2 $5,801,466 $0.90 1.0%

Michigan No ) $12,596,298 $1.25 1.3%

Minnesota No [} $11,487,168 $2.21 2.0%

Mississippi No %) $2,717,942 $0.93 0.4%
Missouri No [} $10,560,257 $1.80 1.4%

Montana * %) $3,708,734 $3.87 1.1%

Nebraska No [} $2,595,997 $1.46 1.0%
Nevada * %] $2,116,757 $0.83 0.8%

New Hampshire No [} $4,814,329 $3.66 3.1%
New Jersey No %) $4,765,128 $0.55 0.6%
New Mexico No [} $5,256,735 $2.67 1.8%

New York No %] $9,567,399 $0.50 0.6%

North Carolina Yes $6,000 (2) $10,604,949 $1.17 1.2%

North Dakota * %] $1,291,448 $2.02 0.6%
Ohio No @ $14,112,511 $1.23 1.2%

Oklahoma No %] $2,449,835 $0.68 0.4%

Oregon Yes %) $4,910,847 $1.31 1.3%
Pennsylvania No %) $24,740,241 $1.99 1.7%
Rhode Island Yes 4% (3) $5,062,642 $4.79 2.8%

South Carolina Yes $1.500 (4)  $1,959,352 $0.44 0.4%

South Dakota No @ $1,160,072 $1.46 0.5%
Tennessee Yes $1.500 (6) = $14,861,172 $2.41 2.2%
Texas No %) $21,625,217 $0.90 0.8%
Utah No @ $3,348,278 $1.27 1.3%
Vermont No %) $4,568,218 $7.35 3.0%
Virginia * $2,684,985 $0.35 0.4%
Washington Yes $20,000 $15,069.147 $2.33 2.2%
West Virginia No %) $862,711 $0.48 0.2%
Wisconsin No %) $7,381,620 $1.32 1.2%
Wyoming $2,445,508 $4.68 1.1%

Mean/Average -I_n $7,793,010 [$1.29 (8)| 1.2% (8)

Median | No | & | $4910847 | $1.39
High $20,000  $42,513,249  $7.75 3.1%
Low 2 $1,500 $862,711 $0.35 0.2%

Federal tfransportation funds (5-year average)

$ fo bike/ped |bike/ped (6)

70%
45%
52%
85%
44%
79%
45%
39%
39%
80%
73%
59%
32%
51%
54%
38%
42%
76%
46%
13%
54%
49%
81%
40%
47%
59%
40%
45%
94%
18%
69%
23%
47%
45%
44%
“ ()
27%
61%
50%
33%
35%
71%
59%
54%
85%
28%
67%
“ ()
38%
56%
48% (8)
49%
94%
13%
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Bike/Ped Funding in Cities

City spending target for Federal transportation funds
bicycling and walking? (5-year average)

Obligated Per % of federal
to bike/ped | capita |transportation $

Yes/No Amount in

thousands |, siects/yr. ()| (2 |to bike/ped (2)
Albuguerque No %) $946,800 $1.85 6.4%
Arlington, TX No [%] $305,577 $0.85 3.1%
Atlanta No [2} $4,384,014 $10.14 1.0%
Austin No [} $95,376 $0.13 0.2%
Baltimore No I} $569,206 $0.89 0.9%
Boston No [} $328,421 $0.54 0.2%
Charlotte Yes  $8,000 (1) $98,404 $0.15 0.2%
Chicago No [%] $992,024 $0.36 0.3%
Cleveland Yes * $1,322,246 $3.34 2.4%
Colorado Springs  No [%] $373,417 $0.96 1.3%
Columbus Yes $168,000 $565,541 $0.77 1.3%
Dallas No [} $1,302,439 $1.05 1.9%
Denver No I} $1,249,991 $2.12 0.9%
Detroit No @ $1,5615,371 $1.87 0.7%
El Paso * * $24,169 $0.04 0.05%
Fort Worth No [} $110,941 $0.17 0.7%
Fresno Yes $1,250 $469,870 $1.00 1.3%
Honolulu No [} *(4) * 4 *4)
Houston * I} $2,486,454 $1.21 0.8%
Indianapolis No [} $2,047,740 $2.58 1.9%
Jacksonville No I} $959,240 $1.19 1.0%
Kansas City, MO No [} $928,147 $2.12 3.8%
Las Vegas Yes $3,200 $159,181 $0.28 0.2%
Long Beach * * $270,600 $0.59 0.5%
Los Angeles No I} $1,966,138 $0.52 1.2%
Louisville No %) $521,951 $0.93 0.8%
Memphis No 2] $634,474 $1.00 1.1%
Mesa No %) $121,558 $0.25 0.3%
Miami No [} $998,636 $2.86 0.8%
Milwaukee No %) $739,048 $1.27 0.6%
Minneq;_)olis No %) $2,196,334 $6.25 1.0% Legend:
Nashville No [2} $2,134,048 $3.60 3.3% & = Not applicable
New Orleans No %) $448,484 $1.88 0.3% *  _ Data unavailable
New York No [} *(4) * (4 * (4 = High value
Oakland No [ $1.859,518  $5.18 3.3% = Low value
Oklahoma City No %] $712,234 $1.30 0.6%
Omaha No 2 $425,660 $1.14 1.0% e
Philadelphia No o $1,554,572  $1.07 1.7% Zggf;gégﬂyof:sﬁv‘ay)s'Bng\g’g Z'X"S
Phoenix Yes : $1,103,631 5073 1.0% biannual bond allocations. (2) Data
Portland, OR No %) $1,045,154 $1.90 8.2% are based on the 5-year average of
Raleigh No [} $904,913 $2.55 3.2% funds obligated to projects between
Sacramento 3 3 $1,376,896 $3.05 1.6% 2004'2038 On?'ortigso; nsgrisicHriVl}:he
: amount spent in .

San Antonio g g $1,042,222  $0.81 1.7% orojoats e oded by oanized
San Diego No 2 $3,255358  $2.85 1.8% area," county, and "standard place
San Francisco Yes * $1,900,010 $2.48 0.5% code." Data were sorted by urbanized

San Jose No 1} $2,030,153 $2.20 3.3% areq, standard place code, and then
Seattle No o $2,119.749  $3.67 25% COU?W code TTO, mIOS* C?TC,CUfrO*Z'Y
Teson  No o $2108475 Sa06  3.2% capiure @ partioulor ciys funding

Tulsa No “ $144,158 $0.37 0.2% include all codes, these figures should
Virginia Beach No [ $380,182 $0.87 0.4% be seen as approximate estimates for
Washingfon, DC 2 $2,826,495  $4.80 2.1% gock; c:fv- ® WeighTTed average. (ﬁfl)d
mn EEO D st o cecbloce
Median “n 1.0% 2004-2008, accurate funding estimates
ngh @ $4, 384 014 s'lo 14 8.2% could not be obtained for this CIW

Low 2 2 $24,169 $0.04 0.05%
2010 Benchmarking Report
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Safe Routes to School Funding

SRTS Funded | Awarded Funds FY 2005-2009 (1,3,4) |Obligated Funds FY 2005-2009 (1,3,5)| Percent of
Application | Schools/ [Cle[VEN
Status [Cycle]| Programs Total Per Percent Total Per Percent awarded
Alabama C [2nd] 55 $8,202,771 $11.03 95% $2,047,525 $2.75 24% 74%
Alaska O [4th] 9 $1,416,702 $10.96 28% $4,990,000  $38.59 100% [
Arizona A [3rd] 66 $3,700,000 $3.87 34% $2,660,503 $2.78 25% 33%
Arkansas A [2nd] 47 $4,099,340 $8.94 72% $3,789,523 $8.27 67% A%
California A [2nd] 219 $90,921,826 $14.46 141% 930,389,823  $4.83 47% 25%
Colorado C [4th] 218 $7,831,424 $9.76 94% $3,516,051 $4.38 42% 39%
Connecticut O [3rd] 13 $2,911,200 55135 44% $2,453,761 $4.51 37% 35%
Delaware O [Rolling] 23 $1,566,110 $13.05 33% $4,768,142  $39.72 100% [
Dist. of Columbia A [1st] 13 $2,814,745 * 59% $3,261,500 * 68% []
Florida C [3rd] 981 $49,469,328 $18.63 178%  $19,730,741 $7.43 71% [%]
Georgia A [1st] 25 $4,982,979 $3.21 30% $3,083,467 $1.98 18% 22%
Hawaii P [2nd] 5 $549,133 $3.20 12% $818,246 $4.77 17% 42%
Idaho A [5th] 150 $4,532,834 $16.91 94% $2,766,581 $10.32 58% 69%
lllinois C[2nd] 113 $22,039,071 $10.83 99% $4,744,324 $2.33 21% 8%
Indiana C [4th] 112 $6,930,143 $7.06 60% $1,939,136 $1.98 17% 28%
lowa C [4th] 52 $5,364,708 $11.11 92% $3,138,342 $6.50 54% 17%
Kansas A [3rd] 55 $4,562,719 $10.39 79% $3,789,016 $8.63 66% 34%
Kentucky C [4th] 93 $9,526,165 $14.25 124%  $4,698,652 $7.03 61% 18%
Louisiana A [3rd] 45 $6,702,343 $9.26 78% $5,483,927 $7.57 64% 60%
Maine A [2nd] 33 $4,260,000 $21.10 89% $1,546,071 §7.66 32% 39%
Maryland C [3rd] 182 $8,811,920 $10.42 86% $9,237,122  $10.92 90% 56%
Massachusetts O [Rolling] 230 $1,884,755 $1.88 17% $4,174,480 $4.17 39% [
Michigan O [Rolling] 51 $13,990,389 $9.58 77% $6,707,574 $4.59 37% 51%
Minnesota A [4th] 115 $7.517,000 $9.07 82% $3,366,119 $4.06 37% 9%
Mississippi P [3rd] 68 $6,246,854 $12.74 100%  $1,262,006 $2.57 20% 34%
Missouri A [2nd] 156 $8,994,221 $10.21 88% $3,630,489 $4.12 35% 24%
Montana C [3rd] 26 $1,270,090 $18.21 26% $2,319,602  $33.26 48% 55%
Nebraska C [3rd] 64 $4,186,603 $14.40 87% $1,794,670 $6.17 37% 18%
Nevada O [2nd] 6 $1,594,971 $3.76 89% $715,910 $1.69 40% 27%
New Hampshire A [3rd] 55 $2,381,507 $11.57 50% $674,965 $3.28 14% 68%
New Jersey A [3rd] 98 $14,345,900 $10.34 95% $4,224,436 $3.04 28% 12%
New Mexico A [3rd] 44 $1,007,262 $3.23 21% $1,080,189 $3.46 22% 60%
New York A [1st] 181 $27,499,133 $8.21 91% $1,804,400 $0.54 6% 47%
North Carolina C[2nd] 65 $6,532,817 $4.57 44% $1,716,860 $1.20 12% 59%
North Dakota A [3rd] 129 $3,218,492 $2.25 67% $1,811,273 $1.27 38% 23%
Ohio A [2nd] 338 $8,792,150 $4.93 45% $3,194,471 $1.79 16% 77%
Oklahoma O [2nd] 38 $3,360,964 $5.30 50% $3,408,600 $5.37 50% 47%
Oregon C [3rd] 68 $2,940,932 $5.23 46% $1,753,357 $3.12 27% 85%
Pennsylvania A [1st] 46 $18,818,368 $10.33 94% $2,879,929 $1.58 14% 34%
Rhode Island A [1st] ES $1,868,789 $10.38 39% $658,082 $3.66 14% 25%
South Carolina A [2nd] 26 $5,152,000 $7.58 66% $2,073,750 $3.05 27% 47%
South Dakota C [2nd] 14 $1,417,449 $11.78 30% $848,258 $7.05 18% 39%
Tennessee C [3rd] 55 $6,185,850 $9.86 59% $1,348,743 $2.15 13% 31%
Texas P [2nd] 525 $25,618,783 $5.57 60%  $12,010,146  $2.61 28% 37%
Utah A [4th] 46 $6,268,611 $12.15 107%  $5,821,457  $11.29 99% 46%
Vermont A [4th] 60 $2,680,661 $25.65 56% $3,055,535  $29.24 64% 50%
Virginia O [4th] 21 $5,903,626 $4.83 44%  $13,109,376  $10.73 98% 42%
Washington C [3rd] 32 $10,517,000 $10.39 97% $5,526,295 $5.46 51% 22%
West Virginia C [3rd] 41 $4,981,987 $17.62 104%  $3,249,050 $11.49 68% 60%
Wisconsin A [2nd] 250 $6,930,779 $8.02 71% $5,662,526 $6.56 58% 21%
Wyoming A [5th] 48 $4,661,053 $55.09 98% $3,988,573 | $47.14 84% 64%
Median 39%
High 981 S 90 921 826 $55 09 178% $30 389 823 $47 14 100% 85%
Low [ 5 $ 549,133 $1.88 12% $658,082 $0.54 6% 8%

Legend:| | = High value = Low value

E Note: Source and notes for this table on following page.
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

infrastructure. On average 48% of TE funds go toward bicycle and
pedestrian facilities and programs, making it an important funding
program for those working on bicycle and pedestrian issues to track.

TE projects must fit one of 12 eligible categories and must relate to
surface transportation. The National Transportation Enhancements
Clearinghouse collects data on TE-funded projects and provided data
on TE-funded projects for the 50 states and cities studied here from
1992-2008. Data show that, on average, states have programmed 95%
of their available TE funds. Programmed projects are those approved
to receive TE funding from individual states. Some states program
more funds than their apportionments (funds available to the state
department of transportation) with the expectation that some proj-
ects will be dropped. Just 80% of apportioned TE funding has been
obligated. Obligated funds are those which the federal government
has committed to reimburse states. This report also looked at the rate

(Table Page 80) Sources: SRTSNP November 2009 (1) NCSRTS 2009. (2) STN 2008. (3) Total pupil data
from STN 2008 takes info account grades K-12 whereas Safe Routes to School (SRTS) funding can only
be spent on grades K-8. Notes: Washington, DC is included in this table for comparison, although it is
not compared to states in other areas of the report; all dollar figures cited are as of June 30, 2009. (4)
"Awarded" columns measure the amount of funding each state has announced for local grants and
statewide spending—not including administrative expenses.These are the funds that will ultimately
help local communities create safer routes to school. (5) "Obligated" columns refiect the amount
that the state has expended or contracted to expend on Safe Routes to School, including local
grants, statewide spending, and administrative expenses. Obligation is important as it demonstrates
what level of funding has been or will soon be spent to date to build infrastructure projects, support
noninfrastructure activities, and implement the program. (6) "SRTS Application Status" options include
[Brackets indicate the funding cycle]:P = Preparation: The state SRTS Program is in the process of
developing the application, review, and/or selection process for the next funding cycle/round they
will conduct; O = Open:The state SRTS Program has opened its application process; C = Closed:
Applications for SRTS programs have closed, and the state SRTS Program is reviewing applications
and will next announce selected funding recipients; A = Awarded: The state has completed an
application process, and has announced the recipients that will be funded for that round. In some
instances, local programs have already received funds.(7) "SRTS Funded Schools or Programs" shows
the number of schools in the state that are receiving SRTS funds or the number of state-funded SRTS
activities. If the number of schools is not known, the number of SRTS programs is used. This number
will usually be an estimate, because many funding recipients will conduct programs in numerous
schools. Fund awards are typically made through a competitive process, but in some instances

the state may directly select local programs fo fund. (8) Total pupil data is representative of public
schools only. (9) All averages are weighted except for number of funded schools/programes, total
awarded funds, and fotal obligated funds.

Photo by Kristen Steele




CHAPTER 4

of TE recisions among states. Since 2002, Congress has enacted rescis-
sions, removal of apportioned funding before the funding is set to ex-
pire, that have affected transportation funding. In most years, states
have had discretion as to how much to rescind from TE as opposed
to other Federal-aid highway programs. This has meant that often

TE is disproportionately affected by recisions when states choose to
rescind a greater percentage of TE funds than in other transportation
funding programs. Nearly $21 million, or 11% of authorized TE fund-
ing, has been rescinded since 2002.

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) is the newest federally funded program
that is 100% dedicated to funding bicycle and pedestrian capital,
education, promotion, and enforcement projects. The National SRTS
program was signed into law, under the federal transportation
legislation SAFETEA-LU, in 2005. Because the program is new, data
are still sparse. The Safe Routes to School National Partnership and
the National Center for Safe Routes to School have compiled data to
measure the progress of states' Safe Routes to School programs. Data
presented in this report include each state's most current SRTS appli-
cation status and cycle, the number of schools funded, total funding
awarded to and obligated by each state, percent of funding awarded
based on requests, and percent of applications funded.

As of November 2009, the federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) pro-
gram has awarded approximately $417 million to 5,462 schools or
programs. This amounts to $9.35 per public school student. Roughly
$222 million, 39% of SRTS funding, has been obligated, or expended
or contracted, to date. This amounts to an average of $4.41 per public
school student from 2005-2009, roughly $0.88/year/student. Most
states are currently in their third award cycle. Five states are in their
first award cycle. Fifteen states are in their second award cycle, sev-
enteen in their third, nine in their fourth, and five in their fifth. Three
states accept applications on a rolling basis.

The National Center for Safe Routes to School also collects data to
track demand for Safe Routes to School programs. Data show that
nationwide, just 28% of funding requests have been awarded (based
on total funds requested). States vary on how they are meeting the
demand for Safe Routes to School programs and projects, but in
almost all cases a lack of funding is responsible for inability of states
to meet the high demand. Illinois has the largest gap between supply
and demand and is able to fund just 8% of the total funds requested.
Oregon best meets demand with current funding. Eighty-five percent
of funds requested have been awarded in Oregon. The Safe Routes to

2
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

FTE Bike/Ped Staff/Million People

Staff per million people
[]=No information
|:| =0.12-0.40

. =0.41-0.99
. =1.00-2.00
. =

207+

Source: State Surveys 2008/2009 Notes: This chart represents the 3-year average (2006-2008) number of fullime equivalent
(FTE) state department of fransportation staff dedicated to bicycling and walking issues for each state except for Hawaii (2
year average 2007-2008) and Michigan (data for most recent year only).

School National Partnership and the National Center for Safe Routes
to School have leading roles in Benchmarking Safe Routes to School
performance and publish regular progress reports. See Appendix 5,
page 176 for links to their websites and the most up-to-date measure-
ments for Safe Routes to School.

Staffing

To determine how bicycle and pedestrian staffing differs among
states and cities, surveys asked them to report the number of full-
time-equivalent (FTE) staff dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian
programs. On average, state departments of transportation (DOTs)
employ 0.8 FTE staff per one million people (up from 0.34 as of 2007
Benchmarking Report). The rate is higher among the major cities
surveyed, which average 3.9 FTE bicycle and pedestrian staff per
million people (up from 2.8 as of 2007 Benchmarking Report). State
DOTs were also surveyed on levels of Safe Routes to School staffing.
SAFETEA-LU legislation requires a full-time SRTS Coordinator for
each state. Most states average 1.2 FTE staff dedicated to Safe Routes
to School, or 1.1 FTE staff per million students.

The Alliance also asked cities to report how many FTE police on bi-

cycles and foot did they fund over the last three years. Cities average
55.6 FTE police on bicycles and 184 police on foot per million people.

2010 Benchmarking Report



CHAPTER 4

Number of FTE Bike/Ped Staff in Cities
(2006-2008) and FTE Staff/Million People
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Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Note: No data for Albuguerque, Arlington, Cleveland, El Paso, Jacksonville, Los Ange-
les, Memphis, Nashville, New York, Omaha, Sacramento, and San Antonio; no 2006 data for Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston,
Chicago, Minneapolis, Phoenix, and Portland.

oge Minneapolis has more staff dedicated to bicycling and
Large st U.S. cities walking—19.3 full-time-equivalent (FTE) employees—

. than any other major U.S. city. They also rank highest
average 309 blke/ PEd per capita with 55 FTE per million residents. Portland

°11° and San Francisco rank second and third with 27.2 and
Staff per 1 mllllon 18.3 FTE per million residents, respectively. Detroit

1 ranks lowest with no staff dedicated to bicycling and
residents. Bl

yil
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Bike/Ped Staffing in States

State Bike/Ped Staff Safe Routes to School Staff

Number Staff/ 1 Number Staff/ 1
of full-time million of full-time million
equivalent people equivalent students

Alabama 1.2 0.3 1.0 1.3
Alaska 1.3 1.9 1.1 8.5
Arizona 2.0 0.3 1.0 1.0

Arkansas 1.8 0.6 1.0 2.2

California 17.5 (2) 0.5 1.0 0.2

Colorado 2.0 0.4 1.0 1.2

Connecticut 1.5 0.4 1.0 1.8

Delaware 4.7 5.4 1.0 8.3
Florida 5.0 0.3 1.0 0.4
Georgia 20 0.2 1.0 0.6
Hawaii 1.5 1.2 1.0 5.8

Idaho 2.0 1.3 1.0 3.7
lllinois 1.9 0.1 1.0 0.5
Indiana 1.7 0.3 1.0 1.0
lowa 2.0 0.7 2.5 5.2
Kansas 2.0 0..7 2.0 4.6

Kentucky 1.7 0.4 1.0 1.5

Louisiana 33 0.8 2.0 2.8
Maine 3.2 2.4 1.5 7.4

Maryland 24.6 4.4 2.0 24

Massachusetts 9.0 1.4 4.5 4.5

Michigan 21.5 2.1 [2] [}

Minnesota 5.8 1.1 1.0 1.2

Mississippi 2.0 0.7 1.0 2.0
Missouri 1.0 0.2 1.0 1.1

Montana ] ] () ()

Nebraska ] ] () ()
Nevada 3.3 1.3 1.0 24

New Hampshire 2.3 1.8 1.0 4.9
New Jersey 5.0 0.6 1.0 0.7
New Mexico 2.2 1.1 1.5 4.8
New York 4.0 0.2 2.0 0.6
North Carolina 9.8 1.1 1.0 0.7
North Dakota 0.9 1.4 1.0 0.7
Ohio 2.0 0.2 1.0 0.6

Oklahoma 1.7 0.5 1.0 1.6

Oregon 6.0 1.6 1.0 1.8
Pennsylvania 1.5 0.1 1.0 0.5
Rhode Island 1.0 0.9 1.0 5.6
South Carolina 2.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

South Dakota 0.8 1.0 [2} [}
Tennessee 2.3 0.4 1.0 1.6
Texas 25.0 1.0 1.0 0.2
Utah 5.0 1.9 1.0 1.9

Vermont 6.0 9.7 1.0 9.6

Virginia [} [} [} 2
Washington 10.0 1.5 1.0 1.0
West Virginia 1.0 0.6 1.0 35
Wisconsin 15.0 2.7 1.0 1.2
Wyoming 20 3.8 1.0 11.8
-!--!- 1.2
Medion | 20 | 08 | 10 | 16
High 25.0 9.7 4.5 11.8
Low 0.8 0.1 1.0 0.2

POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

States have an
average of 0.8
staff persons
dedicated to
bicycling and
walking.

Texas has the highest num-
ber of full-time equivalent
(FTE) staff dedicated to bi-
cycling and walking, but
per capita, Vermont ranks
highest with 9.7 FTE/
million residents. Illinois
ranks lowest with just 0.1
FTE per million residents.

Legend:

@ = Not applicable
= High value
= Low value

Source: Stafe surveys 2008/2009 Notes: State
bike/ped staff data are based on the 3-year
average number of staff from 2006-2008.
Safe Routes to School Staff data are based
on 2008 staffing figures only. (1) All averages
are weighted by population except for num-
ber of full-fime equivalent state bike/ped
staff and number of full-time equivalent Safe
Routes fo School staff. (2) Answered 15-20.
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Staffing in Cities

City bike/ped staff (3)

Police on bicycles Police on foot (3)

of full-time million of full-time |police/ million|force trained| of full-time million
equivalent people |equivalent (3)| people (3 on bicycles | equivalent people
Atlanta [2] [} 2 2 []
Austin 12.0 16.0 30.0 40.0 30% 12 16
Baltimore 1.5 (4) 2.4 (%) 44.0 69.0 [} 284 (5) 446 (5)
Boston 2.0 () 3.3 (5) [2] [2} 2 [} (2}
Charlotte 2.0 3.0 2 [2} 2 2 []
Chicago 15.0 (5) 5.5 (5) 306.3 (5) 111.9 (5) [} [} [}
Colorado Springs 1.3 3.4 1.0 (4) 2.6 (4) 20% 2 [2}
Columbus 3.3 4.5 50.0 68.2 [} [} [}
Dallas 1.5 1.2 24.0 194 48% [} @
Denver 3.0 5.1 20.0 (5) 34.0 (5) [} [} [}
Detroit 0.0 0.0 [} [2} [} [} [2}
Fort Worth 0.8 1.3 24.0 36.9 [} [} [}
Fresno 3.0 6.4 8.0 17.0 @ 4 9
Honolulu 3.0 8.5 21.0 59.5 [} [} @
Houston 1.7 0.8 93.3 45.6 20% @ ]
Indianapolis 0.3 0.4 18.3 23.1 15% 2 (5 3(5)
Kansas City, MO 0.3 0.8 16.5 (4) 37.7 (4) 3% 7 16
Las Vegas 1.3 24 50.0 88.9 [} 0 0
Long Beach 1.0 2.2 11.0 24.0 3% 5 11
Louisville 2.7 4.8 12.0 21.4 12% [} @
Mesa 2.0 4.2 4.7 9.7 15% 0 0
Miami 0.7 1.9 33.0 (4) 94.6 (4) 17% [} [2]
Milwaukee 1.0 1.7 60.0 (5) 103.1 (5) [} [} @
Minneapolis 19.3 (5) 55.0 (5) 8.5 (5) 24.2 (5) 28% [} [2]
New Orleans 1.0 4.2 [} [2} [} [} [}
New York 8.0 (5) 1.0 (5) 2 [} 2 2 (2}
Oakland 3.8 10.7 15.0 (5) 41.8 (5) [} [} @
Oklahoma City 1.7 3.0 [} @ [} [} [2]
Philadelphia 0.3 0.2 [} @ [} [} [}
Phoenix 2.5 (5) 1.7 (5) 2 [} 2 2 2
Portland, OR 15.0 (5) 27.2 (5) 1.7 3.0 20% 0 0
Raleigh 0.2 0.7 14.0 39.5 25% 0 0
San Antonio 0.0 0.0 55.3 43.1 8% 0 0
San Diego 1.8 1.4 [} [2] [} [} [2]
San Francisco 14.0 18.3 89.0 (5) 116.3 (5) [} [} [2]
San Jose 5.0 54 5.0 54 1% [} [2]
Seattle 6.0 104 [} @ [} 1,276 (4) 2,210 (4)
Tucson 1.3 2.6 37.0 71.3 [} [} [2]
Tulsa 3.0 7.7 [} [} [} [} [2]
Virginia Beach 1.3 3.1 80.0 (4) 184.0 (4) 40% 800 (4) 1840 (4)
Washington, DC 4.3 7.4 [} [} [} [} [2]
mm
Medion | 18 [ 30 | 210 | 395 [ 7% | 3 [ ¢
High 19.3 55.0 306.3 184.0 48% 1.276 2,210
Low 0.0 0.0 1.0 2.6 1% 0 0
Source: City surveys Notes: (1) The following fop 51 population cities did not respond to these
Legend: ) survey questions: Albuquerque, Arlington, Cleveland, El Paso, Jacksonville, Los Angeles, Memphis,
2 = Not applicable Nashville, Omaha, and Sacramento. (2) All averages are weighted by population except for
= High value number of full-ime equivalent bike/ped staff, number of full-time equivalent police on bicycles,
= Low value and percent of police force trained on bicycles. (3) Data are based on the 3-year average

number of fulHime-equivalent staff from 2006-2008. (4) Limited data, number is based on 2-year
average. (5) Limited data, number is based on most recent year available.
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POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Cities also report that on average, 19% of their police force is trained
on bicycles.

Infrastructure

To see how cities compared to one another on infrastructure for bicy-
cling and walking, they were asked to report on miles of existing and
planned facilities including on-street striped bike lanes, multi-use
paths, and signed bicycle routes. Cities averaged 1.6 miles of bicycle
facilities (bike lanes, multi-use paths, and signed bicycle routes
combined) per square mile (up from 1.2 as of the 2007 Benchmark-
ing Report). On the high end of the range is Las Vegas, with 7.7 miles
of bicycle facilities per square mile. San Francisco and Tucson rank
second and third, with 4.5 and 3.5 miles of facilities per square mile,
respectively.

Cities were also asked to report on miles of planned bicycle and pe-
destrian facilities. Data show cities plan for roughly 60% more miles
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities as the amount they currently
have. Las Vegas has more planned facilities than any other city, with
16.0 miles of facilities planned per square mile.

As part of their infrastructure for bicycling, cities were asked to
report the number of bicycle parking spaces and number of guarded
bicycle parking spaces in their city. Cities averaged 22.5 bicycle park-
ing spaces per 10,000 people. Minneapolis has the highest amount

of bicycle parking per capita with 430.3 bicycle parking spaces per
10,000 people. A few cities reported no bicycle parking. This report
took a closer look at the success of Minneapolis (page 93) and found
that strong policies and an innovative funding mechanism have
contributed to their success in this area. Surveys also indicate that on
average 7% of bicycle parking spaces are secure (guarded or locked).

Innovative Facilities for Bicycling and Walking

A century of planning roads for cars means that planning for bi-
cyclists, pedestrians, and other users will often require innovative
designs and treatments. The Alliance asked cities which, if any, of
five innovative treatments they have used or adopted. Shared lane
markings, also called "sharrows," are the most common innovative
treatment in use today. Twenty cities report that they have used
shared lane markings. Five cities report that they have implemented
bicycle boulevards. The same number have implemented bicycle
traffic lights. Eight cities have used colored bike lane treatments and
two (San Jose and Dallas) report implementing woonerfs, or living

2010 Benchmarking Report
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Existing Bicycle Facilities in Major U.S. Cities

New Orleans
Kansas City
Oklahoma City
Indianapolis
Detroit
Nashville
Memphis
Charlotte

Fort Worth
Columbus
Arlington
Boston

Miami

Houston
Atlanta
Cleveland

Los Angeles
Omaha
Baltimore
Colorado Springs
Virginia Beach
Tulsa
Honolulu
San Jose
Raleigh
Albuquerque
Seattle
Chicago
New York
Phoenix
Mesa
Portland
Austin
Oakland
Long Beach
Philadelphia
Denver
Washington
Louisville
Minneapolis
Sacramento
Milwaukee
Fresno
Tucson
Dallas

San Francisco
Las Vegas

cities

Legend:

. = Miles of signed bicycle routes per square mile
. = Miles of multi-use paths per square mile
M - Miles of bike lanes per square mile

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Note: The follow-
ing cities did not provide data on infrastructure
and are not included in this illustration: El Paso,
Jacksonville, San Antonio, and San Diego. Albu-
querque and Sacramento data are from 2007
because no 2009 data were provided.

2 4 6 8

miles of facilities per square mile

Cities average
1.6 miles of
bicycle facilities
per square mile.

Alliance for Biking & Walking

Las Vegas and San Francisco have the most miles of
bicycle facilities per square mile among the largest
U.S. cities. Fresno and Tucson rank highest for miles
of bike lanes per square mile. New Orleans, Kansas
City, and Oklahoma City have the fewest miles of
bicycle facilities per square mile.



POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

Growth in Bicycle Facilitiesq, in Major U.S.
Cities 2007-2009

New Orleans
Kansas City
Oklahoma City B . 1
Indianapolis
Detroit lcyc €
Nashville

Charlotte faCilitieS(l) haVe

Fort Worth °
Cotm increased by 23%
Boston

Miami in largest U.S

Houston . . .
Clevong cities since 2007.
Los Angeles

Omaha Las Vegas, Fresno, and Mil-

Baltimore waukee have had the greatest
Colorado Springs

Virginia Beach growth in bicycling facilities in
Tulsa the last two years.
Honolulu
San Jose
Raleigh
Albuquerque
Seattle
Chicago
New York
Phoenix
Mesa
Portland
Austin

Oakland Legend: . ,
Long Beach . = Miles of bike lanes, multi-use paths, and
. . signed bicycle routes per square mile in 2007
Philadelphia [ = Miles of bike lanes, multi-use paths, and
Denver signed bicycle routes per square mile in 2009
Louisville

Washington

Minneapolis

Sacramento

Memphis

Milwaukee

Fresno
Tucson H

Dallas

San Francisco

Las Vegas

cities

0 2 4 6 8

miles of bike lanes, trails, and signed bike routes per square mile

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The following cities did not provide data on infrastructure and are not included
in this illustration: El Paso, Jacksonville, San Antonio, and San Diego. Austin, Arlington, Fort Worth, Dallas, Louisville, Mem-
phis, and Raleigh only have 2009 data because no data were available in 2007. San Francisco, Miami, and Kansas

City only have 2009 data because 2007 info was found fo be incorrect. Albuquerque and Sacramento have only 2007
data because no 2009 data were provided. (1) Bicycle facilities include bike lanes, multi-use paths, and signed bicycle
routes.
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Bike/Ped Infrastructure in Cities

Miles of bicycle facilities Facility miles / sq. mile Bike parking
" igned 2007 Current Planned (2 @
On-street | Multi-use . " f ) Spaces per %
. bicycle | bicycle [(2009) bicycle| bike/ped
Albuquerque 120 95 80 1.6 * 2.7 * *
Arlington, TX * 43 * * 0.5 0.1 2.8 *
Atlanta 29 19 37 0.2 0.6 1.7 115 *
Austin 236 140 142 * 2.1 9.7 96.0 0%
Baltimore 30 36 10 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.1 0%
Boston 11 14 0 0.5 0.5 * 9.8 3%
Charlotte 50 33 4.4 0.3 0.4 11.9 * *
Chicago 113 50 241 1.5 1.8 2.2 * *
Cleveland 7 31 13 0.5 0.7 2.2 * *
Colorado Springs 71 106 * 0.8 1.0 0.5 * *
Columbus 7 58 19 0.4 0.4 2.6 1.4 8%
Dallas 0 76 1,128 * 3.5 3.7 3.0 16%
Denver 24. 85 258 2.4 24 * * *
Detroit 13 25 0 0.1 0.3 2.9 * *
Fort Worth 14 58 40 0.3 0.4 3.0 0.9 0%
Fresno 290 10 8 1.1 3.0 1.0 * *
Honolulu 40 38 34 1.2 1.3 4.2 * *
Houston 130 26 157 0.5 0.5 0.1 7.3 100%
Indianapolis 59 20 * 0.1 0.2 0.6 * *
Kansas City, MO 13 30 5 0.2 0.2 2.7 1.7 27%
Las Vegas 208 151 515 2.7 7.7 16.0 * *
Long Beach 48 38 28 1.5 2.3 1.4 21.8 20%
Los Angeles 162 48. 151 0.8 0.8 * * *
Louisville 30 30 100 * 25 3.8 * *
Memphis 2 3 75 1.5 0.3 1.4 * *
Mesa 147 46 60 4.0 2.0 * * *
Miami 7 12 0 * 0.5 1.7 7.3 60%
Milwaukee 94 55 132 2.1 2.9 1.5 42.9 1%
Minneapolis 59 83 12 2.1 2.8 3.2 430.3 2%
Nashville 28 38 66 0.2 0.3 0.6 4.0 5%
New Orleans 5 10 7 0.1 0.1 1.1 * *
New York 420 130 0.9 1.8 5.9 7.5 *
Oakland 49 15 52 1.4 2.1 4.1 83.0 14%
Oklahoma City 6 64 57 0.1 0.2 0.7 * *
Omaha 1 100 0 1.0 0.9 0.2 * *
Philadelphia 210 82 30 2.2 2.4 * * *
Phoenix 600 230 40 1.5 1.8 0.8 * *
Portland, OR 171 71 30 1.9 2.0 4.8 * *
Raleigh 4 67 101 * 1.5 4.3 1.7 0%
Sacramento 200 64 8 2.8 * 0.0 * *
San Francisco 45 23 132 * 4.5 0.7 46.4 4%
San Jose 160 50 20 1.2 1.3 2.9 10.8 10%
Seattle 20 32 90 0.8 1.7 0.0 44.2 10%
Tucson 495 75 110 3.2 3.5 0.6 69.3 0%
Tulsa 83 112 18 0.5 1.2 1.5 * *
Virginia Beach 8 86 150 1 0 1 0 0 6 * *
Washington, DC 65 *
Mean/Median “_“-__ 2250) [ 7% Q)
Median “““--_ 10.65 4%
High 230 1,128 4.0 16.0 430.3 100%
Low 0 3 0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0%
Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The following cities were unable to provide Legend:
data on bicycle facilities: El Paso, Jacksonville, San Antonio, and San Diego. Albu- P Of.ﬁciols could not
quergue and Sacramento data are from 2007 because no 2009 data were provid- access data
ed. (1) Weighted average. (2) Planned facilities includes only miles of new facilities - Hiah val
and does not represent a combined value of existing and planned facilities. B Lo%v vcclluuee
m Alliance for Biking & Walking
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Innovative Facilities in Cities

Shared lane Bicycle Woonerf/ Colored Bicycle

markings | boulevards [living streets | bike lanes |traffic light

Albuquerque (1)
Arlington, TX
Atlanta
Austin o
Baltimore v @) [@3) Innovatlve
Boston v 3) b . 1
Charlotte d
Chicago v &) @) v lcyc e an
Cleveland 4) 4) d o
Colorado Springs p e eStrl a.n
Columbus ®) v
Dallas v v
e % treatments
Detroit o o
R on the rise in
Fort Worth v .
Fresno
Fresno. major U.S.
Houston v e 0
Indianapolis v CltleS.
Jacksonville (1)
Kansas City, MO . .

Las Vegas Although relatively few cit-
CENHIESHED v © V() OO ies reported having imple-
Los Angeles 2 3 3 9

s % mented mpovatwe bicycle

Memphis and pedestrian treatments, a
Mesa number of cities noted these
Miami .

T treatments are either pro-
Minneapolis v v posed, pending, or on their
. N°Soh‘|’”'e “: way. Long Beach is currently

ew Orleans . .

P — v v v 1rpp1ement1ng new sharrow,
Oakland v bicycle boulevard, colored
Ok"’oh°m: City 4 bike lane, and bicycle traffic
manha o .
Philadelphia v light treatrpents. Baltimore,
Phoenix San Francisco, and Boston
P°|’:"T“_°"h°R 4 4 4 4 are among the other cities
aleig . . .
Sacramento (1) who are experimenting with

San Antonio innovative treatments. Port-
:"“ Eieg"_ M — o . land has already implement-
an Francisco o o

pr— v v ed four out of the five inno-

Seattle v v vative treatments listed here.
Tucson v v v
Tulsa
Virginia Beach -
Washington, DC v L‘e/g_eyr;i'/hos
policy

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: (1) Unanswered survey. (2) Planned for 2009 or
2010. (3) Ready to be installed (4) Proposed. (6) Pending FHWA approval. (6) Currently
being implemented. (7) Currently experimenting.
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Innovative Facilities Defined

Shared lane markings—often
called “sharrows,” these are
markings which resemble a
bicycle and an arrow painted
on a roadway fo indicate that
the route is for bicycles as well
as motorized vehicles.

g Bicycle boulevards—a shared
gl roadway which is infended

{ o give priority fo bicyclists by
opftimizing it for bicycle traffic
(through traffic calming) and
discouraging some motor vehi-
cle traffic. Many of these routes
have no bike lanes so bicyclists
are free to use the middle of the
street.

. Woonerf/ living streets—these
streets are designated as
“shared streets” and do not pri-
oritize the needs of the vehicle.
Rather, it is a space for pedes-
frians, bicyclists, and low-speed
vehicles.

Colored bike lanes—bike lanes
which have special pavement
and coloring fo provide a
distinct visual definition that the
space is designated for bicy-
clists.

Bicycle traffic light—lights on
roadways which have specific
symbols to direct bicycle traffic.

Photos fop to bottom: John Luton, Payton Chung, La-Citta-Vita@Flickr, Alison Fayre , Roland Tanglao
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streets. Portland has used more
innovative treatments than any
other major U.S. city. For data on
innovative facilities, see page 91;
for definitions of these facilities, see
the side panel on this page.

Bike-Transit Integration

The last bicycling provision mea-
sured was bike-transit integration.
This report sought to measure how
well cities provide for bicyclists on
transit (Pucher and Buehler, 2009).
While most cities are successfully
integrating bicycles with buses,
many fall behind in regard to
providing parking for bicyclists at
transit. Almost all cities surveyed
have 100% of their city bus fleet
equipped with bicycle racks. When
it comes to bicycle parking, cities
average just 1.2 bicycle parking
spaces at transit stops per 10,000
residents.



POLICIES AND PROVISIONS

7 & [ .5

4 -
One of Minneapolis's roughly 4,000 bicycle racks overflows outside of
Fairview Medical Center.

CLOSER LOOK

Minneapolis:
15,000 Bicycle Parking Spots

Minneapolis ranks highest among cities surveyed for per

capita bicycle parking. With over 15,000 bicycle parking

spaces, Minneapolis boasts 430 spaces for every 10,000 residents. A
number of policy decisions have contributed to Minneapolis's success.
The city parking budget includes $40,000 a year for bicycle parking and
has a unique 50/50 cost share program with local businesses that are
interested in bicycle racks. The city also has ordinances that support bi-
cycle parking and will pay 100% of the cost for bicycle racks at schools
and public parks. Minneapolis doesn't plan on slowing down its provi-
sion of bicycle parking anytime soon. As one of five pilot communities
in the U.S. to receive hefty federal support for bicycle and pedestrian
provisions under SAFETEA-LU (the most recent federal transportation
act), they have received a grant that will allow them to install racks at
100% of Minneapolis schools, public parks, and post offices.

2010 Benchmarking Report




Most bus fleets in
major cities are
equipped for
bicycles.

Thirty-seven cities report that 100% of
their city buses are equipped with bi-
cycle racks. This is up 23% from 2007
when just 30 cities reported that 100%
of their buses had racks. New York is
now the only major U.S. city with no
bicycle racks on buses (Pucher and
Buehler, 2009). Houston and Boston
have some buses with bicycle racks.
In regards to bicycle parking at tran-
sit, cities average 1.2 bicycle parking
spaces for every 10,000 residents.

Legend:
* = Officials could not access data
= High value = Low value
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Bike-Transit Infegration

parking at transit
buses |# of bicycle|Bike parking
parking spaces
bicycle | spaces at | per 10,000
racks |transit stops| people

Albuquerque
Arlington, TX 85 * 30 0.8
Atlanta 559 100% * *
Austin * 100% 156 2.1
Baltimore * 100% * *
Boston 30% 0 0.0
Charlotte 342 100% 51 0.8
Chicago 1,827 | 100% * *
Cleveland 619 * 6 0.2
Colorado Springs 81 100% 0 0.0
Columbus * 100% 48 0.7
Dallas * 100% 15 0.1
Denver 1,060 = 100% 7 0.1
Detroit * 25% 0 0.0
El Paso 151 * 30 0.5
Fort Worth 126 100% 10 0.2
Fresno 126 100% 30 0.6
Honolulu * 100% 18 0.5
Houston * 95% 250 1.2
Indianapolis 160 100% * *
Jacksonville 182 * * *
Kansas City, MO 250 100% 18 0.4
Las Vegas 406 100% * *
Long Beach 193 100% * *
Los Angeles 2,744 * 272 0.7
Louisville 245 100% 0 0.0
Memphis 30 60% 0 0.0
Mesa * 100% 0 0.0
Miami 843 100% 0 0.0
Milwaukee 0 100% * *
Minneapolis 978 100% 5] 0.1
Nashville 137 100% 0 0.0
New Orleans 151 100% * *
New York 0 0% 0 0.0
Oakland 722 100% 0 0.0
Oklahoma City * 100% 0 0.0
Omaha * 100% * *
Philadelphia 1,361 | 100% * *
Phoenix * 100% 54 0.4
Portland, OR 643 100% 100 1.8
Raleigh * 100% * *
Sacramento 4 * * *
San Antonio 430 * 15 0.1
San Diego 833 100% 0 0.0
San Francisco 712 100% 544 7.1
San Jose * 100% * *
Seattle 1,149 = 100% 2,390 41.4
Tucson 214 100% 71 1.4
Tulsa 61 * * 0.0
Virginia Beach * 100% * 0.0
Washington,DC 1,504 | 100% * 0.0
-ﬂ 1.2 (1)
Median 0.2
High 2,744 100% 2,390 41.4
Low 0 0% 0 0

Sources: APTA 2008, City surveys 2008/2009 Note: (1) Average
weighted.




5: Education and
- Encouragement
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Photo courtesysof Trell

2 of the "5 Es"

ducation and encouragement are two of the often cited “5
Es” needed for making a community bicycle and pedestrian
friendly. Both bicyclists and motorists need education on
how to safely share the road and navigate traffic. Wide-
spread education efforts can contribute to safer roadways for all. En-
couragement is also needed to promote the spread of bicycling and
walking as means of transport, recreation, and physical activity.

This report is the first to establish benchmarks for bicycle and pedes-
trian education and encouragement efforts. Many states and cities
have implemented programs and events with these aims but have
had no way to evaluate their success compared to others. The 2010
Benchmarking Report has expanded to include this chapter in an at-
tempt to collect this baseline data and to measure progress in future
years.

The "5 Es"

1. Evaluation

2. Engineering

3. Education

4. Encouragement
5. Enforcement

2010 Benchmarking Report



CHAPTER 5

Educating Professionals

This report measured education efforts in two areas: professional
education and public education. The first refers to the education
professionals receive that contributes to the promotion and safety of
bicycling and walking. Included is the education of police officers in
bicycle laws and safety and the education of government employees
and other professionals working to promote, plan, and implement
policies and provisions for bicycling and walking.

Police Training

Police officers without training in bicycle laws may incorrectly stop
or ticket bicyclists, or set a bad example of the law for other motor-
ists. Education of law enforcement in bicycle safety and laws pertain-
ing to bicycling is critical to furthering bicycling.

Data on police officer education come from the League of American
Bicylists” Bicycle Friendly State surveys. According to these surveys,
just 15 states include bicycling enforcement in their Police Officer
Standards and Training (POST). Eleven states include bicycling
enforcement as a Police Academy requirement and 17 states include
bicycling enforcement in their police continuing education training.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Conferences

Bicycle and pedestrian professionals need opportunities for continu-
ing education, networking, and collaboration to further their work
and profession. Many states now hold annual bicycle and pedestrian

Trailnet's (Missouri) Bicycle Safety Rodeos ensure that  Eiibe el R Sl - S0 iy
bicycles are in proper working order. -4
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EDUCATION AND ENCOURAGEMENT

Bike/Ped Professional Education in States

Existence
; . Bicycling Bicycling of annual
enfgggggg i enforcement enforcement statewide
POST (4) police academy [police continuing| bike/ped
¢ requirement training conference
(6)
Alabama
Alaska
rzona v States rank
Arkansas
California v Q) l f
Colorado p Oor y Or
Connecticut °
pelaware v v @ professional
Florida v
Georgia 3) d '
— education
Idaho ° °
inois v on bicycling
Indiana v v v v ©
lowa v v v v d lk S
Kansas and walkKing.
Kentucky v v v
Louisiana v v 5
T v v . ‘/) Just 30% of states report
Maryland v that their police officer
Massachusetts v v v training includes bicy-
Michigan v v 1i £ Onl
Minnesofa v v cling enforcement. y
Mississippi v v v 11 states (22%) report that
M’V"53t°“” v v v v bicycling enforcement is a
ontana . q
Nebraska police academy require-
Nevada v v v v ment. Just 16 states report
el ampshie v v having a statewide bicycle
New Jersey v d d . £
New Mexico an pe estrian confer-
New York ence.
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon v v v
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina v Legend:
South Dakota v'=Yes
Ter;nessee v Sources: State surveys 2008/2009, LAB
XS 2009 Notes: (1) Biennial. (2) 2009 will be
Utah first year. (3) Not annual, but one held in
Vermont 2006. (4) POST stands for Police Officer
Virginia Standards and Training. (5)Not annual,
Washington but one held in 2004. (6) Statewide bike/
West Virgini v ped conference refers to an educational
e§ |rg|.n|c and networking event that brings to-
Wisconsin v gether professionals working on bicycle
Wyoming and pedestrian issues including govern-

v v
v
# of states responding 15 17 16 ment officials, planners, educators, and
es advocates.

Mean/Average (\[e} [\[o} \[¢] \[e}
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Secretary of Energy Steven Chu speaks at a 2009 Washington, DC, Bike to
Work Day event. Photo courtesy of the Washingfon Area Bicyclist Association

conferences or summits that provide bicycle and pedestrian profes-
sionals an opportunity for learning, networking, and planning.
Sixteen states report having hosted a statewide bicycle and pedes-
trian conference. Fourteen of these are annual. Delaware and Indiana
planned a statewide conference for the first time in 2009.

Educating the Public

Educating the public is a critical component of creating bicycle and
pedestrian friendly communities. From street-side messages of
share-the-road campaigns to driver's test questions, states and cities
are working to promote the safety of the most vulnerable road users.
For this section we relied on data from state surveys, the League of
American Bicyclists' Bicycle Friendly States Program, and the Na-
tional Center for Safe Routes to School. State benchmarks include
whether or not states have a public safety (or "Share the Road")
campaign, whether states include driver's manual and driver's test
information on bicyclists, and the number of schools participating in
National Walk and Bike to School Day, and whether or not a state has
a state-sponsored ride to promote bicycling or physical activity (and
how many participants). City education benchmarks include the

E Alliance for Biking & Walking



EDUCATION AND ENCOURAGEMENT

presence of youth and adult bicycle education courses
and participation levels in these courses.

Share the Road Campaigns

"Share the Road" is perhaps the most common slogan
used in bicycle education. Share the Road campaigns are
widespread and can take many forms. Many states have
Share the Road signs on roadways. Others have Share the
Road bumper stickers. Some states have sophisticated
campaigns with public service announcements including
ads on buses, billboards, and radio messages. The basic
message is always the same, encouraging bicyclists and
motorists to obey traffic laws and show respect to other
road users. Thirty-three states report having a Share the
Road or similar public safety campaign.

Driver Education

Driver education is a unique opportunity to instill
knowledge about traffic laws and safety that individu-
als will use to form habits and will take with them for
years to come. The League of American Bicyclists' Bicycle
Friendly State surveys collect information from states on

whether or not information on bicycling is included in

the state driver's manual and whether or not questions 66% Of states
on sharing the roadway with bicyclists are included on have a Share the
the state driver's test. While 43 states include information

on bicycling in their state driver's manual, less than half Ro ad or

of states (23) include driver's test questions on bicyclists.

similar public
Bicycle Education safety campaign.

While nearly anyone who received a driver's license
must have some form of driver's education before receiv-
ing a license, there is no education requirement to ride a
bicycle. Yet there are skills involved with properly han-
dling a bicycle in traffic. Bicycle education teaches youth
and adults the rules of the road, how to properly handle
a bicycle in traffic, and how to respectfully share the road
with other users. The Alliance survey on youth and adult
bicycle education courses reveals that 35 cities (69% of

2010 Benchmarking Report m



CHAPTER 5

Public Education and Events in States

State-
Share the iver’ sponsored | # of people | # of schools
Road/ ride fo who participating

promote participated | in Walk to
bicycling/ | in state ride | School Day
activity

Alabama v 2 14
Alaska v 2 4
Arizona v v v 2 106
Arkansas v 2 8
California v v m 342
Colorado v v 2 93
Connecticut v 2 10
Delaware v v v 120 7
Florida v v v 600 232
Georgia v v ) 45
Hawaii v v v [} 2
Idaho v 2 40
lllinois v v v v 220 161
Indiana v v ) 0 9
lowa v v v ) 20,000 14
Kansas v 2 70
Kentucky v v v v 200 41
Louisiana v v [} 17
Maine v v v v 625 21
Maryland v v 600 (3) 64
Massachusetts v v 300 51
Michigan v v %) 193
Minnesota v v v v 125 14
Mississippi v v [} 40
Missouri v v v 325 47
Montana v 2 42
Nebraska v v 1} 34
Nevada v v v 2 3
New Hampshire v v v v 1,400 15
New Jersey v v ) 54
New Mexico [} 58
New York v v v [} 67
North Carolina v v v [} 57
North Dakota v 2 2
Ohio v 2 39
Oklahoma v v [} 69
Oregon v %] 290
Pennsylvania v 2 47
Rhode Island v v 120 7
South Carolina v v v v 75 177
Legend: South Dakota v v %) 6
v'=Yes Tennessee v v * 54
o = Not applicable Texas v v v 1} 94
* = Officials could Utah v v v v % 80
not access data Vermont 7 7 v @ 60 50
Virginia v %] 38
Sources: State surveys 2008/2009, Washington v v v %) 47
LAB 2009, National Center for West Virginia v (] 16
Safe Routes to School Notes: (1) Wisconsin v v v 2 000 66
Not available for whole state. .
(2) State ride is sponsored by LI (7, 7 7 7 7 &
advocacy organization and not # of states
by the state. (3) 500 Cycle Across responding yes

Maryland, 100 symposium. Mean/Average Yes Yes

Alliance for Biking & Walking
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Adult Bicycle Education Courses

# of adults | # adults per 1 participant

Sponor) oo T EaE

Atlanta NPO * 110 274 * 3,106 1,247
Austin NPO 50 50 80 11,645 11,645 7,215
Baltimore NPO * * 30 * * 16,149
Boston NPO * * 200 * * 2,483
Charlotte NPO * * * * * *
Colorado Springs - * 12 20 * - 14,606
Columbus IND (10) 30 30 30 18,569 18,569 18,569
Dallas NPO - 66 124 - 13,716 7,300
Fort Worth NPO * * * * * *
Honolulu IND (10) * * * * * *
Houston NPO 300 400 600 5,049 3,787 2,524
Indianapolis NPO (2) - - 30 - -
Kansas City, MO NPO - 120 - - 2,754 -
Las Vegas GO * * * * * *
Long Beach GO and NPO - 16 70 - 20,910 4,779
Los Angeles NPO * * * * * *
Louisville 60 120 60 7,111 3,556 7.111
Memphis NPO * * * * * *
Miami GO (3) 16 - 17 17.441 - 16,415
Milwaukee NPO 10 20 25 41919 20,959 16,768
Minneapolis GO (4) * * 285) * * 849
Nashville NPO 30 30 30 15,229 15229 15,229
New York NPO 101 SN ISAEIE M IGaI088) 14,852 6,742
Oakland NPO and GO (3,5) * 35 114 * 7,997 2,455
Oklahoma City Other * * * * * *
Omaha NPO 10 - - 28,076 - -
Philadelphia GO (3) and NPO - - - - - -
Phoenix NPO * * * * * *
Portland, OR GO * * * * * < Legend:
San Diego NPO * * * * * * * = Officials could not
: access data
San Francisco GO (6) 250 300 389 2,632 2193 1,691 @ = Not applicable
San Jose GO (5) and NPO 200 200 200 3,605 3,505 3,505 M - High value
Seattle NPO * * * * * * = Low value
Tucson GO 400 500 1 OOO 1 OOO 800
Washington, DC GO and NPO * * GO = Government organization

IND = Independent
KT —mmm‘l - NPO = Norprot orgaricton
' | 55 | 88 [ 97 [13387] 9771 | 6 DOT = Department of
_-__-- PD = Police department

Low 10 12 17 1,000 1,000 800

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The following cities did not provide data on adult bicycle educa-
tion participation: Albuguerque, Arlington, Chicago, Cleveland, Denver, Detroit, EL Paso, Fort Worth, Fresno,
Honolulu, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Memphis, Mesa, New Orleans, Oklahoma City, Phoenix,
Portland, Raleigh, Sacramento, San Antonio, San Diego, Seattle, Tulsa, and Virginia Beach. (1) Weighted
average. (2) Bicycle clubs. (3) County. (4) And “other.” (5) City. (6) SFMTA. (7) 231 plus an additional 198
fraining program participants. (8) 681, plus an additional 264 training program participants (9) New
program. (10) League of American Bicyclists Cycling Instructor (LCI).

Thirty-five of the cities surveyed for this report say their city has A dult Bike

adult bicycle education courses. Of these, 24 are sponsored by non-

profit organizations and 11 are sponsored by government agencies Ed iS on th e
(with some being sponsored by both and a couple by independent

instructors). Since 2006, participation in these courses has been on rise in m aj or
the rise with the average number of participants increasing 69% in ..

just two years. In 2008 these courses attracted an average of one U,S, C]_tleS,
person per 4,016 adults.
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CHAPTER 5

Legend:
* = Officials could not
access this data
@ = Not applicable
M = High value
= Low value

GO = Government organization

IND = Independent

NGO = Non-governmental
organization

NPO = Nonprofit organization

DOT = Department of

transportation
PD = Police department

One of every 88
youth in the largest
U.S. cities participate
in a bicycle education

Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston
Charlotte
Chicago
Columbus
Denver
Fresno
Honolulu
Houston
Indianapolis
Kansas City, MO
Long Beach
Louisville
Mesa
Milwaukee
Minneapolis
Nashville
New York

Oakland

Omaha
Philadelphia
Portland, OR

San Diego
San Francisco

San Jose

Seattle

Tucson

Virginia Beach
Washington, DC
Mean/Average

Median

Low

Participation - # of youth

Youth, Bicycle Education Courses

# of youth per one participant

*

* * 388
46 42 39
12 12 12
o @ 260
* * 536
[2] [2] 60
2T 2246 2,246
326 204 159
534 445 371
546 273 136
o 280N 222
152 117 129
94 94 94
0 54 36
9

*

*

*

"7 [ 006 [ o007 | 2008 | 2006 | 2o |
NPO * 300 34 * 303
DOT * * *
NPO * * 300
GO and NGO * * *
GO and NPO * * *
GO (10) 3.800 4,200 4,500
NPO * * *
NGO (2) and PD * * *
GO (3) 5,000 5,000 5,000
PD * * 2,050
GO and NPO * * *
NPO * * 200
GO ? ® 2070 (8)
NPO 30 60 60
SRTS * * *
GO (4) and NPO 500 800 1,025
GO 125 150 180
NPO 250 500 1,000
GO and NPO - 658 857
NPO and GO (7) 520 673 613
NPO 1,000 1,000 1,000
GO and NPO (5) 2 2 0
GO * * *
NPO * * *

GO (SFMTA) * 2000 3000
GO (7) and NPO  [125/0001 Ii25/0001 [125/0000
NPO * * *

GO * * *
GO (4) * * *
GO and NPO * *
| - | 4466 | 3337 | 2917 |

17
- | 520 [ 737 ] 1000 | 152 | 161 | 148
- 25000 25000 25000 4491 2892

- 30 60 34 9 9

* *

*

88 (1)

9

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: No data on youth bicycle education participation for: Alouquer-
que, Arlington, Austin, Baltimore, Charlotte, Chicago, Cleveland, Colorado Springs, Dallas, Denver, Detroit,
El Paso, Fort Worth, Fresno, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Memphis, Mesa, Miami, New
Orleans, Oklahoma City, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Portland, Raleigh, Sacramento, San Antonio, San Diego,
Seattle, Tucson, Tulsa, Virginia Beach, and Washington, DC. (1) Weighted average. (2) Kiwanis. (3) City, run
by Hawaii Bicycling League. (4) School district. (6) Philadelphia school district partners with the neighbor-
hood bike work. (6) City parks. (7) City. (8) First year of program. (9) "Youth" includes all residents under
age 18. (10) City neighborhood pride.

course.
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Alliance for Biking & Walking

Thirty of the cities surveyed for this report have

cities.

youth bicycle education courses in their city. Of
these, 17 are sponsored by nonprofit organiza-
tions and 20 by government organizations (some
are sponsored by both and / or other agencies). On
average, only one out of 88 youth (under age 18)
attend a youth bicycle education course in these
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Youthg, Bicycle Education:

Youth per One Participant
(3-year average 2006-2008)

San Jose 9
Honolulu
Columbus
San Francisco
Long Beach
Omaha
Oakland
Milwaukee
Houston

Nashville

cities

Boston
Minneapolis
Kansas City

Atlanta

New York

Louisville

2,994

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000
# of youth per one participant

Sources: City surveys 2008/2009, ACS 2007 Notes: The following cities could not provide data for all three years and therefore
averages were calculated using a 1- fo 2-year average as noted in parentheses: Atlanta (2), Boston (1), Houston (1), Kansas
City (1), Long Beach (1), New York (2), and San Francisco (2).The following cities did not provide data on youth bicycle
education participation: Albugquerque, Arlington, Austin, Baltimore, Charlotte, Chicago, Cleveland, Colorado Springs, Dallas,
Denver, Detroit, El Paso, Fort Worth, Fresno, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Memphis, Mesa, Miami, New
Orleans, Oklahoma City, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Portland, Raleigh, Sacramento, San Antonio, San Diego, Seattle, Tucson, Tulsa,
Virginia Beach, Washington, DC. (3) "Youth" includes all residents under age 18.
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Adult Bicycle Education:
Adults Per One Participant
vinneapolis ] s40  (3-year average 2006-2008)

Tucson 933
Kansas City, MO

1,377
San Francisco

Atlanta

2,172
2,177
Boston 2,483
San Jose 3,505
Washington 3,527
Houston

Oakland

3,787
5,226
Louisville 5,926

Austin

cities

Dallas

Long Beach
Nashville
Baltimore

Miami

Columbus
Indianapolis
Colorado Springs
Milwaukee 26,549
Omaha

New York

28,076
28,226

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000
# of participants per one adult

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The following cities could not provide data for all three years and therefore averages were
calculated using a 1-year average: Baltimore, Boston, Indianapolis, Minneapolis, Omaha, and Washington, DC.The following cit-

ies could not provide data for all three years and therefore averages were calculated using a 2-year average: Atlanta, Colorado
Springs, Dallas, Kansas City, MO, Long Beach, Miami, and Oakland. The following cities did not provide data on adult bicycle educa-
tion participation: Alouguerque, Arlington, Charleston, Chicago, Cleveland, Denver, Detroit, EL Paso, Fort Worth, Fresno, Honolulu,
Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Memphis, Mesa, New Orleans, Oklahoma City, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Portland, Raleigh, Sacra-
mento, San Antonio, San Diego, Seattle, Tulsa, Virginia Beach.

Alliance for Biking & Walking
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cities surveyed) have adult bicycle education courses, and 30 cities
(59% of cities surveyed) have youth bicycle education courses. These
education courses vary in that some are sponsored by the local gov-
ernment, some by a local nonprofit or advocacy organization, some
by the local police department, and others are the result of partner-
ships between multiple agencies. Surveys also reveal that city adult
bicycle education courses averaged one participant per 4,016 adults
and youth courses average one participant per 88 youth residents (in
2008).

Encouragement Programs and Events

Encouragement programs are those activities which support and
promote bicycling and walking. There are many different types of
encouragement activities, but this report looked at four specific types
of common encouragement events: Bike to Work Day, Walk and Bike
to School Day, city-sponsored bicycle rides, and car-free (or ciclovia/
Sunday parkways) events. This report also looked at participation
levels of these efforts to establish benchmarks and baseline data to
measure progress among cities going forward.

Bike to Work Day

Bike to Work Day is an annual event held on the third Friday in May
throughout the U.S. and Canada. Since the League of American Bicy-
clists organized the first Bike to Work Day in 1956, the day has been a
rallying point for bicycle advocates to promote bicycling as a healthy
and fun alternative to driving. Local advocacy organizations and
government agencies across North America organize bicycling en-
couragement and promotion events around Bike to Work Day includ-
ing commuter challenges, organized rides, energizer stations (with
coffee, breakfast treats, and bicycling literature), and more. Bike to
Work Day is the most common encouragement activity among major
U.S. cities with 38 cities reporting some organized event around this
day. Both government and nonprofit organizations sponsor these
events. San Francisco has more Bike to Work Day participants than
any other major U.S. city: 75,000 participants, or one out of every
nine residents, in 2008.

2010 Benchmarking Report
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Bicycle Promotion in Cities

City-
sponsored
bicycle ride

Bicycle education courses | Bike to Work | Ciclovia

Acur | Dov evenfs

Over 75% of
cities report

hosting Bike
to Work Day

events.

Of all the bicycle promotion
activities surveyed, Bike to
Work Day events are the most
common among major U.S.
cities. Adult and youth bicy-
cle education courses are also
held in more than half of the
cities surveyed. Ciclovia, or
car-free, events are the new-
est trend in bicycle promotion
and only 15 cities report hav-
ing hosted this type of event.

Legend:

Albuquerque
Arlington, TX
Atlanta
Austin
Baltimore
Boston
Charlotte
Chicago
Cleveland
Colorado Springs
Columbus
Dallas
Denver
Detroit
El Paso
Fort Worth
Fresno
Honolulu
Houston
Indianapolis
Jacksonville
Kansas City, MO
Las Vegas
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Louisville
Memphis
Mesa
Miami
Milwaukee
Minneapolis
Nashville
New Orleans
New York
Oakland
Oklahoma City
Omaha
Philadelphia
Phoenix
Portland, OR
Raleigh
Sacramento
San Antonio
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle
Tucson
Tulsa
Virginia Beach
Washington, DC

# of cities
responding yes
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Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Note: (1) New in 2009.
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Atlanta
Austin
Baltimore
Boston
Charlotte
Chicago
Colorado Springs
Columbus
Denver
Detroit
Fresno
Honolulu
Houston
Indianapolis
Kansas City, MO
Las Vegas
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Louisville
Mesa
Miami
Minneapolis
Nashville
New York
Oakland
Oklahoma City
Omaha
Philadelphia
Phoenix
Portland, OR
Raleigh
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Seattle
Tucson
Tulsa
Virginia Beach
Washington, DC

Mean/Average(6)

Median

Low

Sponsor(s)

NPO
NPO
GO
GO (1)
GO (2)

GO, NPO (3)
GO and NPO (1)
NPO
GO
NPO (2)

GO (1)

GO (1) and NPO
GO (1)
GO,NPO, (3)
GO
GO
GO and NPO (3)
MTA
GO
GO
GO (4) (5)
GO
NPO
NPO
NPO, and GO
GO (1)
NPO
NPO
GO (1)

GO
GO
NPO
GO SF (4)
GO (1) and NPO
NPO
GO
GO
NPO
GO, NPO (3)

Participation - # of adults

2,000
900

1,294
200
330
200

25
50

13,000

300

*

2006 2007

50
250

*

*

2,000
1,000

1,401
200
400
300

100
165
250
3.000
2,000
1,200
450
35,000
75
400
200
350
500
1,100

*

150
150
25
2,500
100
750 (6)
1,732
200
600
300
75

*
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__ *

14,000

400

*

4,528 4,895 300 (7) 132 (7)
- 25 25 25 22 10

15,000

500

*

# of adults per one participant

2008 2006 2007

3.417
* 11,545 3,498
* 1,938 1,938
* * 166
1,027 1,027 1,027
325 292 243
11,141 11,141 1,238
22 21 13
7,652 7,652 7,652
1,623 927 812
1,464 1,464 1,464
5,488 4,718 4,328
* 1,331 1,158
1,322 661 300
* * 2,230
2,844 2,133 2,844
* * 14,382
948 711 114
9.137 9.137 4,569
* * 8,495
216 200 162
2,024 2,024 2,024
851 702 468
5,436 3.624 3.624
5,454 4,329 3,636
10 9
54 50 47
1,333 1,000 800
9

Legend:

data
@ = Not applicable
= High value

* = Officials could not access

= Low value

GO = Government organization
NGO = Non-governmental organization
NPO = Nonprofit organization

DOT = Department of transportation
PD = Police department

2010 Benchmarking Report

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Note: The following cities did not report having Bike to
Work Day events and are not included in this table: Albuquerque, Arlington, Cleveland,
Dallas, El Paso, Fort Worth, Jacksonville, Memphis, Milwaukee, New Orleans, Sacramento,
and San Antonio. (1) City. (2) Other. (3) Business. (4) Metropolitan planning organization.
(5) County. (6) Answered 700-800. (7) Weighted average.
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Walk to School Day

Walk to School Day is an annual
international event held the first
Wednesday in October to promote and
encourage kids bicycling and walking
to school. The first Walk to School Day
was in 1995 in Hertfordshire, England.
By 2000 the first International Walk

to School Day was held with events
throughout Europe, Canada, and the
U.S. Communities can choose to cele-
brate International Walk to School Day
for a day, a week, or an entire month.
Events can range from simply encour-
aging parents and children to bicycle
or walk to school to an organized
walk or bicycle to school parade with
refreshments and prizes for children
who participate. In 2008 over 3,000
schools from all 50 states participated
in Walk to School Day. Only three of
the major U.S. cities in this report did
not have any schools registered for
Walk to School Day (Minneapolis, In-
dianapolis, and Fresno). Portland, OR,
and Detroit had more schools regis-
tered for Walk to School Day than any
other major U.S. cities with 47 and 31
registered schools, respectively.

Car-Free Street Events

Although some cities like San Francis-
co have had car-free public space for
decades, a new sort of car-free event
has been sweeping North American
cities in the last several years. These
events often called "Sunday Parkways"
or "Sunday Streets" are modeled after
the successful Ciclovia program in Bo-
gata, Columbia. These events tempo-
rarily shut down a portion of connect-
ed roadways to cars, and open these

Alliance for Biking & Walking

# of participating schools
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1,500 -
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CHAPTER 5

National Walk and Bike to
School Day Participants

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
year

Source: NCSRTS 2009.

streets to people for bicycling, walk-
ing, running, skating, and a number of
other organized activities. Fifteen cities
report having hosted a car-free street/
ciclovia event. New York's Summer
Streets drew 150,000 people in 2008,
more than any other ciclovia event.
Phoenix had the most participants per
capita at their ciclovia event with one
out of every 20 residents participat-
ing. These high participation levels for
relatively young events demonstrate a
large interest in and latent demand for
safe places to bicycle and walk.

Promotional Bicycle Rides

Promotional bicycle rides are another
popular encouragement activity that
many states, cities, and advocacy or-
ganizations sponsor. While temporary
in nature, these events can promote
bicycling as a healthy and fun way to
get around, and can raise awareness
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Number of Schools Participating in

Walk and Bike to School Day
(3-year average 2006-2008)

Portland
Detroit
Nashville
Tucson
Denver
Phoenix
Long Beach
Chicago
San Diego
Miami
Sacramento
Seattle
Austin
Baltimore
San Francisco
Atlanta
Los Angeles
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Washington
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Kansas City
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San Jose
Colorado Springs
Oakland
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Portland had more
schools participate
in National Walk
and Bike to School
Day than any other
major U.S. city.
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CHAPTER 5

City-Sponsored Bicycle Rides

S Participation - # of people # of people per one participant
e 2005 | 2006
Baltimore * * 25/wk * * 25498
Boston * * 600 * * 1,022
Columbus [} [} 200 (1) [} [2} 3,665
Dallas 3,000 3.000 3.000 413 413 13
Honolulu 4,000 3.500 3,400 88 101 104
Houston * 2,500 3,758 * 819 545
Las Vegas * * 865 * * 650
Long Beach * * 4,000 * * 115
Los Angeles 1,200 1,700 2,300 3,172 2,239 1,655
Louisville 6,000 8,000 10,000 94 70 56
Minneapolis * 4,700 3,400 * 75 103
Nashville 1,000 1,000 1,500 593 593 396
New York 70 120 60 118,208 68,954 137,909
Omaha 50 60 75 7,487 6,239 4,991
Philadelphia * 2,400 3,100 * 604 468
San Francisco 2,000 (2) 2,000 (2) 2,000 (2) 382 382 382
San Jose 300 400 500 3.075 2,306 1,845
Washington, DC [} [] 3.000 [} [] 196
Mean/Average | 1958 | 2448 | 2321 | 982(4) | 720(4) [ 582(4)
legend: | 1200 | 2200 [ 2150 | 593 | 599 [ 507
* = Officials cou _
i oo : 6000 8000
data ow 50 60 25 88 70 56
@ = Not applicable Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: (1) First year of this event. (2) Answered “thousands,”
. = High value represented as 2,000. (3) Denver, Portland, Mesa, and Memphis all responded “yes” to having
= Low value a cliTy-sponsored bicycle ride but could not access participation data; Mesa’s ride is new. (4)
Weighted average.

Louisville Mayor Jerry Abramson (pictured
center), joins thousands of area bicyclists for
the 2009 Labor Day Mayor's Hike & Bike.

CLOSER LOOK

Louisville Mayor's
Healthy Hometown
Hike and Bike

Ten thousand people came out for the fourth an-
nual Mayor's Healthy Hometown Hike and Bike
in Louisville, Kentucky, Labor Day 2008—that's
one participant for every 56 Louisville residents.
According to Dirk Gowin with the City of Louis-
ville, "One of the main reasons that the Mayor's
Hike and Bike event is so successful is that we
accommodate bicyclists of all levels. The entire
route is approximately 15 miles in length, with
frequent stops, and frequent opportunities to turn
around and shorten the route if you are not able to
complete the course. And, all signalized intersec-
tions are controlled by Louisville Metro Police. So
we see riders from small kids on training wheels
to racers."

11
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around local bicycle routes, is-
sues, and groups. They are often
an excellent entry point for new
bicyclists who are not yet com-
fortable riding alone in traffic,
but who will try out bicycling in
a group ride setting. Promotional
rides are also great opportunities
for media coverage and forg-

ing new partnerships between
bicycling and walking organi-
zations and other government
and community groups. Fifteen
states and 23 cities report having
government-sponsored rides to
promote bicycling or physical
activity. lowa's RAGBRAI (Reg-
ister’s Annual Great Bicycle Ride
Across Iowa) is an annual seven-
day bicycle ride across the state
that attracts 20,000 bicyclists,
more than any other state ride.

EDUCATION AND ENCOURAGEMENT

Ciclovia/Car-free Events

# of people per one

Participation - # of people ‘ participant

City (2) ‘

2008
Baltimore 2,000 (1)
Boston 4,000
Kansas City, MO 3,600 (1)
Miami [ 2,800
New York 250 (1) (3) [i60/0600
Phoenix * 75,000
Portland, OR 15,000 (1)
San Francisco 7,000 (1) (4)
Washington, DC 1,200
Mean/Average 28,9556
Median 4,000

Source: City surveys 2008/2009 Notes: (1) First year of this Legend:

event. (2) Chicago, Honolulu, Houston, Long Beach, Phila- P Offi.ciols could
delphia, and Seattle reported having a ciclovia/carfree not access
event but could not access data on participation; all other data

cities did not report having a ciclovia/care-free event. © = Not applicable
For Chicago 2008 was the first year of the event; for Long )

Beach 2009 was the first year of the event. (3) Answered I = High value
"200-300." (4) Answered “several thousand.” (5) Weighted = Low value
average.

Portland residents enjoy a street free of car traffic on one of the By Greg Raisman

three Sunday Parkways events in 2009.




6: Grassroots Advocac

A

-

Members of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition successfully rallied to save
a bike lane on Market Street that was threatened to be removed. Photo by Kate McCarthy, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Growing the Movement

here is no doubt that bicycle and pedestrian advocacy is on
the rise. When the Alliance for Biking & Walking (formerly
known as the Thunderhead Alliance) was formed in 1996
as the North American coalition of state and local bicycle
and pedestrian advocacy organizations, there were just 12 member
organizations. Today the Alliance includes over 160 organizations
representing 47 states and three Canadian provinces. The number of
bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organizations has steadily increased
through the Alliance’s comprehensive organizational development
efforts and in response to increasing traffic congestion, rising gas
prices, safety risks, a growing obesity epidemic, and climate change.

This upward trend in bicycle and pedestrian advocacy doesn’t seem
to be waning anytime soon. As these issues become more prevalent
in mainstream public discourse, the Alliance is working with more
emerging organizations and connecting their leaders with peers

Alliance for Biking & Walking



GRASSROQOTS ADVOCACY

around the country as they embark to transform their communities
into more vibrant, healthy, and livable places.

Advocacy as an Indicator

The presence and strength of advocacy organizations in states and
cities have been used as indicators to measure the state of bicycling
and walking. Strong advocacy organizations are often necessary to
local jurisdictions with hopes of passing and implementing progres-
sive policies for bicycling and walking. Government and elected
officials passionate about these issues often promote or work with
emerging advocates, recognizing the need for increased citizen in-
volvement in the public policy discourse. The presence and capacity
of advocacy organizations are both indicators of the prominence of
bicycling and walking in communities and are worth comparing to
other bicycling and walking indicators. For this report, the Alliance
for Biking & Walking only collected data from Alliance member orga-
nizations.

Alliance U.S. Bike/Ped Advocacy Organizations

Statewide
organization

. |
. O Local‘ .
organization

Source: Alliance for Biking & Walking July 2009
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CHAPTER 6

Proving Effectiveness

The Alliance’s coalition of grassroots advocacy organizations is con-
stantly influencing public policy and helping to create more bikeable
and walkable communities. But can this be proven? Looking at data
on capacity of advocacy organizations (page 135) shows there may be
a connection between the advocacy capacity and bicycling and walk-
ing levels. Besides using these data to illustrate their effectiveness,
Alliance leaders can also learn where they are successful and which
areas need greater attention, thus refocusing limited resources for the
greatest impact.

Measuring Advocacy Capacity

Measuring the capacity of advocacy organizations is not an easy
thing to do. In this attempt, the Alliance distributed a survey to Al-
liance member organizations representing one of the 50 states or 51
cities in this report. Variables measured include revenue and revenue
sources, membership, staffing, and media impressions. While these

Revenue Sources Of [iegena: | Revenue Sources of
Statewide Alliance | Bt o oo | Alliance Organizations
H H [ = Fee-forservice activities 1 1
Orgq nlzqhons = Government grants and contracts SeI’VI ng Clhes
= Foundation grants
= = Bicycle shopgs and manufacturers 2%

<

\

(Graphs this page) Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Note: Graphs consider only Alliance organizations serving states and one
of the 51 study-area cities; information not provided for Arkansas, Michigan, New Mexico, New York, and Ohio.

Alliance for Biking & Walking



Advocacy Capacity QANKING
STCITGS(U CiTieS(z)

@ Seattle

(@) San Francisco
@ Minneapolis
@ Colorado Springs
(®) Chicago

@ Portland, OR

(@) Colorado
@ Washington
@ Wisconsin
@ Virginia
Vermont

@ lowa
Michigan

@ New York

Washington, DC

Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Notes: The rankings in the
chart above are based upon the 2008 per capita income of advo-
cacy organizations. States and cities represented by the advocacy
organization with the highest per capita revenue are ranked #1
and so forth; Indiana and Michigan are ranked according to 2006
per capita revenue because 2008 data were unavailable. (1) As of
January 2009, the following stafes were not served by a dedicated
statewide Alliance advocacy organization: Wyoming, Tennessee,
Pennsylvania, North Dakota, North Carolina, Montana, Nebraska,
Nevada, Kansas, Louisiana, Idaho, Delaware, Connecticut, and
Alaska.The following states are served by a statewide Alliance ad-
vocacy organization that did not complete an organization survey
or did not provide data on revenue for this ranking: New Mexico,
Maryland, Kentucky, California, and Georgia. (2) As of January
2009, the following cities were not served by a dedicated local Al-
liance advocacy organization: Arlington, Baltimore, Detroit, El Paso,
Fresno, Honolulu, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Memphis,
Mesa, Milwaukee, Oklahoma City, Phoenix, Portland, Raleigh, San
Antonio, Tulsa, Tucson, and Virginia Beach. The following cities are
served by a local Alliance advocacy organization that did not
provide data: Houston and New Orleans. View data on pages 117,
122, and 124 of this report.

GRASSROQOTS ADVOCACY

variables are telling in some cases,
they will not accurately reflect the full
capacity of these organizations. Some
organizations with strong leaders

and a dedicated base, can and do win
great victories for bicycling and walk-
ing with virtually no budget. Howev-
er, in the Alliance’s experience, orga-
nizations with sustainable revenue
sources and budgets to employ full-
time staff are the most self-sustaining
and are able to accomplish more in
the long term. Membership numbers
and media impressions were included
because they increase the political
influence of an organization.

Organizations are represented in this
section by the state or city they serve.
In the cases where more than one
advocacy organization serves a par-
ticular state or city, both organizations
are represented separately by their
city name and a number. Appendix

2 contains the list of 50 states and 51
cities studied in this report and iden-
tifies the advocacy organization(s)
representing each city or state. To see
which organization(s) are represented
by these data, you can cross-reference
the city or state with Appendix 2,
page 162.

The data in this chapter measure the
capacity of Alliance member organi-
zations only. Although most state and
local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy
organizations are Alliance members,
there are a few that are not. Also,
many other organizations, individu-
als, and government officials advocate
for bicycling and walking. This sec-
tion is by no means an all-inclusive or
definitive measurement of advocacy
capacity across the U.S. In the scope

2010 Benchmarking Report



CHAPTER 6

Revenue Sources of Statewide
Alliance Organizations

Alabama
Arizona
Colorado .
Florida
Hawaii *
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Maine
Massachusetts
Minnesota

Missouri

New
Hampshire

states

New York
Oklahoma
Oregon*
Rhode Island

South Carolina

Texas
Vermont*
Virginia
Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 )
Notes: As of January 2009, the following Washington
states were not served by a dedicated
statewide Alliance advocacy organiza- West Virginia*
tion: Wyoming, Tennessee, Pennsylvania,
North Dakota, North Carolina, Montana, Wisconsin*

Nebraska, Nevada, Kansas, Louisiana, ! - : :
Idaho, Delaware, Connecticut, and Alas-

ka.The following states are served by a 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
statewide Alliance advocacy organiza- percent of organization's total revenue

tion that did not provide information on

organization revenue: Arkansas, South

Darkota, Utah, Michigan, Mississippi, Legend: * = Population served by organization is larger than state boundary.
Ohio, New Jersey, New Mexico. Mary- Memberships and donations Government grants and contracts
land, Kentucky, California, and Georgia. u ) © ) I ) v ) 9

To see the organization and study area Events, rides, galas (inc. sponsorships) [l Foundation grants

motch]eésépleose reference Appendix 2, [l Fec-for-service activities M Bike shops and manufacturers

page 162.
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Per Capita Revenue of Statewide
Alliance Organizations

New Jersey 1 $0.0001

. $0.0004
Ohio | s0.0004

Virginia 2 | 0001

wavams | 22 Revenue of
Oklahoma 8:888 .
Now sorsey2 | 30 statewide advocacy

West Virginia® 28:883 Legend:

Mississipi | gg:ggf = 2008 revenue per capita Organizations

Arizona 28:88? = 2006 revenue per capita

1 s0.003 * = Population served by ﬂllCtuateS iIl

Arkansas 20-000 organization is larger
New York $8;883 than state boundary
I e recent years.
$0.011
$0.006

New Hampshire - j 0003 Roughly half of statewide Al-
Florida ei'50.017 liance advocacy organizations

South Dakota* | ¢35t report a growth in revenue be-

@ Minnesota g, 805" tween 2006 and 2008. The other
5 South Carolina o half report either no growth or a
e Missouri ;O’?gb";“ decline in revenue. Oregon has
Indiana | g5 506" seen the greatest increase in per

Rhode Istand | g5 g0 capita revenue between 2006 and

Texas Py 2008—nearly 16 cents per person.

lllinois
Massachusets
Michigan

lowa
Vermont*
Virginia 1
Wisconsin*
Washington

Colorado

Hawaii $0.320
. 0.330
Maine $$
0.334
0.358
Oregon* 5 $
0.257

T 1

$0.00 $0.05 $0.10 $0.15 $0.20 $0._25 $0.30 $0.35 $0.4(
revenue per capita

Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Notes: Graph considers only Alliance organizations serving states. As of January 2009,
the following states were not served by a dedicated statewide Alliance advocacy organization: Wyoming, Tennessee, Pennsyl-
vania, North Dakota, North Carolina, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Kansas, Louisiana, Idaho, Delaware, Connecticut, and Alaska.
The following states are served by a statewide Alliance advocacy organization who did not provide information on organization
revenue: New Mexico, Michigan, Maryland, Kentucky, Indiana, California, and Georgia; Michigan only 2006 info, Rhode Island,
New Jersey 2, and New Jersey 1 2008 only. Indiana 2008 figure is based on 2007 revenue because 2008 data were not available.
States with numbers following indicate there is more than one statewide advocacy organization serving this state. To see the
organization and study area matches, please reference Appendix 2, page 162.
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CHAPTER 6

Revenue Sources of Alliance
Organizations Serving Cities

Albuquerque
Atlanta

Austin*

Boston*

Charlotte

Chicago
Cleveland
Colorado Springs*
Columbus*

Dallas/Fort Worth*

Denver*

Kansas City*

Los Angeles/Long Beach *

Louisville*

cities

Miami*
Milwaukee
Minneapolis*
Nashville*
New York
Oakland
Omaha*
Philadelphia*
Portland
Sacramento*
San Diego*
San Francisco

Washington* .

T T T T

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
percent of organization's total revenue

Legend: * = Population served by organization is larger than city boundary

[l Memberships and donations Government grants and contracts
Events, rides, galas (inc. sponsorships) [ll Foundation grants

Il Fee-forservice activities M Bike shops and manufacturers

Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Notes: Graph considers only Alliance organizations serving one of the 51 larg-
est cities. As of January 2009, the following cities were not served by a dedicated local Alliance advocacy organization:
Arlington, Baltimore, Detroit, El Paso, Fresno, Honolulu, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Memphis, Mesa, Milwaukee,
Oklahoma City, Phoenix, Portland, Raleigh, San Antonio, Tulsa, Tucson, and Virginia Beach.The following cities are served by
a local Alliance advocacy organization that did not provide this data: Houston, New Orleans, San Jose, and Seattle. Los
Angeles/Long Beach and Dallas/Fort Worth are served by one organization and thus are combined on this graph.
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of this report, measurements are limited
to the capacity of Alliance member state
and local bicycle and pedestrian advo-
cacy organizations.

Revenue

The Alliance for Biking & Walking
asked its member organizations for their
revenue sources from the most recent

Per Capita Income of Alliance
Advocacy Organizations

$0.04

$0.04

$0.03 -
$0.02 -

$0.01 -

income per resident served

$0.00 -

Number of Residents Per One
Member in Alliance Advocacy
Organizations

6,000 - 5,758

>
o
o
o

residents per one member in
Alliance organizations
8
8

2006 2008

0-
(Graphs this page) Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009

Note: Graphs consider only Alliance organizations serving states
and one of the 51 study-area cities.
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budget year. Data indicate that on aver-
age statewide advocacy organizations
operate on three cents per capita. The
state with the highest per capita income
for an advocacy organization is Oregon
with a budget of 36 cents per capita.

Organizations that represent cities have
significantly higher incomes per capita.
On average, organizations representing
cities earn 20 cents per capita. Seattle
ranks highest in per capita earnings of
all cities surveyed at $1.50 per capita.

The range is wide among states and
cities in part because some advocacy
organizations are new and are being
compared to longer-established organi-
zations. Also, some organizations have
full-time staff for fundraising while oth-
ers are run by volunteers.

Both city and state organizations have
diversified revenue mainly divided
between memberships and donations,
program fees and events, and govern-
ment grants and contracts. Memberships

Transportation Alternatives mobilized New York City bicyclists into
a powerful grassroots movement during the 2008 congestion
pricing debate.

¥,

<
S
ie)
o
a
2
£
<)
=
15
>
2
Y
E
o}
o
9
15}
I
oo

Mj&Blke,
oo et



CHAPTER 6

Number of Residents Per One Member in
Statewide Alliance Organizations

Maine | 176
Oregon* | 739
Colorado | 768

Vermont* § 1,243

Minnesota 2 |§ 1,485 Legend:

Wisconsin* 1,797 * = Population served by
organization is larger
Washington 263 than state boundary

Massachusetts
lowa

Arkansas
Missouri

New Mexico
West Virginia*

Indiana

states

South Carolina
lllinois

Florida

Rhode Island
New Hampshire
Arizona

New Jersey
Oklahoma
Minnesota 1
Texas

New York

77,191

Alabama 132,224

0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000
number of residents per one member in organization

Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Notes: This graph considers only Alliance organizations serving states; Mississippi,
Ohio, Virginia, and South Dakota are not included because they have no members. As of January 2009, the following states
were not served by a dedicated statewide Alliance advocacy organization: Wyoming, Tennessee, Pennsylvania, North Dakota,
North Carolina, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Kansas, Louisiana, Idaho, Delaware, Connecticut, and Alaska. The following states
are served by a statewide Alliance advocacy organization that did provide data on membership: Utah, Michigan, Maryland,
Kentucky, California, and Georgia. States with numbers following indicate there is more than one statewide advocacy organizo-
tion serving this state.To see the organization and study area matches, please reference Appendix 2, page 162.
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Number of Residents Per One Member in
Alliance Organizations Serving Cities

San Francisco 76
Seattle 1 195

Chicago* 454

Colorado Springs* 490
Washington* 537
Atlanta 687
Portland 739
Legend:
Seattle 2 1,154
* = Population served by
New York 1,182 organization is larger
Austin* 1,379 than city boundary

San Jose

Milwaukee

Sacramento*

cities

San Diego*
Philadelphia*
Albuquerque*
Kansas City*
Charlotte
Louisville*
Denver*

Los Angeles/Long Beach*

Nashville*
Columbus* 16,910
Oakland 17,941
0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 18,000

number of residents per one member in organization

Source: Organization surveys 2008/2009 Notes: This graph considers only Alliance organizations serving one of the 51 largest cities.
As of January 2009, the following cities were not served by a dedicated local Alliance advocacy organization: Arlington, Baltimore,
Detroit, El Paso, Fresno, Honolulu, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Memphis, Mesa, Milwaukee, Oklahoma City, Phoenix, Portland,
Raleigh, San Antonio, Tulsa, Tucson, and Virginia Beach. The following cities are served by a local Alliance advocacy organization that
did not provide data: Houston, New Orleans, and Cleveland. Omaha, New Orleans, and Boston are not listed here because they had
0 members in 2008. New Orleans noted that they have not collected membership since Katrina but were beginning to in November
2008. Cities with numbers following indicate there is more than one advocacy organization serving this city. To see the organization
and study area matches, please reference Appendix 2, page 162.

San Francisco has the highest per cap- Local Alliance
ita membership of advocacy organiza- Ol‘ganiza tions average

tions serving cities, with one member

for every 76 residents. Seattle and Chi- one m emb er f or ev ery

cago follow with one member for ev-

ery 195 and 454 residents, respectively. 1,5 49 rESidentS.
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CHAPTER 6

Capacity of Statewide Alliance Organizations

Population served Annual per capita income Membership
Larger ?toffllper .
AT BElD To::rlvzgp. 2007 2008 pzcl’lg?erl mei'gers réiseldrigf\geerr
boundary?
Alabama no 4,627,851 $0.004 $0.003 ~ $0.001 0.0 25 132,224
Arizona no 6,338,755 $0.001 $0.001 $0.002 0.0 200 31,694
Arkansas no 2,834,797 $0.000 $0.003 ~ $0.003 0.0 500 5,670
Colorado no 4,861,515 $0.049 $0.064  $0.113 15 7,018 693
Florida no 18,251,243 $0.017 $0.010  $0.008 0.1 1,500 12,167
Hawaii yes 1,283,388 $0.320 $0.410  $0.070 1.5 310 4,140
lllinois no 12,852,548 $0.014 $0.019  $0.024 0.2 1,060 12,125
Indiana no 6,345,289 * $0.015 * 0.2 600 10,575
lowa no 2,988,047 $0.008 $0.017  $0.008 0.8 726 4,116
Maine no 1,317,207 $0.334 $0.338 | $0.330 2.7 7,500 176
Massachusetts no 6,449,755 $0.026 $0.024  $0.025 0.4 2,500 2,580
Michigan no 10,071,822 $0.029 $0.033 * 0.2 * *
Minnesota 1 no 5,197,621 $0.000 $0.000  $0.012 0.2 100 51,976
Minnesota 2 no 5,197,621 * $0.144  $0.144 1.3 3500 1,485
Mississippi no 2,918,785 $0.001 $0.001 $0.002 0.2 0 [}
Missouri no 5,878,415 $0.007 $0.011 $0.014 0.1 771 7,624
New Hampshire no 1,315,828 $0.003 $0.005  $0.006 1.1 62 21,223
New Jersey 1 no 8,685,920 * $0.000  $0.001 0.0 270 32,170
New Jersey 2 no 8,685,920 * $0.000  $0.000 0.0 0 [}
New Mexico no 1,969,915 * * * 0.0 250 7,880
New York no 19,297,729 $0.000 $0.004  $0.004 0.1 250 77,191
Ohio 1 no 11,466,917 $0.000 $0.000  $0.000 0.0 0 [
Ohio 2 no 11,466,917 $0.000 $0.000  $0.000 0.0 210 54,604
Oklahoma no 3,617,316 $0.000 $0.001 $0.001 0.0 108 33,494
Oregon yes 3,700,000 $0.257 $0.332  $0.358 4.3 5,073 739
Rhode Island no 1,057,832 * * $0.023 0.0 75 14,104
South Carolina no 4,407,709 $0.011 $0.012  $0.014 0.2 406 10,856
South Dakota no 796,215 $0.000 $0.001 $0.000 0.0 0 [o]
Texas no 23,904,380 $0.037 $0.037  $0.024 0.3 400 59,761
Utah no 2,645,330 $0.011 $0.001 $0.006 0.0 * *
Vermont yes 600,000 $0.178 $0.097  $0.098 00 500 1,243
Virginia 1 no 7,712,091 $0.070 $0.139  $0.100 0.6 * *
Virginia 2 no 7,712,091 $0.001 $0.001 $0.001 0.0 115 67,062
Washington no 6,468,424 $0.084 $0.104  $0.112 0.6 2,858 2,263
West Virginia yes 1,812,035 $0.002 $0.002  $0.002 O 0 180 10,067
Wisconsin 5,601,640 $0.056 $0.075  $0.101 3,117 1,797
ean/Average (1) 5,222
Median 10,067
High 23,904,380 $0.334 $0.338  $0.358 4.3 7,500 132,224
Low [ 600,000 $0.000 $0.000  $0.000 0 0 176
Legend: Soqrce: Organization surveys 2008/200‘? Notes: As of_Jcmuc_iry 2009, the fol-
.z Offic':iols could not access Iowmg s’rgTes were nof served by a dedicated §TofeW|de Alliance deococy
data organization: Wyoming, Tennessee, Pennsylvania, North Dakota, North Carolina,
. Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Kansas, Louisiana, Idaho, Delaware, Connecti-
@ = Nof applicable cut, and Alaska.The following states are served by a statewide Alliance advo-
= High value =low value | cacy organization that did not complete an organization survey: Maryland,

Kentucky, California, and Georgia. States with numbers following indicate there
is more than one statewide advocacy organization serving this state.To see
the organization and study area matches, please reference Appendix 2, page
162. (1) All averages are weighted by population except for population served
and # of members.
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CLOSER LOOK

Bicycle Coadlition of Maine:
Statewide Powerhouse for Bicycling

by Allison Vogt, Executive Director, Bicycle Coalition of Maine

The Bicycle Coalition of Maine is the strongest statewide advocacy organization
based on a number of capacity measurements including membership and rev-
enue. Allison Vogt of the Bicycle Coalition of Maine explains the philosophy behind
their success.

The Bicycle Coalition of Maine’s success in maintaining
a strong and vibrant membership is rooted in our 17-
year history of making Maine a better place to bicycle
through a collaborative spirit and broad-based grass-
roots network.

Our membership represents the full spectrum of bi-
cyclists in Maine; whether they bicycle for transporta-
tion, sport or just plain fun our members know that the
Bicycle Coalition represents their interests.

We take the word “Coalition” in our name very literally
and encourage and enable our members to work in their
own local communities as part of our movement for bet-
ter bicycling in Maine. Our strong member network, in
combination with a strong presence at the state legisla-
ture and transportation agencies, is a proven formula for
better bicycling in Maine.

|.'II A few of the Bicycle Coalition of Maine members and volunteers
E . in "Team BCM" on the Trek Across Maine.

Bicycle Coalition

of Maine has one

member for every
176 Maine residents,
more members per

capita than any
other statewide
advocacy
organization.
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CHAPTER 6

Capacity of Alliance Organizations Serving Cities

Population served Annual per capita income Staff per Membership
ﬂ:-g;gsi;y Total pop. 2006 2007 2008 1 ;nci)”kl’e” #of [Residents per 1
boundary? served peop members| member
Albuquerque yes 750,000 $0.04 $0.05 0.1 200 3,750
Atlanta no 432,511 $0.69 $0.48 $0.30 4.6 630 687
Austin yes 2,000,000 $0.04 $0.05 $0.05 0.3 1,450 1,379
Boston yes 800,000 $0.01 $0.02 $0.01 0.4 0 2]
Charlotte no 675,229 $0.00 $0.01 $0.01 15 100 6,752
Chicago yes 8,000,000 $0.28 $0.39 $0.43 3.0 6,023 455
Cleveland no 395,310 $0.08 $0.23 $0.17 3.0 0 %]
Colorado Springs yes 600,000 $0.04 $0.38 $0.45 4.4 1,224 490
Columbus yes 732,974 $0.00 $0.06 $0.06 0.5 100 7.330
Denver yes 588,349 $0.00 $0.02 $0.03 0.0 60 9,806
Dallas/ Fort Worth yes 6,328,200 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.0 48 131,838
Kansas City, MO yes 2,000,000 * * $0.01 * 324 6,173
Los Angeles/Long Beach yes 10,000,000 $0.02 $0.02 $0.03 0.3 1,000 10,000
Louisville yes 1,000,000 $0.03 $0.07 $0.07 1.6 120 8,333
Miami yes 2,400,000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.0 8 300,000
Milwaukee yes 5,601,640 $0.06 $0.08 $0.10 1.3 3117 1,797
Minneapolis no 271,203 $0.43 $0.77 $1.06 9.8 0 [}
Nashville yes 1,000,000 $0.03 $0.05 $0.08 1.3 75 13,333
New Orleans yes 728,452 * * * 0.0 o(l) [}
New York no 8,274,527 $0.21 $0.23 $0.24 1.8 7,000 1,182
Oakland no 358,829 $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 0.0 20 17.941
Omaha yes 500,000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0.0 0 @
Philadelphia yes 4,500,000 $0.05 $0.06 $0.12 0.7 1,200 3,750
Portland yes 3,700,000 $0.26 $0.33 $0.37 4.3 5,073 739
Sacramento yes 2,304,411 $0.03 $0.04 $0.04 0.6 1.211 1,903
San Diego yes 3,000,000 $0.01 $0.01 $0.03 0.3 1,150 2,609
San Francisco no 764,976 $0.74 $0.97 $1.35 10.5 10,000 76
San Jose yes 922,389 * $0.22 $0.24 2.2 625 1,476
Seattle 1 yes 1,859,284 $1.22 $1.42 $1.50 54 9,500 196
Seattle 2 no 577,231 * * $0.43 8.7 500 1,154
Washingfon yes 3,759,000 $0.15 $0.17 $0.20 1 4 7,000 537
Washington, DC 3,759,000 $0.15 $0.17 $0.20 7,000 537
Mean/Average (2) _-l- 1,283
Median 5 | 000000 | soo0a | 006 | s00s | 13 | 500 | 2.5
High [ 10,000,000 $1.22 $1.42 $1.50 10.5 10,000 300,000
Low ") 271,203 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 0 76
Legend: Source: Qrgonizoﬁon surveys 2008/2009 Nofes:'As Qf Jcmgory 2009, The followinglciﬁes were not served
- . by a dedicated local Alliance advocacy organization: Arlington, Baltimore, Detroit, El Paso, Fresno, Ho-
= Officials could nolulu, Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Memphis, Mesa, Milwaukee, Oklahoma City, Phoenix, Port-
gg:tgccess land, Raleigh, San Antonio, Tulsa, Tucson, and Virginia Beach. The following cities are served by a local
’ Alliance advocacy organization that did not provide this data: Houston, New Orleans, and Cleveland.
2= NCI’T applicable Seattle has more than one advocacy organization serving this state.To see the organization and study
= High value area matches, please reference Appendix 2, page 162. (1) Memberships have not been collected
= Low value since Hurricane Katrina in 2005. A new membership drive began in August 2008. (2) All averages are

weighted by population except for population served and # of members.
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition: "y,

10,000 Members Strong

by Teri Gardiner and Kate McCarthy, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC) has one member for every 76
residents, more members per capita than any other grassroots bicycling
and walking advocacy organization. SFBC's Teri Gardiner and Kate Mc-
Carthy explain why.

The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition understands that
a relationship with a member starts long before they
sign on the dotted line. Whenever we offer a free ser-
vice, we also make a pitch for membership. Whether
it is through our free valet bike parking, coffee on Bike
to Work Day or our “Service Stations,” where trained
outreach volunteers offer a free service like pumping

1 3 3 3 SFBC members hold signs felling city officials where and
air for tires to evenng bike commuters. why they want lanes at 2009 Bike to Work Day press

conference while Executive Director Leah
We regularly check in with our members with a com- Sl B s SushitEeleh
prehensive membership survey which helps us gauge

whether we are informing them enough on the work S F BC ! S mem be rs
we do, ensuring our campaigns are still relevant, and .
making sure they see the value of our work. CO n'l'rl b U'l'e .I 0 . 000
Our members are everything to us! We literally could VOI U n.l-eer h ours
not be doing our work without members; they donate

i 4 annually.

more than 10,000 hours of volunteer time each year
and 60% of our budget comes from our members.
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CHAPTER 6

and donations make up slightly more than a quarter of organizations'
budgets on average, though this category is the primary revenue
source for many smaller organizations with budgets under $100,000
a year.

Membership

Membership of advocacy organizations was another capacity factor
surveyed. Statewide organizations averaged one member per 5,222
people. Maine has the highest rate of members to population with
one member for every 176 Maine residents. Organizations serving
cities have higher membership rates averaging one member per 1,283
residents. San Francisco has the highest membership rate with one
member for every 76 residents. Seattle and Chicago rank second and
third with one member for every 196 and 455, respectively.

Alliance for Biking & Walking



/. Influencing Bicycling
and Walking

Photo by Adrian Short

tudies show that a number of factors contribute to the choice

to bicycle or walk. These include environmental influences

such as weather, density, mix of uses, and infrastructure;

socioeconomic and demographic factors such as age, gen-
der, and car ownership; and other factors including education and
existing levels of bicycling and walking. This chapter looks at a few
potential relationships using data from previous chapters and addi-
tional data from the Census and American Community Survey. Also
included is a closer look at Alaska, the state with the highest walking
levels, and Portland, the city with the highest bicycling levels. These
two examples demonstrate the complexity of factors that likely deter-
mine how many people bicycle and walk.

Environmental Influences

Weather

Does weather influence the choice to bicycle? The Alliance compared
average summer and winter temperatures to bicycle share of work
trips in 50 states and did not find any compelling evidence that
weather is a major influence. Montana and Alaska, for example, are
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Comparing Average Summer and Winter
Temperature o Bicycling Levels
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among states with the coldest temperatures, yet are also among the
states with the highest levels of bicycling. The lack of statistically
significant evidence of weather's impact on bicycling levels has been
noted in other studies (Pucher and Buehler, 2006) pointing out much
higher rates of bicycling in countries such as Canada, with lower
average year-round temperatures than in the U.S. It seems likely that
excessive cold, heat, and rainfall do indeed deter bicycling to some
unknown extent, especially among less dedicated bicyclists. Accord-
ing to a poll by the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for their Report
Card on Bicycling, 11% of respondents said that weather kept them
from bicycling more than they do (down from 15% of respondents in
2006, two years earlier). Concerns about bicycle theft, safety, and lack
of carrying capacity were the other top reasons cited for not bicycling
more.

Density

To examine the role of density in the choice to bicycle or walk in the
U.S., the Benchmarking Project team compared residential density
(persons/square mile) to the combined bicycling and walking to
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Residential Density and Bicycling and
Walking Levels in Major U.S. Cities

residents per square mile
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Cites with the most residents per square mile have high-
er levels of bicycling and walking, on average, than less
dense cities. Boston, Washington, DC, San Francisco, and
New York, the cities with the highest combined rates
of bicycling and walking, are also among the top seven
densest cities. The least dense cities, including Oklahoma
City, Jacksonville, Nashville, and Kansas City, are among
the cities with the lowest levels of bicycling and walking.
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Comparing Facility Miles to
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work mode share in major cities. Data indicate that denser cities have
higher levels of bicycling and walking on average than less dense cit-
ies. The five cities with the highest combined levels of bicycling and
walking are also among the top seven densest cities. This finding is
in line with other studies (Pucher and Buehler, 2006) that suggest a
correlation between density and bicycling and walking. Dense com-
munities have shorter trip distances, which can thus be more easily
covered by walking or bicycling.

Walking and Bicycle Facilities

The extent and quality of bicycle and pedestrian facilities almost cer-
tainly affect levels of bicycling and walking (Pucher et al., 2010), but
the available data are limited and do not indicate an obvious rela-
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tionship. Because there is no standard reporting requirement for gov-
ernment agencies to track bicycle and pedestrian facilities, many do
not have accurate records. Also, the quality and accessibility of facili-
ties are difficult to measure and may vary greatly from place to place.
For example, a 12-foot-wide multi-use path on a major city bridge
may be much more important for increasing bicycling and walking
than a 4-foot-wide path through a small neighborhood. U.S. bicycle
advocates commonly look to places like the Netherlands where cities
have invested heavily in infrastructure for bicycling. These invest-
ments (including bike lanes, separated paths, and specialized signals
and traffic signs for bicyclists) may contribute to a bicycling mode
share that reaches between 30 to 50% in many Dutch cities (Pucher
and Buehler, 2007 and 2008). This report compared miles of bicycle
facilities per square mile to levels of bicycling in cities. Results sug-
gest there may be a relationship between facilities and mode share.
Although it is not true in every case, the general trend is that cities
with higher levels of bicycling have more bicycle facilities per square
mile than cities with lower bicycling levels

Socioeconomics and Demographics

Income

Income could play a role in the decision to bicycle or walk. As graphs
in Chapters 3 show, bicycling levels are fairly even among vari-

ous income groups while the majority of pedestrians earn less than
$35,000 a year. Among states, 30 to 60% of people who walk to work
earn less than $15,000 a year. More than 2/3 of people who walk to
work nationwide earn less than $35,000 a year. Although income may
play a role in the decision to walk to work for some people, among
states with higher levels of walking, such as New York, income levels
are more evenly distributed among pedestrians. This suggests that
income is not an important factor in the decision to walk in dense
transit-oriented cities.

Car Ownership

Owning a car is definitely related to levels of walking and bicycling.
According to the 2007 ACS, cities with the highest levels of bicycling
and walking have the lowest car ownership rates. Although the
statistical relationship is strong (r = 0.81), the causation might run

in both directions. Those who walk or bicycle a lot are less likely to
need or want a car. And those who do not own a car are more likely
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to need to walk or bicycle for some trips. In any case, it is clear that
high levels of car ownership are strongly related to low levels of
walking and bicycling.

Levels of Bicycling, Walking, and Safety

To see how levels of bicycling and walking affect safety, the project
team compared fatality data reported by cities to ACS 2007 bicycle
and pedestrian mode share (trips to work). Results were consistent
with previous research (Jacobsen, 2003) indicating a negative correla-
tion between levels of bicycling and walking and fatality rates. Cities
with the highest levels of bicycling generally have lower bicycle
fatality rates. Cities with the highest rates of pedestrian fatalities are
also among those with the lowest levels of walking. A possible
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Relationship between Bicycle
Fatalities and Bicycling Levels
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Sources: ACS 2007, FARS 2005-2007 Notes: Bicyclist fatality rate was calculated as the 3-yr average number
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year to year, this rate should be seen as a rough estimate and not the literal number of fatalities per 10,000

bicyclists.
r=-0.52

Many studies show that bicycling safety increases greatly as bicy-
cling levels rise (Jacobsen, 2003). For this illustration, bike to work
mode share from ACS 2007 was compared to FARS bicycle fatality
data (using a 3-year average number of fatalities). To figure the fa-
tality rate, the project team divided the average number of bicyclist
fatalities per year by the bike to work mode share times the popula-
tion (to more accurately determine exposure levels). The result is a
negative correlation (r = —0.52) that suggests greater bicycling levels
may mean increased safety for bicyclists.

Bicycle
safety
increases
with levels
of bicycling.
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Relationship between Pedestrian
Fatalities and Walking Levels
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. States with higher levels of walking have lower rates 