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The Alliance for Biking & Walking is the North American coalition of state and local bicycling and 
walking advocacy organizations. Our mission is to create, strengthen, and unite state / provincial 
and local bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organizations. Since our founding in 1996, we have 
grown from 12 to over 220 member organizations representing 49 U.S. states and the District of 
Columbia, five Canadian provinces, and two Mexican states. 

In the last 18 years, we have improved the effectiveness of our organizations and expanded the 
state and local bicycling and walking movement by leading trainings and sharing resources in 
organizational development and advocacy initiatives. We are continually broadening our impact 
and improving the results of our member organizations through sharing best practices, replicable 
campaigns, campaign trainings, executive coaching, on-call support, leadership retreats, and 
resources, such as this report.  

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 member organizations are impacting 
the social, political, and environmental conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians across North 
America. The Alliance connects these grassroots forces by fostering peer networking and 
supporting each other in our efforts to promote bicycling and walking for a stronger economy, 
improved mobility options, healthy communities, healthy environment, and overall better quality 
of life.

Alliance for Biking & Walking
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Executive summary
Making Data Count
For government officials and advocates who 
promote bicycling and walking in the U.S., it 
is clear that active transportation is gaining 
momentum. Protected bike lanes are popping 
up on more city streets, open streets initiatives 
are being organized in communities of all 
sizes, public bike sharing programs are 
finding success even in sprawling car-centric 
cities, and business owners are scrambling to 
install bicycle parking near their front door.

In order to meet the growing desire for more 
bicycle and pedestrian friendly communities, 
policy makers and advocates on the street 
need a comprehensive analysis of current 
trends and trials. The Alliance for Biking & 
Walking’s Benchmarking Project strives to 
meet this need by tracking and measuring 
these efforts across the country.

Documenting Trends
Benchmarking is a method that helps identify 
best practices to improve communities for 
bicycling and walking. It helps officials and 
advocates to see where their city or state 
measures up and where they are most in need 
of improvement. Through benchmarking, 
new goals can be set, programs evaluated, and 
continued progress made toward a bicycle 
and pedestrian friendly United States.

Since 2003, the Benchmarking Project has 
been documenting the trends in bicycling 
and walking in U.S. cities and states, as well 
as at the national level. Alliance researchers 
compile data from twenty-one U.S. national 
sources and conduct surveys with the help 
of state and local government officials and 
advocates. Updates are published biennially 
in this report to measure the progress of 
bicycling and walking over time. This is the 
fourth publication of Bicycling and Walking 
in the United States. Previous versions were 
released in 2007, 2010 and 2012.

Project Objectives
The ultimate goal of the Benchmarking 
Project is to provide a resource for advocates 
and professionals who influence the 
accessibility and safety of bicycling and 
walking. This report is made available in an 
effort to accomplish the following primary 
objectives:

Promote data collection and availability. 
Project researchers compile data from all 50 
U.S. states, the 50 most populous U.S. cities 
and, for the first time in this report, 17 mid-
sized cities. These data are summarized in the 
benchmarking reports and are available to the 
public upon request.

Measure progress and evaluate results. The 
project began collecting data on bicycling and 
walking in 2003. As the project continues, it 
identifies trends and analyzes state and local 
efforts to provide bicycle and pedestrian 
friendly communities.

Support efforts to increase bicycling and 
walking. By providing a means for cities and 
states to compare themselves to one another, 
the benchmarking report highlights successes, 
encourages communities making progress, 
and makes communities aware of the areas 
where more effort is needed.

Results
Levels of bicycling and walking

The most recent nationwide data on bicycling 
and walking mode share show that only 1.0% 
of all trips taken in the U.S. are by bicycle 
and 10.4% are on foot (NHTS 2009). Of 
commuters, nationwide, 2.8% get to work 
by walking and 0.6% get to work by bicycle. 
These numbers are slightly higher in large 
cities (5.0% and 1.0%, respectively). Though 
these numbers are low, they represent a 
continuing gradual increase in bicycling and 
walking in the U.S.
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Mode of Travel
% of Commuters

% of Trips 
EĂƟŽŶǁŝĚĞ�(3)

EĂƟŽŶǁŝĚĞ (1) 52 Most Populous 
h͘^͘��ŝƟĞƐ (1)

2.8% 5.0% 10.4%

0.6% 1.0% 1.0%

5.0% 17.2% 2.2%

      (3) 91.6% 76.7% 86.4%

All Modes 100% 100% 100%

KǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ

Sources: (1) ACS 2011 (2) ACS 2009-11 (3) NHTS 2009 
Notes͗�dŚĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�ΗŵŽĚĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞΗ is used to describe 
ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌŝƉƐ�Žƌ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ƚŽ�
ǁŽƌŬ�ďǇ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŵŽĚĞ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͘�;ϯͿ�dŚŝƐ�
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ĐĂƌ�ĂŶĚ�ΗŽƚŚĞƌΗ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�
ŶŽƚ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͕�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͕�Žƌ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�
ƚĂǆŝ͕�ŵŽƚŽƌĐǇĐůĞ͕�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ͕��ƐĐŚŽŽů�ďƵƐ͕�ĞƚĐ͘

Partially due to the current lack of data on 
bicycling and walking numbers, many states 
and cities conduct their own counts to find 
out their local mode share. Of the 52 most 
populous cities surveyed, 43 have completed 
counts of bicyclists and 36 have completed 
counts of pedestrians. Thirty-six states have 
conducted counts on bicyclists and 35 states 
have counted pedestrians. States and cities 
conduct their counts at varying times and 
frequencies, making it difficult to compare 
results consistently.

The 2014 benchmarking survey, which 
collected 2011/2012 data, recorded three 
types of counts in particular: commuter 
counts, household surveys, and cordon 
counts. Cordon Counts are conducted to 
track the number of travelers who cross a 
specified line into or out of a designated area, 
such as a neighborhood or downtown, that is 
“cordoned off.” To read descriptions of other 
types of counts recorded in the 2014 survey, 
see pages 61-65.

In addition to these, many cities have also 
conducted other types of counts including 
installing automated counters, outdoor video 
cameras, and other types of “spot” counts, 
which are included in this updated report.

Health and safety

This report shows the relationship between 
bicycling and walking to work and several 
health indicators. Levels of diabetes, high 
blood pressure, and obesity are all lower 
in cities with higher shares of commuters 
bicycling or walking to work. Likewise, where 
commuters bicycle or walk to work in higher 
shares, more of the population is meeting the 
recommended amount of weekly physical 
activity.

Safety, too, has a close relationship with 
bicycling and walking levels. In cities where a 
higher percent of commuters walk or bicycle 
to work, corresponding fatality rates are 
generally lower. This is in contrast to critics 
who fear a higher rate of crashes when more 
bicyclists and pedestrians use the roadway.
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Though bicycle and pedestrian fatalities have 
seen a slight increase in recent years, the long-
term trend is a clear decline. Since 1980, the 
national pedestrian fatality rate fell from 3.6 
fatalities per 100,000 people to 1.4 fatalities 
per 100,000 people in 2011. Though not as 
dramatic a drop, the bicyclist fatality rate 
also decreased, from 0.4 fatalities per 100,000 
people in 1980 to 0.2 fatalities per 100,000 
people in 2011. 

However, some cities have much higher rates 
of bicycle and pedestrian fatalities. Both 
Detroit and Jacksonville have pedestrian 
fatality rates over 4 per 100,000 people. These 
two cities, as well as Fort Worth, also have the 
highest bicyclist fatality rates - all see more 
than 3 fatalities per 100,000 people.

Economic benefits

Increasingly, cities and states are publishing 
studies that show the economic benefits of 
bicycling and walking. This report provides 
an overview of some of the most recent 
studies which show the positive impact on job 
growth, individual transportation costs, retail 
sales, traffic congestion, air quality, property 
values and stability, health and worker 
productivity, and events and tourism.

Twenty-two states, 10 of the 52 most 
populous cities, and 5 of the midsized cities 
have conducted an economic impact study. 
Most of these studies looked at the impact 
of bicycling, but other studies show the 
impact of walking and trails. Washington 
state and New York City have also studied the 
economic impact of car-free zones.

Policies and funding

Since 2010, 11 states and 12 of the 52 most 
populous cities have added new goals to 
increase bicycling and walking or decrease 
bicycle and pedestrian fatalities. Overall 88% 
of states and 90% of the most populous cities 
currently report having at least one of these 

goals. Eight large cities and 1 state (Georgia) 
have passed Complete Streets legislation or 
policies. Currently 54% of states and 50% of 
cities now have Complete Streets policies/
legislation. 

And for the first time, over 2% of federal 
transportation funding went to bicycle 
and pedestrian projects. Recognizing that 
this is still a disproportionately low level of 
dedicated funding, it is also a continuation of 
increasing funds to bike/ped over the years.

MAP-21, the federal transportation law 
passed in 2012, raised some concern that 
states and cities will have less access to 
these funds for bicycling and walking 
improvements. The federal Transportation 
Enhancements (TE) program has historically 
been the largest single source of dedicated 
funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects. 
With MAP-21, TE, Safe Routes to School 
[not "Schools"], and the Recreational Trails 
Program (RTP) have been consolidated into 
the Transportation Alternatives Program 
(TAP) (with a specific set-aside for the RTP). 
Funds for TAP are 26% less in fiscal year 
2014 than the combined funding for these 3 
separate programs in 2012. However, bicycle 
and pedestrian projects are eligible for all 
Federal-aid highway program categories.

Infrastructure and design

The 50 most populous cities in the U.S. (plus 
New Orleans and Honolulu) have a combined 
total of more than 8,500 miles of bike lanes. 
Combining the mileage of bicycle lanes, 
multi-use paths and signed bicycle routes in 
these cities, they have an average of 1.6 miles 
of bicycle infrastructure per square mile. This 
is an increase from 1.3 miles per square mile 
in 2010 (reported in the 2012 Benchmarking 
Report). San Francisco has, by far, the densest 
network of bicycle facilities with 7.8 miles of 
lanes, paths, and routes per square mile in the 
city.
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Sources͗�E,d^�ϮϬϬϵ͕�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ

Connecting to Transit

Over 90% of people who use public transit 
walk or bike to reach transit stops (Pucher, 
et al. 2011). In the most populous U.S. cities, 
17% of commuters use public transportation 
to get to work. This report shows how 
improving facilities for bicyclists and 
pedestrians can help make those connections 
to public transit more accessible.

Providing for bicyclists and pedestrians 
comes in many forms including installing 
bicycle racks on buses, providing safe and 
secure bicycle parking, and ensuring safe 
sidewalks and crosswalks to transit stops. 
All of the large cities studied in this report 
have bicycle racks on their buses, except 
for New York City. Fifteen cities allow an 
unlimited number of bicycles on their trains. 
In addition, several cities in recent years have 
removed restricted hours policies for bicycles 
on trains.

Education and Encouragement

As bicycling and walking become more viable 
modes of transportation, more education is 
needed to ensure all roadway users are aware 
of their rights and responsibilities. Since 2006, 
the number of adults participating in a bicycle 
education course in the most populous cities 
rose from just under 1,500 to over 28,000 
participants in 2012. Youth participating 
in bicycle education courses in these cities 

rose from approximately 35,000 in 2006 to 
over 183,000 in 2012. Cities also report a 
total of over 168,000 youth participating in 
pedestrian education courses in 2012.

Similarly, bicycle and pedestrian themed 
events have gained interest over the years. 
Boston was the only city in the benchmarking 
project to report an open streets event in 2006 
and it had an estimated 2,000 participants. In 
2012, open streets initiatives took place in 27 
of the most populous cities and, combined, 
they reported over 1 million participants!

People Powered Movement

Many people are involved in bettering our 
communities for bicycling and walking. This 
report looks at both the capacity of advocacy 
organizations as well as the availability of state 
and city level staff.

On average, Alliance member organizations, 
both state- and city-focused, have seen an 
increase in membership rates (number 
of members per residents) since 2010, as 
reported in the 2012 Benchmarking Report. 
Additionally, funding to these organizations 
has increased per capita and is more 
diversified. In 2012, Alliance statewide 
organizations averaged 4 cents per capita (up 
from 2 cents) and organizations representing 
cities in this report averaged 69 cents per 
capita (up from just 15 cents). 
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zĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ

Data Source 05/06 07/08 09/10 11/12

DK���^,�Z�
й�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂůŬ͗�ŶĂƟŽŶĂů�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ��^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ 2.5% 2.8% 2.9% 2.8%

й�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂůŬ͗�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ��^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ 4.5% 4.8% 4.9% 5.0%

й�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ͗�ŶĂƟŽŶĂů�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ��^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6%

й�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ͗�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ��^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0%

Demographics

й�ŽĨ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ǁŽŵĞŶ ��^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ - 45.8% 46.4% 46.5%

й�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ǁŽŵĞŶ ��^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ - 23.3% 26.7% 26.9%

й�ŽĨ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽŶͲǁŚŝƚĞ͕�ŶŽŶͲ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐ�(1) ��^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƚ͘ 27.1% 28.2% 26.9% 29.0%

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĐŽƵŶƟŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ƚƌŝƉƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - - 36/51 43/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĐŽƵŶƟŶŐ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƚƌŝƉƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - - 26/51 36/52

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ĐŽƵŶƟŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ƚƌŝƉƐ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - - 24 36

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ĐŽƵŶƟŶŐ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƚƌŝƉƐ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - - 24 35

Wh�>/��,��>d,
й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ĂĚƵůƚ�ƉŽƉ�ŐĞƚƐ�ŵŝŶ͘�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ĂĞƌŽďŝĐ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ �Z&^^ 49.1% 49.5% 51.0% 51.7%

й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ĂĚƵůƚ�ƉŽƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ �Z&^^ 24.4% 26.3% 26.9% 27.8%

й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ĂĚƵůƚ�ƉŽƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐ �Z&^^ 7.3% 8.0% 8.3% 8.7%

й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ĂĚƵůƚ�ƉŽƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ �Z&^^ 25.5% 27.8% 28.7% 30.8%

^�&�dz
й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ͗�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ &�Z^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀŐ 11.2% 11.3% 11.7% 12.9%

й�ŽĨ�h͘^͘�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ͗�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ &�Z^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀŐ 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.9%

η�ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŽŶ�h͘^͘�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐ &�Z^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ ϰ͕ϴϵϮ ϰ͕ϲϵϵ ϰ͕ϭϬϵ ϰ͕ϰϯϮ

η�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŽŶ�h͘^͘�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐ &�Z^�ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ 786 701 628 677

KƵƚĐŽŵĞ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ͗��ŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ϮϬϬϱͲϮϬϭϮ

Notes͗��ĞůůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ĚĂƐŚ�;ͲͿ�ŵĞĂŶ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘��ĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŽůƵŵŶ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘���^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ƚĂŬĞŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ���^�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�Ϯ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ƉƌŝŽƌ͘ �&Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ�ĐŽǀĞƌƐ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ϭϭͬϭϮ͘�;ϭͿ���^�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ďǇ�ƌĂĐĞ�Žƌ�ĞƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ͘
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zĞĂƌƐ�ŽĨ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ
Data Source 05/06 07/08 09/10 11/12

^d�d��WK>/�/�^
η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 16(1) 22 32 35

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 16(1) 22 32 35

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 25 28 32

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ NCSC 9 17 26 27

�/dz�WK>/�/�^
η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 25/50(1) 20/51 33/51 39/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 25/50(1) 33/51 46/51 47/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 35/51 41/51 45/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ NCSC 8/50(1) 13/51 19/51 26/52

^d�d��&hE�/E'
WĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ�ĨĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�Ψ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ(2) &,t��&D/^ Ψϭ͘ϰϭ� Ψϭ͘ϱϴ� ΨϮ͘ϳϯ� Ψϯ͘ϭϯ�

й�ŽĨ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ(2) &,t��&D/^ 1.3% 1.4% 1.9% 2.1%

�/dz�&hE�/E'
WĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ�ĨĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�Ψ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ(2) &,t��&D/^ - Ψϭ͘ϴϬ� ΨϮ͘ϲϬ� ΨϮ͘ϳϴ�

й�ŽĨ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ(2) &,t��&D/^ - 1.5% 2.4% 3.3%

/E&Z�^dZh�dhZ��/E��/d/�^
DŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ�ŵŝůĞ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.6

η�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ�Ăƚ�ďƵƐ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬ<�ƉĞŽƉůĞ APTA 1.7 2.5 2.5 2.0

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ�ŽŶ�ϭϬϬй�ŽĨ�ďƵƐĞƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 30/50 38/51 41/51 46/52

^d�d����h��d/KE�Θ��E�KhZ�'�D�Ed
η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ďŝŬĞ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƉĞĚ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 15 26 25

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐƚĂƚĞͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌŝĚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 14 17 17

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐ�ƚĞƐƚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ >��;ϯͿͬ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 23 33 38

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�^ŚĂƌĞͲƚŚĞͲƌŽĂĚ�ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ >��;ϯͿͬ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 33 38 38

�/dz���h��d/KE�Θ��E�KhZ�'�D�Ed
η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǇŽƵƚŚ�ďŝŬĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 29/51 36/51 46/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂĚƵůƚ�ďŝŬĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 33/51 41/51 50/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ��ĂǇ�ĞǀĞŶƚƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 37/51 43/51 52/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽƉĞŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 13/51 20/51 28/52

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĐŝƚǇͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌŝĚĞ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 23/51 31/51 33/52

W�Z^KEE�>
�ŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƐƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬϬ<�ƉŽƉ͗�ĂǀŐ�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 0.4 0.6 1.0 1.0

�ŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƐƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬϬ<�ƉŽƉ͗�ĂǀŐ�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞ �ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 33/51 36/51 39/52

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ - 19 24 38

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ĐŝƚǇͲůĞǀĞů�ĂĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ �ůůŝĂŶĐĞ��ĂƚĂďĂƐĞ 32/50 34/51 36/51 39/52

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�ĂĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ �ůůŝĂŶĐĞ��ĂƚĂďĂƐĞ 32 35 43 43

/ŶƉƵƚ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ͗��ŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ϮϬϬϱͲϮϬϭϮ

Notes͗��ĞůůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ĚĂƐŚ�;ͲͿ�ŵĞĂŶ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘��ĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŽůƵŵŶ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘���^�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ƚĂŬĞŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ���^�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�Ϯ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ƉƌŝŽƌ͘ �&Žƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ�ĐŽǀĞƌƐ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ϭϭͬϭϮ͘�;ϭͿ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�;ϮͿ��ĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ϰͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ�;ϯͿ�WƌŝŽƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�>ĞĂŐƵĞ�ŽĨ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ƐƵƉƉůŝĞĚ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞŝƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�&ƌŝĞŶĚůǇ�
^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ͘
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ExECuTivE suMMARy

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Alaska
2 New York
3 Vermont
4 Oregon
5 Montana
6 Hawaii
7 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
8 South Dakota
9 North Dakota
10 Maine
11 tǇŽŵŝŶŐ
12 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
13 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
14 Colorado
15 /ĚĂŚŽ
16 /ŽǁĂ
17 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
18 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
19 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
20 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
21 hƚĂŚ
22 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
23 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
24 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ
25 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
26 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
27 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
28 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ
29 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
30 <ĂŶƐĂƐ
31 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
32 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
33 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
34 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ
35 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ
36 KŚŝŽ
37 Nevada
38 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
39 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
40 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
41 Missouri
42 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ
43 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
44 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
45 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
46 Texas
47 Mississippi
48 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ
49 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
50 Alabama

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�>ĞǀĞůƐ�(1)

Sources͗�;ϭͿ���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�;ϮͿ�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ�;ϯͿ�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�;ϰͿ��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϭ�Note͗�&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Colorado
2 Oregon
3 Vermont
4 Hawaii
5 California
6 Alaska
7 Wisconsin
8 Idaho
9 Maine
10 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
11 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
12 hƚĂŚ
13 DŽŶƚĂŶĂ
14 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
15 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
16 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
17 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
18 tǇŽŵŝŶŐ
19 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ
20 Nevada
21 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
22 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
23 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
24 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ
25 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
26 KŚŝŽ
27 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
28 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ
29 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
30 Missouri
31 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
32 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ
33 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
34 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
35 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ
36 Texas
37 /ŽǁĂ
38 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
39 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
40 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
41 <ĂŶƐĂƐ
42 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
43 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ
44 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
45 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
46 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
47 Alabama
48 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
49 Mississippi
50 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ

й�'Ğƚ�ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�
WŚǇƐŝĐĂů��ĐƟǀŝƚǇ�(4)

>ŽǁĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ

1 Vermont
2 Nebraska
3 Alaska
4 Wyoming
5 New Hampshire
6 South Dakota
7 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
8 Iowa
9 Maine
10 Idaho
11 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
12 <ĂŶƐĂƐ
13 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
14 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
15 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
16 DŽŶƚĂŶĂ
17 Colorado
18 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
19 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
20 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
21 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
22 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ
23 KƌĞŐŽŶ
24 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
25 hƚĂŚ
26 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
27 KŚŝŽ
28 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
29 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ
30 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
31 Missouri
32 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
33 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
34 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
35 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
36 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
37 Nevada
38 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
39 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ
40 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ
41 Texas
42 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
43 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
44 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ
45 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
46 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
47 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
48 Mississippi
49 Alabama
50 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ

�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�
&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ZĂƚĞƐ�(3)

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Alaska
2 Vermont
3 Delaware
4 Rhode Island
5 Montana
6 Wyoming
7 South Dakota
8 Kentucky
9 New Mexico
10 Indiana
11 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
12 Missouri
13 /ŽǁĂ
14 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
15 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
16 DĂŝŶĞ
17 KƌĞŐŽŶ
18 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ
19 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ
20 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
21 hƚĂŚ
22 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
23 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ
24 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
25 Mississippi
26 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
27 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
28 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
29 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
30 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
31 Colorado
32 Alabama
33 Nevada
34 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
35 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
36 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
37 Texas
38 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
39 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
40 KŚŝŽ
41 /ĚĂŚŽ
42 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
43 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
44 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
45 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
46 <ĂŶƐĂƐ
47 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ
48 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
49 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
50 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ

WĞƌ��ĂƉŝƚĂ�^ƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�
�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�(2)

h͘^͘�^ƚĂƚĞ�ZĂŶŬŝŶŐƐ



212014 Benchmarking Report

ExECuTivE suMMARy

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Boston
2 Washington, DC
3 San Francisco
4 ^ĞĂƩůĞ
5 Portland, OR
6 Honolulu
7 New York City
8 Philadelphia
9 Minneapolis
10 New Orleans
11 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
12 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
13 KĂŬůĂŶĚ
14 �ĞŶǀĞƌ
15 dƵĐƐŽŶ
16 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
17 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
18 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
19 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ
20 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ
21 Miami
22 �ƵƐƟŶ
23 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ
24 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ
25 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ
26 Columbus
27 Detroit
28 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
29 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ
30 KŵĂŚĂ
31 Mesa
32 &ƌĞƐŶŽ
33 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ
34 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ
35 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ
36 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
37 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
38 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
39 Louisville
40 Tulsa
41 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
42 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ
43 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ
44 El Paso
45 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
46 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ
47 Dallas
48 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
49 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
50 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
51 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
52 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Oakland 
2 San Francisco 
3 Colorado Springs 
4 Denver
5 San Jose 
6 San Diego 
7 Portland
8 Sacramento
9 Milwaukee
10 Honolulu
11 �ŽƐƚŽŶ
12 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
13 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
14 �ƵƐƟŶ
15 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
16 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
17 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
18 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
19 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
20 dƵĐƐŽŶ�
21 Mesa
22 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
23 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
24 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
25 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
26 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
27 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
28 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
29 Miami 
30 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
31 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
32 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
33 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
34 Columbus 
35 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
36 KŵĂŚĂ�
37 Dallas
38 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
39 Detroit
40 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
41 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
42 Louisville
43 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
44 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
45 Tulsa
46 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
47 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
48 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
49 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
50 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
* �ů�WĂƐŽ�;ŶŽ�ĚĂƚĂͿ
* &ƌĞƐŶŽ�;ŶŽ�ĚĂƚĂͿ

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�>ĞǀĞůƐ�(1)

й�'Ğƚ�ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�
WŚǇƐŝĐĂů��ĐƟǀŝƚǇ�(4)

�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�
&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ZĂƚĞƐ�(3)

WĞƌ��ĂƉŝƚĂ�^ƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�
�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�(2)

>ĂƌŐĞ�h͘^͘��ŝƟĞƐ�ZĂŶŬŝŶŐƐ

>ŽǁĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ

1 Boston
2 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
3 Washington, DC
4 Colorado Springs 
5 San Francisco 
6 New York City
7 Minneapolis
8 Chicago
9 Omaha 
10 Honolulu
11 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
12 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
13 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
14 KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
15 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
16 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
17 �ĞŶǀĞƌ
18 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
19 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
20 Mesa
21 Columbus 
22 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
23 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
24 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
25 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
26 �ƵƐƟŶ
27 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
28 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
29 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
30 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
31 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
32 dƵĐƐŽŶ�
33 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
34 Tulsa
35 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
36 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
37 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
38 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
39 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
40 Miami 
41 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
42 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
43 Louisville
44 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
45 El Paso 
46 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
47 Dallas
48 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
49 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
50 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
51 Detroit
52 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ

1 Miami 
2 Washington, DC
3 Minneapolis
4 Sacramento
5 Dallas
6 Portland, OR
7 New Orleans
8 Philadelphia
9 Oakland 
10 Albuquerque
11 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
12 dƵĐƐŽŶ�
13 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
14 KŵĂŚĂ�
15 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
16 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
17 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
18 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
19 �ƵƐƟŶ
20 El Paso 
21 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
22 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
23 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
24 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
25 Tulsa
26 Mesa
27 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
28 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
29 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
30 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
31 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
32 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
33 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
34 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
35 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
36 �ĞŶǀĞƌ
37 Detroit
38 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
39 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
40 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
41 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
42 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
43 Louisville
44 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
45 Columbus 
46 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
47 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
48 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
49 �ŽƐƚŽŶ
50 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
51 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
52 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ

Sources͗�;ϭͿ���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�;ϮͿ�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϴͲϮϬϭϭ�;ϯͿ�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�;ϰͿ��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϭ�Note͗�&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ



1 The 
Benchmarking 
Project

When the first Bicycling and Walking in the U.S.: Benchmarking Report was 
released in 2007, only 16 states had a published goal to increase bicycling 
and walking mode share. Sharrows, a street design that indicates bicyclists 
share the lane with cars, were a new and innovative concept. Only a couple 
U.S. cities had experimented with community bike programs, but no city 
had the sophisticated bike share systems we see today.
Today, city and state leaders are competing for bicycle- and pedestrian- 
friendly status, prioritizing more of their transportation dollars to non-
motorized transportation infrastructure. They are learning from and 
writing their own studies on economic growth in districts where bicycling 
and walking safety have been improved.
Public support, too, has dramatically increased as more and more 
people experience improved access to multiple transportation options. 
Property owners, parents of young children, and communities of color 
are demanding expanded bicycling and walking networks that will 
promote vibrant economies, enjoyable living environments, and social and 
recreational opportunities. 
This report provides a picture of how the landscape is changing for 
bicycling and walking across the U.S. It shows which states and cities are 
making strides and which are setting the benchmarks. Most importantly, 
the report serves as a tool for officials, advocates, researchers, and the 
media to track and support continued efforts to increase investment in 
bicycling, walking, safety, and public health. 

Alliance for Biking & Walking22
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Introduction
The Alliance’s Benchmarking Project aligns 
with and helps track the goals and objectives 
of national public health initiatives by 
promoting cross-sector collaboration, data-
driven decision-making, and broader access 
to bicycling and walking opportunities. 
The Project supports initiatives such as the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s 
(CDC) Winnable Battles, which seeks to 
understand and develop policies that increase 
physical activity and reduce motor vehicle 
injuries. Further, the project supports multi-
agency efforts such as Healthy People 2020 
and the National Prevention Strategy, which 
seek to improve the health and safety of 
communities across the U.S.

The Project began in 2003 when Alliance 
leaders recognized the need for data to help 
advocates measure progress on bicycling and 
walking initiatives. Without data to measure 
results, Alliance organizations were missing a 
key tool to strengthen their efforts. 

In 2003, the Alliance initiated a pilot 
benchmarking report that collected 
bicycling data from 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 the 50 most populous U.S. 
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). 

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�dŽĚĚ�tŝŶƚĞƌƐ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ
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2003

2004

2005

Benchmarking WƌŽũĞĐƚ�ŝŶŝƟĂƚĞĚ�
�ĂƚĂ�ĐŽůůĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ďĞŐŝŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ϭϱ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ϭϱ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘

�ĂƚĂ�ĐŽůůĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ďŽƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ďĞŐŝŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ϱϬ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ϱϬ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƉŽƉƵůŽƵƐ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘

First Bicycling Benchmarking 
Report Produced

�ďŽƵƚ�ϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ�ĐŽƉŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
2012 Benchmarking Report�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�
ĚŽǁŶůŽĂĚĞĚ�Žƌ�ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ͘�
dŚĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ŝƐ�ĐŝƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϰϬϬ�ŵĞĚŝĂ�
ƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ͕�ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ͕�ƉůĂŶƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ͘

2007 First full report published 
Bicycling and Walking in the 

United States: Benchmarking Report 

2010

2012

Through three updated reports in 2010, 
2012, and this current publication, the report 
continues to stay relevant by reviewing 
the latest tools and methods that active 
transportation advocates are using, and by 
addressing current topics of interest related to 
bicycling and walking. 

Providing a Resource
By publishing regular updates to this report, 
we are pleased to deliver timely data that will 
help advocates and officials measure their 
progress and effectiveness, set new goals, and 
achieve greater results. 

Through the ongoing Benchmarking Project, 
the Alliance for Biking & Walking publishes 
an updated edition of this report every two 
years, continuously refining methods and 
compiling new data sets as available. 

As the project progresses, it will identify 
additional benchmarks and recommendations 
for advocates and government officials so 
that they have the data they need to improve 
bicycling and walking in the United States and 
eventually all of North America. 

Report 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 do exist are often not easily accessible to 
officials and advocates. 

The Alliance Benchmarking Project facilitates 
the ongoing collection of bicycling and 
walking data and makes them available to 
the public through the Benchmarking Report. 
The project team collects nationwide data 
from a number of government and nonprofit 
sources and presents it in a way that is easily 
accessible to a variety of users. Through 
biennial surveys of states, cities, and advocacy 
organizations, the Benchmarking Project 
makes new data available such as miles of 
infrastructure, staffing levels, and advocacy 
capacity. These data are not available from any 

Second full report published 
ZĞƉŽƌƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚ�ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ�
ĂŶĚ�ĚŽƵďůĞĚ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĚĂƚĂ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘

BĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ
   WƌŽũĞĐƚ�,ŝƐƚŽƌǇ

Third full report published
��ŶĞǁ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ŽŶ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ďĞŶĞĮƚƐ�
ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĂĚĚĞĚ͘

2014 Fourth full report published 
ϭϳ�ŵŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂĚĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ͕�ĂůŽŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ�
ŽŶ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͘
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other source, but are crucial to understanding 
changes in health, safety, and mode share (the 
percentage of all trips or percentage of trips to 
work by each mode of transportation). 

Measure Progress and Evaluate Results 

The Benchmarking Project promotes 
evidence-based practices in improving 
bicycling and walking environments. 
Benchmarking is a necessary step to give 
communities a true picture of how they 
compare to other communities, the areas in 
which they are excelling, and where they are 
falling behind. 

Tracking trends in this way enables advocates 
and officials to evaluate the results of their 
efforts and to see what other communities 
have tried. By providing a consistent and 
objective tool for evaluation, this report 
allows states and cities to determine what 
works and what does not. Successful models 
can be emulated and failed models discarded. 

Support Efforts to Increase Bicycling and 
Walking 

Access to the data, case studies, and tools 
presented in the Benchmarking Report 
supports the efforts by officials and 
advocates to increase bicycling and walking 
in their communities and improve bicycle 
and pedestrian safety across the U.S. By 
comparing bicycling and walking statistics 
across states and cities, this report highlights 
efforts of communities who provide effective 
models, encourages those making progress, 
and makes states and cities aware of areas 
where more effort is needed. 

The Alliance hopes that this report will 
be used by communities to set goals for 
increasing bicycling and walking, plan 
strategies using best practice models, and 
evaluate results over time. The Alliance strives 
to make this report a useful tool for officials 
and advocates so that they can chart the best 
course toward more bikeable and walkable 
communities. 

Make the Health Connection 

The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) has declared obesity an 
epidemic, citing unhealthy diet and sedentary 
lifestyles as among the top factors that 
contribute to this epidemic. Physical activity 
can improve a person's health at any weight 
and can help prevent obesity. 

Many studies demonstrate that the design 
of a community's infrastructure is linked 
to the amount of physical activity in which 
its residents engage. (Guide to Community 
Preventitive Services, 2013; Frank et al., 2004; 
Goldberg 2007; Salems and Handy 2008; 
TRB 2005). Where environments are built 
with bicyclists and pedestrians in mind, more 
people bicycle and walk. These environments 
increase opportunities for physical activity 
and mobility that promote healthy lifestyles. 

Nearly 50% of all trips are three miles or less, 
and 27% are one mile or less (NHTS 2009). 
These distances are considered easily bikeable 
or walkable for most people, but the proper 
infrastructure needs to exist to ensure the 
opportunity to safely bicycle or walk. As we 
look for answers to reversing the obesity 
epidemic, increasing bicycling and walking 
opportunities is an obvious solution. 

The Alliance for Biking & Walking has 
partnered with the CDC for this project in 
an effort to highlight the connection between 
healthy lifestyles and bicycling and walking. 
This report includes data on physical activity, 
obesity and overweight trends, high blood 
pressure rates, and diabetes to illustrate the 
connection between bicycling and walking 
levels and these health indicators. Along with 
illustrating the correlation between bicycling 
and walking and health, the Alliance hopes to 
show, over time, that as bicycling and walking 
levels increase, the obesity epidemic begins to 
reverse. 

Strengthen the Alliance Network 

Lastly, the Alliance aims to strengthen its 
network of bicycle and pedestrian advocacy 
organizations by providing the data they 
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need to evaluate their success, prove results, 
and gain prominence in their communities. 
Alliance organizations can show data 
from this report to their community 
leaders, government officials, and media to 
highlight areas in which their community is 
successful, making 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 
(the resources available to an organization 
that increase its power to influence) and levels 
of bicycling and walking. This report is a tool 
for Alliance member organizations to gain 
prominence and to achieve safe and accessible 
streets for bicycling and walking in their 
communities. 

Selected Benchmarks 
Research suggests that levels of bicycling 
and walking in a community are affected by 
the physical infrastructure provided, as well 
as through support and promotion from 
funding, policy, and education. 

Bicycling and walking mode share and the 
health and safety of the U.S. population 
are the primary outcome benchmarks of 
this project. Because our ultimate goals 
are to increase bicycling and walking and 
to improve health and safety, these are the 
primary benchmarks we use to measure the 
progress of states and cities. 

We also measure a number of variables 
(called “input benchmarks”), which we 
believe, and research shows, influence levels 
of bicycling, walking, health, and safety. 
Input benchmarks are the factors that affect 
the outcome benchmarks. Policies, funding, 
infrastructure, programs, and personnel are 
the primary input benchmarks measured in 
this report. While likely no single policy or 
program measured here is solely responsible 
for bicycling and walking levels, health, or 
safety, a number of them combined may 
influence the success a city or state sees. 

This report also examines other factors that 
may influence bicycling and walking, such as 
climate, land use, and car ownership. 

Study Areas and Data Collection
The Benchmarking Report focuses its data 
collection efforts on the 50 U.S. states and the 
50 most populous U.S. cities. City populations 
for this report were determined using 
American Community Survey (ACS) 2011 
three-year population estimates for urban 
areas. 

With populations changing over the years, 
two cities (Tulsa, OK and Wichita, KS) have 
been added to the original 50 most populous 
cities included in earlier reports. Tulsa was 
added to the 2012 Benchmarking Report when 
New Orleans's population dropped. Wichita 
is included in this report for the first time. 
Though New Orleans and Honolulu are no 
longer within the original 50 most populous 
cities, they are included in this report to 
provide consistency and to take advantage of 
the already collected data.

The most populous cities were chosen as 
the focus for this study because of the high 
percentage of the U.S. population living 
within these cities and, therefore, the great 
impact improvements in these cities can have 
on U.S. Americans. 

Expanded Research: 17 New Cities

The 2014 report also includes a first look at 
data from 17 small and midsized U.S. cities. 
This addition furthers the Benchmarking 
Project’s goal to provide a broader perspective 
of the bicycling and walking movement by 
expanding our research to areas of different 
population sizes. 

The 17 small and midsized cities were chosen 
based on their accomplishments and unique 
challenges, as well as for their leadership 
within the Alliance for Biking & Walking. 
The goal of this pilot benchmarking initiative 
was to include 15 cities (raised to 17) of 
varying populations and from diverse areas 
of the country. The only two requirements 
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KƵƚĐŽŵĞ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ
DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�Ϯ ^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ

^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌŝƉƐ
�ĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌŝƉ�ƚĂŬĞƌƐ

WƵďůŝĐ�,ĞĂůƚŚ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϯ WŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ůĞǀĞůƐ
KǀĞƌǁĞŝŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ�ůĞǀĞůƐ
,ǇƉĞƌƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�;ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞͿ�ůĞǀĞůƐ
Diabetes levels
�ƐƚŚŵĂ�ůĞǀĞůƐ

^ĂĨĞƚǇ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϯ &ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ
&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌŝƐŬ
�ŝƐƉĂƌŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶ�ŵŽĚĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ
�ĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐƐ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

/ŶƉƵƚ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ
WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϱ �ŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ůĞǀĞůƐ

ZĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ĂĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ
>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟŽŶ
�ŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶƐ
'ŽĂůƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ
'ŽĂůƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�&ƌŝĞŶĚůǇ��ǁĂƌĚ
tĂůŬ�&ƌŝĞŶĚůǇ��ǁĂƌĚ

/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϲ �ǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ
WůĂŶŶĞĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ

Multimodal: �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϳ �ŝĐǇĐůĞͲƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƟŽŶ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϴ �ĚƵůƚ�ĂŶĚ�ǇŽƵƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ
�ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ��ĂǇ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ
KƉĞŶ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ
�ŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŝĚĞ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ
tĂůŬ�ĂŶĚ��ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů��ĂǇ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ

WĞƌƐŽŶŶĞů͗ �ŚĂƉƚĞƌ�ϵ �ŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƐƚĂĸŶŐ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞƐ
�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ƐƚĂĸŶŐ�ůĞǀĞůƐ
�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ
�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ

WƌŝŵĂƌǇ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ZĞƉŽƌƚ
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for selection were 1) a population over 
20,000, so that data could be collected from 
ACS, and 2) an award at any level from 
the League of American Bicyclists Bicycle 
Friendly Community (BFC) program. A BFC 
designation was determined to be a good 
indicator of a community that would likely 
already have data available to contribute to 
the Benchmarking Project.

Other factors that influenced selection of 
the midsized cities included the following: 
presence of an active local bicycling or 
walking advocacy organization (preference 
for Alliance members), a WalkScore above 50, 
Complete Streets plan or policies in place, and 
location in an underrepresented region.

This report will highlight selected data 
from these cities in three groups based 
on population size: cities with less than 
100,000 population, cities with population 
between 100,000 and 200,000, and cities with 
population over 200,000.

^ƚƵĚǇ��ƌĞĂ�>ŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ

AL

AK

AZ

AR

CA
CO

CT

DE

FL

GA
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ID

IL
IN

IA

KS
KY

LA

ME

MD

MA
MI
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MS

MO

MT
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NH

NJ

NM

NY

NC

ND

OH

OK

OR

PA

RI

SC

SD

TN

TX

UT

VT

VA

WA

WV

WI

WY

DŽƐƚ�ƉŽƉƵůŽƵƐ�h͘^͘�ĐŝƟĞƐ
WŝůŽƚ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�h͘^͘�ĐŝƟĞƐ

State and City Surveys

Many of the variables measured in this report 
are not currently available from other national 
sources. As part of the Benchmarking 
Project, the Alliance has developed survey 
tools to gather the desired data sets at the 
state and city levels. These surveys record 
locally tracked data, such as funding spent 
on bicycling and walking, number of staff 
employed by advocacy organizations, extent 
of bicycling and walking facilities, city and 
state education efforts, and policies and 
legislation enacted. The 2014 Benchmarking 
Report city and state survey questions 
requested data from 2011 and 2012. The 
survey tools are reproduced in Appendix 3 of 
this report.

For the 2014 report, the Alliance for Biking 
& Walking collaborated with the League of 
American Bicyclists to develop a combined 
state survey, incorporating questions for 
the benchmarking project with the League’s 

Continued on page XX
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ThE BEnChMARking PROjECT

^ƚƵĚǇ��ƌĞĂ�WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶƐ
DŽƐƚ�WŽƉƵůŽƵƐ�h͘^͘��ŝƟĞƐ WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

1 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ͕ �Ez ϴ͕ϭϴϳ͕ϲϰϯ
2 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ͕��� ϯ͕ϳϵϵ͕ϭϱϮ
3 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/> Ϯ͕ϳϬϬ͕ϳϵϮ
4 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ͕�dy Ϯ͕ϭϭϯ͕ϲϯϵ
5 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕�W� ϭ͕ϱϮϲ͕ϰϭϯ
6 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ͕��� ϭ͕ϰϱϲ͕ϴϵϮ
7 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ͕�dy ϭ͕ϯϯϰ͕ϳϵϭ
8 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ͕��� ϭ͕ϯϭϭ͕Ϭϵϰ
9 �ĂůůĂƐ͕�dy ϭ͕ϮϬϱ͕ϴϴϴ

10 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ͕��� ϵϱϯ͕ϰϵϳ
11 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ͕�&> ϴϮϮ͕ϲϰϮ
12 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ͕�/E ϴϮϭ͕ϬϭϮ
13 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕��� ϴϬϲ͕ϲϵϲ
14 �ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy ϳϵϴ͕ϳϭϵ
15 �ŽůƵŵďƵƐ͕�K, ϳϴϴ͕ϲϰϴ
16 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ͕�dy ϳϰϯ͕ϳϴϮ
17 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ͕�E� ϳϯϲ͕ϱϴϲ
18 �ĞƚƌŽŝƚ͕�D/ ϳϭϲ͕ϱϱϱ
19 �ů�WĂƐŽ͕�dy ϲϱϮ͕ϭϮϯ
20 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ͕�dE ϲϰϵ͕Ϯϲϳ
21 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ͕�D� ϲϮϬ͕ϭϴϳ
22 �ŽƐƚŽŶ͕�D� ϲϭϴ͕ϲϮϵ
23 ^ĞĂƩůĞ͕�t� ϲϭϭ͕ϳϴϯ
24 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� ϲϬϱ͕Ϭϰϱ
25 �ĞŶǀĞƌ͕ ��K ϲϬϰ͕ϭϰϬ
26 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ͕�dE ϲϬϮ͕ϲϭϭ
27 >ŽƵŝƐǀŝůůĞ͕�<z ϱϵϳ͕ϴϵϮ
28 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ͕�t/ ϱϵϱ͕ϭϲϭ
29 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ ϱϴϲ͕ϰϮϴ
30 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ͕�Es ϱϴϲ͕ϰϬϲ
31 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ͕ �K< ϱϴϮ͕ϮϭϬ
32 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ͕�ED ϱϰϲ͕ϰϮϵ
33 dƵĐƐŽŶ͕��� ϱϮϮ͕ϰϲϱ
34 &ƌĞƐŶŽ͕��� ϰϵϱ͕ϴϵϵ
35 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ͕��� ϰϲϳ͕ϳϱϬ
36 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ͕��� ϰϲϯ͕ϯϰϰ
37 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK ϰϲϬ͕ϰϵϲ
38 DĞƐĂ͕��� ϰϰϮ͕ϰϲϯ
39 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ͕�s� ϰϯϴ͕ϵϰϰ
40 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ͕�'� ϰϮϯ͕ϵϳϱ
41 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ͕��K ϰϭϳ͕ϵϳϳ
42 KŵĂŚĂ͕�E� ϰϭϭ͕Ϭϲϳ
43 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ͕�E� ϰϬϲ͕ϭϱϯ
44 DŝĂŵŝ͕�&> ϰϬϭ͕ϭϴϴ
45 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ͕�K, ϯϵϳ͕ϮϰϬ
46 dƵůƐĂ͕�K< ϯϵϯ͕ϳϱϬ
47 KĂŬůĂŶĚ͕��� ϯϵϮ͕ϯϬϰ
48 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ͕�DE ϯϴϰ͕ϭϳϴ
49 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^ ϯϴϮ͕ϱϲϬ
50 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy ϯϲϴ͕ϬϳϬ
52 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ͕�>��(1) ϯϰϱ͕ϰϴϯ
53 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ͕�,/�(1) ϯϰϬ͕ϭϵϱ

State WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

1 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ ϯϳ͕ϯϯϬ͕ϰϰϴ
2 Texas Ϯϱ͕Ϯϰϯ͕ϯϭϭ
3 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ ϭϵ͕ϯϴϵ͕ϭϲϬ
4 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ ϭϴ͕ϴϰϵ͕ϲϬϬ
5 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ ϭϮ͕ϴϯϲ͕ϬϬϰ
6 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ ϭϮ͕ϳϬϵ͕ϭϱϰ
7 KŚŝŽ ϭϭ͕ϱϯϳ͕Ϯϲϲ
8 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ ϵ͕ϴϴϰ͕ϵϳϯ
9 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ ϵ͕ϳϭϲ͕Ϭϲϵ

10 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ ϵ͕ϱϱϱ͕ϰϬϯ
11 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ ϴ͕ϳϵϮ͕ϭϭϲ
12 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ ϴ͕Ϭϭϱ͕ϱϬϮ
13 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ ϲ͕ϳϰϲ͕ϴϬϲ
14 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ ϲ͕ϱϱϯ͕ϱϯϴ
15 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ ϲ͕ϰϴϴ͕ϵϱϴ
16 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ ϲ͕ϰϭϮ͕ϵϰϬ
17 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ ϲ͕ϯϱϱ͕ϲϬϯ
18 Missouri ϱ͕ϵϴϵ͕ϭϲϯ
19 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ ϱ͕ϳϴϭ͕ϰϱϭ
20 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ ϱ͕ϲϵϬ͕ϴϵϴ
21 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ ϱ͕ϯϭϮ͕Ϯϯϵ
22 Colorado ϱ͕Ϭϰϱ͕ϱϲϮ
23 Alabama ϰ͕ϳϴϮ͕ϬϮϭ
24 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ ϰ͕ϲϯϱ͕ϰϬϱ
25 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ ϰ͕ϱϯϳ͕Ϯϳϳ
26 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ ϰ͕ϯϰϰ͕ϱϱϮ
27 KƌĞŐŽŶ ϯ͕ϴϯϵ͕ϱϵϴ
28 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ ϯ͕ϳϱϲ͕ϰϮϭ
29 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ ϯ͕ϱϳϮ͕ϲϳϮ
30 /ŽǁĂ ϯ͕Ϭϰϴ͕ϰϲϭ
31 Mississippi Ϯ͕ϵϲϵ͕ϭϮϬ
32 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ Ϯ͕ϵϭϴ͕ϴϬϯ
33 <ĂŶƐĂƐ Ϯ͕ϴϱϰ͕ϯϲϳ
34 hƚĂŚ Ϯ͕ϳϳϮ͕Ϭϰϭ
35 Nevada Ϯ͕ϳϬϰ͕Ϭϵϭ
36 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ Ϯ͕Ϭϲϭ͕ϲϰϱ
37 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ ϭ͕ϴϱϮ͕ϱϬϲ
38 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ ϭ͕ϴϮϴ͕ϰϴϴ
39 /ĚĂŚŽ ϭ͕ϱϳϬ͕ϭϳϲ
40 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ ϭ͕ϯϲϭ͕ϲϮϴ
41 DĂŝŶĞ ϭ͕ϯϮϴ͕ϯϴϳ
42 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ ϭ͕ϯϭϳ͕Ϭϯϯ
43 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ ϭ͕ϬϱϮ͕ϰϵϮ
44 DŽŶƚĂŶĂ ϵϵϭ͕Ϭϰϵ
45 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ ϴϵϵ͕ϱϱϮ
46 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ ϴϭϱ͕ϵϭϰ
47 �ůĂƐŬĂ ϳϭϭ͕ϵϮϬ
48 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ ϲϳϰ͕ϱϭϭ
49 sĞƌŵŽŶƚ ϲϮϱ͕ϳϭϳ
50 tǇŽŵŝŶŐ ϱϲϰ͕ϭϴϴ

DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
^ƚ�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK ϯϭϴ͕ϲϰϬ
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� ϯϬϳ͕Ϭϭϵ
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< ϮϵϮ͕ϮϬϭ
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ Ϯϯϰ͕Ϯϴϲ
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� ϮϮϵ͕ϲϯϯ
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� ϮϬϵ͕Ϯϴϵ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬʹϮϬϬ<
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd ϭϴϳ͕ϰϵϱ
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE ϭϲϴ͕ϭϱϭ
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ ϭϱϲ͕Ϯϰϭ
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K ϭϰϰ͕ϱϵϰ
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� ϭϮϬ͕ϱϱϬ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ф�ϭϬϬ<
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K ϵϳ͕ϵϳϰ
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez ϵϳ͕ϴϮϱ
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� ϴϭ͕ϭϱϳ
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd ϲϲ͕ϴϱϬ
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� ϲϱ͕ϳϱϱ
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd ϰϮ͕ϰϰϴ

Source: ACS 2009-2011 Note͗�;ϭͿ�EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ͕�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ϱϮŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ϱϯƌĚ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƉŽƉƵůŽƵƐ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͕�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Benchmarking Report�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐŽůůĞĐƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘�dŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ΗϱϬ�ŵŽƐƚ�ƉŽƉƵůŽƵƐ�ĐŝƟĞƐΗ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�
ƚǁŽ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘
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% Pop Change
2000-2010

9.7%
People Per
Square Mile

88.1
Median Age
37.3

Median
Income

$50,502
% Pop Below 
Poverty Level

15.9%

35.1%

-0.6%

1,185.3

1.2

29.3

42.9

$71,294

$37,813
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8.4%
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$71,294
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$57,742

$57,439

$56,610

$56,345

$56,290

$55,972

$55,044

$54,525

$52,941

$52,276
$51,016

$51,009

$50,671

$50,365

 $50,266

 $50,028

 $49,929

 $48,518

 $48,377

 $48,208

 $47,690

 $47,206

 $37,813

 $39,453

 $39,588

 $41,479

 $41,973

 $42,661

 $43,304

 $43,484

 $43,530

 $43,715

 $44,392

 $44,942

 $46,847

 $46,815

 $45,254

 $46,595

 $45,736
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12.9%

8.4%
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11.6%
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18.8%

15.2%
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16.1%

16.7%

16.8%
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17.6%
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17.8%
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^ƚĂƚĞ��ĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐƐ�

KǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵʹϮϬϭϭ͖���^�ϮϬϭϭ͖��ĞŶƐƵƐ�ϮϬϬϬ͕�ϮϬϭϬ
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% Pop Change
2000-2010

5.9%
People Per

Sq Mile

4,097.3
Median Age

34.0
Median
Income

$46,300
% Pop Below 
Poverty Level

20.7%

46.3%

-29.1%

 27,021.9 

 960.7 
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Bicycle Friendly States survey. This meant that 
state-level survey respondents only received 
one survey rather than two separate forms 
as in previous years of the Benchmarking 
Project and the Bicycle Friendly States 
surveys. 

The Alliance administered two city surveys 
separately—one for the 50 most populous U.S. 
cities (plus Honolulu and New Orleans) and 
one for a new set of 17 small and midsized 
cities chosen for the pilot benchmarking 
effort.

State and large city surveys were distributed to 
leaders of Alliance organizations, government 
officials, and advocates in October 2012. An 
abbreviated survey was sent to representatives 
in the small and midsized cities in May 2013. 
Because Alliance advocacy leaders can tap 
existing relationships with local government 
officials, they were able to help increase the 
survey response rate and ensure that returned 
surveys were as complete as possible.

Surveys were completed by department of 
transportation staff, metropolitan planning 

organization 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, with the final data for the 
report coming in early June 2013. 

All data were entered into the Benchmarking 
Project’s data collection tool, reviewed 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.

Alliance Member Database

Each year, member organizations of the 
Alliance for Biking & Walking are asked to 
provide their annual membership numbers, 
revenue, spending, and activity priorities. 
The Alliance compiles this information into 
a database, making it possible to track trends 
over time. The Benchmarking Report relies 
on these data to gauge advocacy capacity 
across the country.

�ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ
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Case Studies

This report includes a number of case studies 
from communities across the U.S. and around 
the world. These stories are intended to take a 
closer look at bicycling and walking initiatives 
from a broad perspective. Every community, 
every state, every country has its own unique 
challenges and opportunities. We hope that 
sharing reports of their efforts can lead to 
further research and inspiration for others.

Project Team

In addition to Alliance staff, the 
Benchmarking Project team includes a review 
committee of distinguished researchers and 
professionals from multiple specializations. 
These advisors guide the scope of the project 
and evaluate the findings for accuracy and 
effectiveness.

Using This Report
The Benchmarking Project is intended as 
a resource for government officials, bicycle 
and pedestrian advocates, researchers, and 
the media searching for comparable data and 
means to measure progress. We encourage 
you to search this report for your city or state 
to see how you compare to others. 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 some other tips for using this report:

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

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.

Evaluate your efforts: Think about where 
you have been focusing your efforts toward 
increasing bicycling and walking, health and 
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 issues that concern you.

Set new goals: Use the data in this report 
to set new goals and refocus your efforts if 
needed. There are examples in this report of 
significant improvements in just a few short 
years. You will find which cities and states are 
leading in funding, safety, facilities, and other 
areas and will also see the national average 
and averages for major U.S. cities. Use these 
benchmarks to set goals for your city and/or 
state.

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

Share it: Purchase extra hard copies of the 
report to give to your local elected and agency 
officials, organization leaders, and others who 
can use it. The report can be a great reason to 
have a meeting, talk about the current status 
of bicycling and walking provisions, and 
improvements you can mutually strive for. It 
is always best to deliver the report in person. 
The report can also be downloaded from the 
Alliance for Biking & Walking website. Share 
the link with members, allies, and funders 
(www.PeoplePoweredMovement.org/Benchmarking).
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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 contact 
us at: 

Benchmarking@PeoplePoweredMovement.org
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Note: (1) See Appendix 2 on page XXX for a discussion of the challenges of determining accurate levels of bicycling and walking, 
as well as a discussion on the differences between the ACS and U.S. Census methodologies.

In May 2013, Alliance staff and representatives from fifteen of the country’s 
largest bicycling advocacy organizations initiated a campaign to increase 
bicycling mode share in selected cities to 10% by 2020. With the most 
recent nationwide bicycle ridership estimate at just 1% (NHTS 2009), we’ve 
got a long way to go. 
Thirty-six states and 47 of the most populous cities surveyed for this report 
have a published goal to increase either walking or bicycling levels (most 
often, both) within their jurisdiction. This is a significant increase from 
2007 when the Benchmarking Project published its first report, showing 
only 16 states and 25 major cities with such goals. During this same time 
period, bicycling and walking levels have continued to show increases, 
both nationally and within major cities.
The ability to meet these goals requires access to accurate and consistent 
data that documents the changes over time. Unfortunately, availability of 
these much-needed data is still very limited.(1) This report relies on the 
two most consistent and dependable sources of data available on levels of 
bicycling and walking in the U.S.: the National Household Travel Survey 
(NHTS) and the American Community Survey (ACS).
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U.S. Trip Mode Share
The most recent data documenting 
mode of transportation for all trips 
taken in the U.S. comes from the 2009 
National Household Travel Survey 
(NHTS). These data estimate that 1.0% 
of all trips taken in the U.S. are made 
by bicycle and 10.5% are by foot. This 
amounts to over 4 billion bicycle trips 
and nearly 41 billion walking trips in 
2009 in the United States. Large cities 
(those with a population over 200,000) 
see trips made by bike or foot at slightly 
higher rates than the national average; 
1.1% of all trips in large cities are by 
bicycle and 12.7% are by foot (NHTS 
2009).

Nationwide, in 2009, about 13% of U.S. 
travelers reported taking at least one 
bicycle trip per week and 2% took at 
least one trip per day. About 68% of 
travelers reported taking at least one 
walking trip per week and 24% took at 
least one walking trip per day (NHTS 
2009).
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Who bicycles and walks?
Using the available data from ACS and 
NHTS, we can see that pedestrians are fairly 
diverse across gender, age, income, and 
ethnicity. Bicycling trips, on the other hand, 
are disproportionately reported by men and 
youth (NHTS 2009, ACS 2011), though the 
share of women commuting to work has 
been steadily increasing (ACS 2007–2011). 
In general, income does not seem to be a 
factor in whether a person bicycles or walks. 
However, in large cities, the percentage of 
people walking to work generally increases for 
households with lower annual incomes.

Throughout this report, we will look into other 
possible factors—the input benchmarks—that 
may play a part in a higher or lower bicycling 
and walking mode share. This section focuses 
on identifying who we see bicycling and 
walking.

Gender

A national look at pedestrian mode share 
shows a fairly even split between men and 
women. Of all trips taken, women account 
for 51% of walkers, which is equal to their 
distribution in the population overall. The gap 
between men and women bicyclists, however, 
is wide. Just 24% of all bicycle trips are taken 
by women, according to the 2009 NHTS.

DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

Trips by BicycleTrips by Foot

Sources: ACS 
ϮϬϭϭ͕�E,d^�
2009

49%
male

51%
female

76%
male

24%
female

49%
male

51%
female

h͘^͘��ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
Gender

Age

As might be expected, youth, who are 
not of legal driving age, make up a 
disproportionately high share of bicycling 
trips. Estimates from NHTS indicate that 
youth under age 16 make up 39% of bicycling 
trips, despite accounting for just 21% of the 
U.S. population. This age group also accounts 
for 17% of walking trips. 

Adults age 65 and older represent 13% of 
the U.S. population and make up 10% of all 
walking trips and 6% of all bicycling trips. 
All other ages (16–64) make up 66% of 
the population and account for 73% of all 
walking trips and 54% of trips by bicycle.

h͘^͘�dƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�DŽĚĞ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚ

83.2%
car, truck, or van 

10.5%
pedestrians 

2.2%
public
transit 

3.1%
motorcycle,
taxi, or other 

1.0%
bikes 
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Under 16 16-64 65+

Source: NHTS 2009с�ϱй�ŽĨ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚƌŝƉƐ
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с�ϱй�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚƌŝƉƐ

Comparing NHTS data from 1969 to 2009, 
we see an enormous drop in the number of 
children bicycling and walking to school. In 
1969, 48% of youth trips to school were by 
walking or bicycling, and only 12% were by 
car. By 2009, the situation had completely 
reversed to 45% of trips to school being taken 
by car and only 13% taken by foot or bicycle.

There are many reasons for the decline in 
bicycling by children, including their parents’ 
fear of traffic danger and ‘stranger danger.’ 
Another contributing factor is schools’ 
increasing consolidation into regional 
schools, making the trip to school longer. This 
increased distance to school makes walking 
or biking from each student’s respective home 
more difficult (McDonald 2012).

83.2%
car, truck, or van 

10.5%
pedestrians 

2.2%
public
transit 

3.1%
motorcycle,
taxi, or other 

1.0%
bikes 

Source: NHTS 2009

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�ZĞŶĂƚŽ�'ƵĞƌƌĞŝƌŽ�Λ�&ůŝĐŬƌ�



40 Alliance for Biking & Walking

ChAPTER 2

Income

There is almost no variation in bicycle 
or pedestrian mode share by income 
class. People from all income levels 
are proportionally represented among 
bicycling and walking trips in the U.S. 

Mode of 
Travel

>ĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�
ΨϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ΨϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ�
ƚŽ�Ψϯϵ͕ϵϵϵ

ΨϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ�
ƚŽ�Ψϳϰ͕ϵϵϵ

Ψϳϱ͕ϬϬϬ�
ƚŽ�Ψϵϵ͕ϵϵϵ

ΨϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�
ĂŶĚ�ŽǀĞƌ

All 
ŝŶĐŽŵĞƐ

  
16.3% 10.3% 8.9% 8.9% 10.2% 10.5%

1.0% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9% 1.1% 1.0%

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�ďǇ�,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�/ŶĐŽŵĞ

Source: NHTS 2009

Source: NHTS 2009

Under $20,000 $20,000 - $39,999 $40,000 - $69,999 $70,000 - $99,999 $100,000+

/ŶĐŽŵĞ��ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ�ďǇ�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ
Trips by BicycleTrips by Footh͘^͘��ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ�

of Income

14%
23%

16%

27%

20%

22% 23%

14%

23%

19%

14%
24%

13%

27%

21%

^ƚ͘�,ĞůĞŶĂ͕���͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂŶ��ƵƌĚĞŶ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�� ŽĨ�www.pedbikeimages.org
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A new report from BikeTexas has 
transportation officials beefing up walking 
and bicycling throughout the Lone Star State. 

Inspired by the Alliance for Biking & 
Walking’s national Benchmarking Report, the 
BikeTexas 2012 Benchmark Study examines 
and ranks 35 cities in Texas with a population 
of 90,000 or more. The report ranks these 
cities based on walking and bicycling mode 
share, health and safety statistics, policies, 
infrastructure, and educational programs. 

BikeTexas Executive Director Robin Stallings 
hopes that benchmarking Texas cities on 
bicycling and walking issues will turn 
competition between similarly-sized cities 
into faster progress on active transportation. 

“A city like Amarillo is very interested in 
Lovett, but is not that interested in Austin,” 
explained Stallings. “Meanwhile, in Tyler, 
there’s a lot more interest in Longview’s 
progress than Dallas’s progress.”

BikeTexas has distributed copies to city 
officials around the state, to members of the 
Texas legislature, and to staffed bicycling and 
walking advocacy organizations throughout 
the state. Responses have been encouraging. 

Benchmarking Bicycling and Walking in Texas
by Mary Lauran Hall, Alliance for Biking & Walking

“One city engineer called us and requested 
15 more copies,” Stallings said. “The state 
DOT distributed 500 copies within the 
agency. All of the [Bicycling and Pedestrian] 
Coordinators, all the traffic safety people, and 
all the district engineers got copies.”

To create the survey, researchers surveyed 
public officials from each of the target cities. 
The online survey included a glossary of 
bicycling and walking terms, which had 
the added benefit of educating city officials 
unfamiliar with bicycle and pedestrian 
planning terms. 

“Now we have a lot more decision makers 
who know what a cycle track is,” Stallings noted.  

BikeTexas advocates plan to continue producing 
the report in future years, perhaps with more 
focus on smaller cities. Stallings and his 
colleagues also hope that fellow statewide 
advocacy organizations will follow suit. 

“We think of this report as the beginning of a 
dialogue,” said Stallings.

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ŝŬĞdĞǆĂƐ WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ŝŬĞdĞǆĂƐ
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Commuters
The only recent nationwide bicycling and 
walking data that are available to compare 
all states and most cities comes from the 
ACS. However, the ACS only tracks mode 
of transportation to work. As noted in the 
NHTS trip data by purpose, bicycling and 
walking trips to work make up only a small 
percentage of total bicycling and walking 
trips. Therefore, the data presented here for 
commuters only represent one subsection of 
bicyclists and pedestrians.

Recent ACS data show that, nationwide, an 
average of 3.4% of commuters get to work by 
bicycle (0.6%) or foot (2.8%). In the large U.S. 
cities studied in this report, the combined 
average share of commuters by bicycle and 
foot is significantly higher at nearly 6.1% 
(1.0% bicycling and 5.0% walking).

These data continue the very gradual trend 
of increasing bicycling and walking to work 
since 2005.

Commuters in the Most Populous Cities

Thirty-seven of the large cities studied in this
report showed an increase or no change in 
bicycle ridership since the 2012 Benchmarking 
Report was released (ACS three-year estimates 
2007–2009 compared to 2009–2011). Of 
the 15 cities showing a decrease in bicycle 
commuting, most of the decreases were slight 
with only six cities experiencing a drop in 
ridership of more than 0.1%. 

Nine of the ten cities with the highest 
commuter bicycling rates also showed the 
biggest increase in those rates. Washington, 
DC; New Orleans; Portland, OR; and Tucson 
added between an additional 0.6% and 0.9% 
of bicycle commuters. Bicycle commuting in 
Washington, DC, for example, increased from 
an average of 2.0% in 2007–2009 to 2.9% in 
2009–2011. 

Forty-one cities saw an increase in commutes 
by foot with the greatest growth coming from 

DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�ďǇ�dƌŝƉ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ

Source: NHTS 2009

dƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�&ŽŽƚ

46%

2% 9%
6%

37%

dƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ

62%

1% 6%
13%

18%

KƚŚĞƌ�Žƌ�ƵŶƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ

&ĂŵŝůǇ�Žƌ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ƚƌŝƉ

dŽ�ĞĂƌŶ�Ă�ůŝǀŝŶŐ

^ĐŚŽŽů�Žƌ�ĐŚƵƌĐŚ�ƚƌŝƉ

^ŽĐŝĂů�Žƌ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ƚƌŝƉ

Purpose

According to responses to the 2009 
NHTS, the most common reasons for 
walking or bicycling were either for 
a recreational or personal purpose. 
Traveling by bicycle or foot “to earn a 
living” only accounts for 13% and 6% 
of all trips, respectively.
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Austin and Honolulu. The remaining 21 cities 
saw a slight decrease in commuters walking 
to work with 11 cities experiencing a drop in 
walking of more than 0.1 percentage points.

Commuters by State

Commuter bicycling and walking rates at the 
state level have changed very little in recent 
years. Oregon remains the state with the 
highest bicycle to work share at 2.3%, nearly 
1% higher than the next two highest states: 
Montana (1.4%) and Colorado (1.3%).

The majority of states showed a decrease in 
commuting by foot, though most decreases 
were minimal. Rhode Island saw the highest 
increase (0.5%) since the 2007-2009 estimates. 
Alaska, New York and Vermont have the 
highest rates for walking to work. 

Commuters by Gender

Of commuting trips, women make up 46.5% 
of those who walk to work (ACS 2011), which 
is equivalent to the gender distribution in the 
work force with women representing 46.7% of 
employees (DOL 2010). However, women are 
less represented among bicycle commuters. 

Massachusetts and New Hampshire 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. 
Wyoming has the smallest gap among men 
and women bicyclists (58% and 42%). 
Nevada has the largest gap between men 
and women commuting bicyclists (85% and 
15%). As an overall trend, the gap between 
men and women bicycle commuters has 
been decreasing slightly as the overall bike 
commuter rate has increased. 

>ĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘
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^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�tĂůŬ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ

Source: ACS 2009-2011
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tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƚǇ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ

Source: ACS 2009-2011

�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ

^ƚĂƚĞ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ
1 Portland, OR 6.1%
2 Minneapolis 3.6%
3 ^ĞĂƩůĞ 3.4%
4 San Francisco 3.3%
5 Washington, DC 2.9%
6 Tucson 2.5%
7 Oakland 2.5%
8 New Orleans 2.3%
9 Sacramento 2.3%

10 Denver 2.2%
11 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 1.9%
12 �ŽƐƚŽŶ 1.7%
13 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 1.6%
14 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 1.4%
15 �ƵƐƟŶ 1.3%
16 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 1.3%
17 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ 1.2%
18 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ 1.1%
19 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ 1.0%
20 Mesa 1.0%
21 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ 0.9%
22 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ 0.9%
23 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 0.8%
24 &ƌĞƐŶŽ 0.8%
25 Miami 0.7%
26 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 0.7%
27 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ 0.7%
28 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ 0.7%
29 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ 0.7%
30 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 0.7%
31 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ 0.6%
32 Columbus 0.6%
33 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 0.5%
34 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 0.5%
35 Tulsa 0.4%
36 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ 0.4%
37 Louisville 0.4%
38 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ 0.4%
39 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 0.4%
40 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 0.3%
41 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 0.3%
42 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ 0.3%
43 Detroit 0.3%
44 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ 0.2%
45 KŵĂŚĂ 0.2%
46 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ 0.2%
47 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 0.2%
48 Dallas 0.2%
49 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 0.2%
50 El Paso 0.2%
51 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 0.1%
52 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 0.1%

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ
1 Oregon 2.3%
2 Montana 1.4%
3 Colorado 1.3%
4 Idaho 1.1%
5 Alaska 1.0%
6 California 1.0%
7 Arizona 1.0%
8 Hawaii 0.9%
9 Wyoming 0.9%

10 Washington 0.9%
11 hƚĂŚ 0.8%
12 sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 0.7%
13 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 0.7%
14 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 0.7%
15 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 0.7%
16 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 0.7%
17 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ 0.6%
18 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 0.6%
19 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 0.5%
20 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 0.5%
21 DĂŝŶĞ 0.5%
22 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 0.5%
23 Nevada 0.5%
24 /ŽǁĂ 0.5%
25 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 0.5%
26 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 0.4%
27 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 0.4%
28 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 0.4%
29 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 0.4%
30 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 0.4%
31 <ĂŶƐĂƐ 0.4%
32 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 0.3%
33 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 0.3%
34 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 0.3%
35 KŚŝŽ 0.3%
36 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 0.3%
37 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 0.3%
38 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 0.3%
39 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 0.3%
40 Texas 0.2%
41 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 0.2%
42 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 0.2%
43 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 0.2%
44 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 0.2%
45 Missouri 0.2%
46 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 0.1%
47 Alabama 0.1%
48 �ƌŬĂŶĂƐĂƐ 0.1%
49 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 0.1%
50 Mississippi 0.1%

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ
1 Boston 15.0%
2 Washington, DC 11.8%
3 New York City 10.3%
4 San Francisco 9.9%
5 Honolulu 9.7%
6 Philadelphia 8.8%
7 ^ĞĂƩůĞ 8.6%
8 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 6.8%
9 Minneapolis 6.3%

10 Chicago 6.3%
11 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 5.6%
12 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 5.3%
13 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 5.2%
14 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ 4.5%
15 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ 4.4%
16 KĂŬůĂŶĚ 4.2%
17 �ĞŶǀĞƌ 4.1%
18 Miami 3.9%
19 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ 3.7%
20 dƵĐƐŽŶ 3.7%
21 Detroit 3.2%
22 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 3.0%
23 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ 3.0%
24 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ 3.0%
25 Columbus 2.9%
26 KŵĂŚĂ 2.8%
27 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ 2.8%
28 �ƵƐƟŶ 2.6%
29 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ 2.5%
30 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 2.2%
31 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 2.2%
32 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ 2.2%
33 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ 2.1%
34 Louisville 2.1%
35 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 2.0%
36 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 2.0%
37 &ƌĞƐŶŽ 2.0%
38 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ 2.0%
39 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 2.0%
40 El Paso 2.0%
41 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ 1.9%
42 Tulsa 1.9%
43 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ 1.9%
44 Mesa 1.8%
45 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ 1.8%
46 Dallas 1.8%
47 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 1.8%
48 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 1.8%
49 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 1.6%
50 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ 1.3%
51 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 1.3%
52 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 1.2%

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�>ŽǁĞƐƚ
1 Alaska 7.9%
2 New York 6.4%
3 Vermont 5.8%
4 Hawaii 4.8%
5 Montana 4.8%
6 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 4.7%
7 South Dakota 4.3%
8 Oregon 3.9%
9 Pennsylvania 3.9%

10 Maine 3.8%
11 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 3.8%
12 /ŽǁĂ 3.6%
13 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 3.6%
14 tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 3.4%
15 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 3.4%
16 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 3.3%
17 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 3.2%
18 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 3.2%
19 /ĚĂŚŽ 3.1%
20 Colorado 3.0%
21 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 3.0%
22 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 2.9%
23 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 2.9%
24 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 2.8%
25 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 2.8%
26 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 2.8%
27 hƚĂŚ 2.8%
28 <ĂŶƐĂƐ 2.5%
29 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 2.4%
30 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 2.4%
31 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 2.4%
32 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 2.3%
33 KŚŝŽ 2.3%
34 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 2.2%
35 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 2.2%
36 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 2.1%
37 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 2.1%
38 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 2.0%
39 Missouri 2.0%
40 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 2.0%
41 Nevada 2.0%
42 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 1.8%
43 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 1.8%
44 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 1.8%
45 Mississippi 1.7%
46 Texas 1.7%
47 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ 1.6%
48 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 1.6%
49 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 1.4%
50 Alabama 1.2%
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^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�tŚŽ�tĂůŬ�Žƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ͗�^ƚĂƚĞƐ
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Source: ACS 2009-2011
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^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�tŚŽ�tĂůŬ�Žƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ͗�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ
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0.7% 

0.2% 
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0.9% 
0.4% 
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0.5% 
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0.4% 
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0.2% 
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0.2% 
0.3% 
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0.2% 
0.1% 

0.2% 
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й�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂůŬ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ
й�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ďŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

Source: ACS 2009-2011
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The gap between men and women also varies 
largely among major U.S. cities. Again, most 
cities have relatively small gaps between 
numbers of men and women who walk to 
work. In nearly 1/4 of the cities studied, 
women walk to work at slightly higher 
rates than men. Philadelphia and Honolulu 
show the greatest percentage of pedestrian 
commuters who are women (both with 55%). 
The population of Virginia Beach is split 
evenly between men and women (49% and 
51%, respectively) (ACS 2011), yet the city has 
the least percentage of pedestrian commuters 
who are women - just 28%.

Nationally, men make up 73% of bicycle 
commuters in the U.S. and 71% in major 
U.S. cities. According to ACS estimates, 
Fresno, Philadelphia, and Memphis have the 
highest percent of women commuters biking 
to work (between 40% and 41%). The vast 
majority of bicycle commuters in El Paso, 
Dallas, and Las Vegas are male (93% and 
higher), making them the greatest gender 
divide among bicyclists. Because of low 
sample sizes, it is possible that there are more 
female commuters in these cities, but it is not 
reflected in the data.

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ƚĞǀĞŶ��͘�'ƌŽƐƐ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ
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% commuters 
ďǇ�ďŝŬĞ й�ŵĞŶ й�ǁŽŵĞŶ

Alabama 0.1% 76% 24%
�ůĂƐŬĂ 1.0% 76% 24%
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 1.0% 77% 23%

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 0.1% 74% 26%
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 1.0% 74% 26%
Colorado 1.3% 71% 29%

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 0.3% 76% 24%
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 0.3% 78% 22%

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 0.6% 73% 27%
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 0.2% 79% 21%
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 0.9% 70% 30%
/ĚĂŚŽ 1.1% 63% 37%
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 0.6% 74% 26%
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 0.4% 76% 24%

/ŽǁĂ 0.5% 76% 24%
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 0.4% 72% 28%

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 0.2% 72% 28%
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 0.4% 73% 27%

DĂŝŶĞ 0.5% 69% 31%
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 0.3% 80% 20%

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 0.7% 72% 28%
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 0.4% 71% 29%

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 0.7% 71% 29%
Mississippi 0.1% 78% 22%

Missouri 0.2% 75% 25%
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 1.4% 62% 38%
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 0.5% 77% 23%

Nevada 0.5% 85% 15%
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 0.2% 77% 23%

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 0.3% 80% 20%
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 0.7% 73% 27%

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 0.5% 76% 24%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 0.2% 77% 23%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 0.5% 73% 27%

KŚŝŽ 0.3% 73% 27%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 0.3% 78% 22%

KƌĞŐŽŶ 2.3% 66% 34%
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 0.4% 69% 31%
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 0.4% 77% 23%

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 0.3% 74% 26%
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 0.5% 72% 28%

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 0.1% 75% 25%
Texas 0.2% 80% 20%
hƚĂŚ 0.8% 73% 27%

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 0.7% 74% 26%
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 0.3% 74% 26%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 0.9% 72% 28%
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 0.1% 76% 24%

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 0.7% 69% 31%
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 0.9% 58% 42%

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 0.6% 73% 27%
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 0.5% 74% 26%

,ŝŐŚ 2.3% 85% 42%
>Žǁ 0.1% 58% 15%

'ĞŶĚĞƌ��ŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ͗��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϭϭ�;ŶĂƟŽŶĂů�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞͿ

% commuters 
ďǇ�ďŝŬĞ й�ŵĞŶ й�ǁŽŵĞŶ

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 1.4% 69% 31%
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 0.1% 90% 10%

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 1.1% 77% 23%
�ƵƐƟŶ 1.3% 75% 25%

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 0.8% 77% 23%
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 1.7% 68% 32%

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 0.2% 62% 38%
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 1.3% 74% 26%

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 0.6% 81% 19%
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 0.7% 72% 28%

Columbus 0.6% 71% 29%
Dallas 0.2% 95% 5%
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 2.2% 68% 32%
Detroit 0.3% 86% 14%
El Paso 0.2% 96% 4%

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 0.1% 84% 16%
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� 0.8% 59% 41%

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 1.6% 77% 23%
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 0.4% 78% 22%

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 0.5% 86% 14%
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 0.4% 78% 22%

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 0.3% 67% 33%
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 0.4% 93% 7%

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 1.2% 78% 22%
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 1.0% 78% 22%

Louisville 0.4% 67% 33%
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 0.2% 60% 40%

Mesa 1.0% 80% 20%
Miami 0.7% 69% 31%

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 0.7% 77% 23%
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 3.6% 65% 35%

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 0.3% 70% 30%
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 2.3% 63% 37%
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 0.7% 75% 25%

KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 2.5% 66% 34%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 0.2% 70% 30%

KŵĂŚĂ� 0.2% 91% 9%
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 1.9% 60% 40%

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 0.7% 86% 14%
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 6.1% 63% 37%

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 0.5% 84% 16%
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 2.3% 65% 35%
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 0.2% 89% 11%
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 0.9% 71% 29%

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 3.3% 68% 32%
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 0.9% 82% 18%
^ĞĂƩůĞ� 3.4% 70% 30%
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 2.5% 70% 30%

Tulsa 0.4% 90% 10%
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 0.7% 62% 38%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 2.9% 64% 36%
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^ 0.3% 83% 17%

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 1.0% 71% 29%
>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 0.7% 75% 26%

,ŝŐŚ 6.1% 96% 41%
>Žǁ 0.1% 59% 4%
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% commuters 
ďǇ�ĨŽŽƚ

WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂůŬ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ďǇ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�;ƚŽƚĂů�с�ϭϬϬйͿ
й�ŵĞŶ й�ǁŽŵĞŶ >ĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬͲΨϯϰ͕ϵϵϵ Ψϯϱ͕ϬϬϬͲΨϲϰ͕ϵϵϵ Ψϲϱ͕ϬϬϬн

Alabama 1.2% 58% 42% 54% 28% 11% 7%
�ůĂƐŬĂ 7.9% 60% 40% 33% 35% 19% 13%
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 2.2% 53% 47% 44% 32% 15% 8%

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 1.8% 60% 40% 52% 31% 9% 8%
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 2.8% 52% 48% 42% 31% 16% 11%
Colorado 3.0% 58% 42% 46% 29% 15% 10%

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 3.0% 56% 44% 50% 26% 15% 10%
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 2.3% 53% 47% 48% 27% 15% 10%

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 1.6% 56% 44% 48% 33% 13% 7%
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 1.6% 58% 42% 48% 32% 12% 8%
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 4.8% 52% 48% 33% 36% 22% 9%
/ĚĂŚŽ 3.1% 58% 42% 45% 35% 13% 7%
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 3.2% 53% 47% 44% 27% 16% 13%
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 2.1% 55% 45% 56% 26% 12% 6%

/ŽǁĂ 3.6% 55% 45% 52% 26% 16% 6%
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 2.5% 56% 44% 49% 31% 14% 6%

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 2.1% 56% 44% 57% 27% 11% 5%
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 2.0% 55% 45% 50% 31% 12% 7%

DĂŝŶĞ 3.8% 51% 49% 50% 30% 13% 7%
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 2.4% 51% 49% 46% 27% 16% 11%

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 4.7% 49% 51% 42% 25% 17% 16%
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 2.2% 54% 46% 57% 24% 12% 7%

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 2.8% 56% 44% 46% 28% 17% 10%
Mississippi 1.7% 58% 42% 53% 32% 10% 4%

Missouri 2.0% 55% 45% 54% 27% 14% 5%
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 4.8% 56% 44% 39% 34% 18% 9%
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 2.9% 51% 49% 48% 28% 18% 6%

Nevada 2.0% 57% 43% 39% 41% 12% 7%
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 2.9% 49% 51% 49% 27% 13% 11%

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 3.2% 53% 47% 39% 34% 16% 11%
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 2.4% 58% 42% 44% 30% 16% 10%

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 6.4% 50% 50% 35% 28% 18% 19%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 1.8% 63% 37% 47% 34% 12% 7%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 3.8% 57% 43% 46% 31% 15% 8%

KŚŝŽ 2.3% 54% 46% 56% 26% 12% 6%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 1.8% 58% 42% 53% 30% 11% 6%

KƌĞŐŽŶ 3.9% 53% 47% 44% 32% 16% 8%
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 3.9% 50% 50% 47% 28% 15% 10%
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 3.6% 54% 46% 53% 26% 12% 8%

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 2.0% 59% 41% 54% 30% 12% 4%
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 4.3% 57% 43% 42% 32% 17% 8%

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 1.4% 60% 40% 50% 30% 13% 7%
Texas 1.7% 57% 43% 50% 31% 12% 7%
hƚĂŚ 2.8% 52% 48% 60% 23% 11% 6%

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 5.8% 53% 47% 49% 26% 16% 9%
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 2.4% 57% 43% 43% 30% 14% 12%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 3.4% 55% 45% 38% 31% 18% 13%
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 2.8% 56% 44% 56% 27% 12% 6%

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 3.3% 54% 46% 52% 27% 15% 7%
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 3.4% 59% 41% 37% 30% 23% 10%

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 2.8% 54% 46% 45% 29% 15% 11%
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 2.8% 55% 45% 48% 30% 15% 8%

,ŝŐŚ 7.9% 63% 51% 60% 41% 23% 19%
>Žǁ 1.2% 49% 37% 33% 23% 9% 4%

'ĞŶĚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶĐŽŵĞ��ŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ͗�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

Source: ACS 2009-2011 Note͗��ƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ͕�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ϭϬϬй͘
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% commuters 
ďǇ�ĨŽŽƚ

WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ǁĂůŬ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ͕�ďǇ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�;ƚŽƚĂů�с�ϭϬϬйͿ
й�ŵĞŶ й�ǁŽŵĞŶ >ĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬͲΨϯϰ͕ϵϵϵ Ψϯϱ͕ϬϬϬͲΨϲϰ͕ϵϵϵ Ψϲϱ͕ϬϬϬн

2.0% 54% 46% 48% 31% 11% 10% �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
1.8% 66% 34% 49% 40% 9% 3% �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
4.5% 60% 40% 41% 29% 16% 14% �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
2.6% 57% 43% 48% 29% 14% 9% �ƵƐƟŶ
6.8% 46% 54% 41% 30% 20% 9% �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ

15.0% 51% 49% 34% 19% 21% 26% �ŽƐƚŽŶ
2.2% 56% 44% 44% 24% 14% 19% �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
6.3% 48% 52% 32% 25% 22% 21% �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
4.4% 49% 51% 50% 31% 14% 6% �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
3.0% 56% 44% 51% 28% 14% 7% �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
2.9% 55% 45% 56% 26% 12% 6% Columbus 
1.8% 51% 49% 36% 35% 19% 10% Dallas
4.1% 54% 46% 32% 26% 25% 18% �ĞŶǀĞƌ
3.2% 61% 39% 57% 26% 11% 6% Detroit
2.0% 52% 48% 56% 31% 10% 3% El Paso 
1.2% 52% 48% 53% 27% 12% 8% &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
2.0% 49% 51% 49% 36% 10% 4% &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
9.7% 45% 55% 32% 33% 23% 11% ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
2.2% 58% 42% 46% 32% 14% 9% ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
2.0% 57% 43% 47% 37% 10% 6% /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
1.3% 59% 41% 45% 40% 10% 5% :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
2.2% 59% 41% 36% 39% 17% 8% <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
1.9% 58% 42% 37% 50% 8% 5% >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
2.8% 47% 53% 37% 44% 14% 6% >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
3.7% 51% 49% 48% 30% 13% 9% >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
2.1% 59% 41% 51% 31% 10% 8% Louisville
1.9% 60% 40% 55% 28% 12% 6% DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
1.8% 52% 48% 46% 39% 7% 8% Mesa
3.9% 56% 44% 38% 33% 13% 16% Miami 
5.2% 55% 45% 51% 29% 12% 7% DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
6.3% 58% 42% 43% 25% 20% 13% DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
1.8% 55% 45% 48% 27% 16% 9% EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
5.6% 53% 47% 45% 29% 16% 10% EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

10.3% 47% 53% 27% 27% 21% 25% EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
4.2% 55% 45% 36% 23% 25% 16% KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
1.6% 57% 43% 50% 35% 7% 8% KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
2.8% 52% 48% 49% 27% 17% 6% KŵĂŚĂ�
8.8% 45% 55% 34% 28% 21% 17% WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
2.0% 55% 45% 40% 33% 16% 11% WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
5.3% 53% 47% 36% 33% 19% 12% WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
2.0% 54% 46% 46% 41% 9% 4% ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
3.0% 48% 52% 32% 32% 20% 16% ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
2.1% 56% 44% 58% 27% 11% 4% ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
3.0% 57% 43% 41% 29% 20% 10% ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
9.9% 49% 51% 22% 25% 26% 28% ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
1.8% 52% 48% 40% 27% 20% 14% ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
8.6% 54% 46% 31% 27% 22% 20% ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
3.7% 48% 52% 50% 29% 17% 4% dƵĐƐŽŶ�
1.9% 51% 49% 53% 34% 9% 4% Tulsa
2.5% 72% 28% 41% 49% 6% 4% sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�

11.8% 52% 48% 18% 16% 25% 41% tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
1.3% 59% 41% 47% 35% 14% 3% tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^

5.0% 50% 50% 34% 28% 19% 19% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
2.8% 54% 46% 45% 30% 14% 9% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

15.0% 72% 55% 58% 50% 26% 41% ,ŝŐŚ
1.2% 45% 28% 18% 16% 6% 3% >Žǁ

Source: ACS 2009-2011 Note͗��ƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ͕�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ϭϬϬй͘

'ĞŶĚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶĐŽŵĞ��ŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ͗�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ



52 Alliance for Biking & Walking

ChAPTER 2

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ĞǀĞƌĂů�ƐĞĐŽŶĚƐ�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ

Commuters by Income

While bicycling is distributed evenly among 
all income groups, walking to lower income 
workers make up a disproportionate share 
of those who walk to work. Nationwide data 
from ACS reveal that nearly 45% of people 
who walk to work earn less than $15,000 per 
year. 74% of people who walk to work in the 
large cities studied for this report, on average, 
earn below $35,000 a year. San Francisco, and 
New York City have the most even income 
distribution among people who walk to work, 
with all income groups well represented. 

Despite its high median income, Virginia 
Beach has the least equal distribution with 
90% of pedestrian commuters making less 

than $35,000 in annual income. Washington, 
DC, shows an unusual concentration of 
higher income commuters traveling by foot, 
with 41% of pedestrian commuters making 
over $65,000. 

Ethnicity

Non-white workers are commuting to work 
by foot at higher rates than whites. The ACS 
estimates 11% of commuters walking to work 
in 2011 were African American and 18% of 
commuters walking to work were Hispanic. 
All non-white groups walk to work at 
disproportionally higher rates than whites.
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Annual income

Ψϲϱ͕ϬϬϬ�н
Ψϯϱ͕ϬϬϬ�Ͳ�Ψϲϰ͕ϵϵϵ
Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ�Ͳ�Ψϯϰ͕ϵϵϵ
>ĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ

Highest and lowest median 
ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ĂŵŽŶŐ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ

ϐ
ϒ

,ŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ŵĞĚŝĂŶ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ
>ŽǁĞƐƚ�ŵĞĚŝĂŶ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ Source: ACS 2009-2011

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�ďǇ�ZĂĐĞ�ĂŶĚ��ƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ

�ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ�ĂŵŽŶŐ�
U.S. workers

Commuters Who 
Walk to Work

ϲϭ͘ϳй���tŚŝƚĞ�;ŶŽŶͲ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐͿ
ϯϴ͘ϯй����ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ

ϭϬ͘ϴй����ůĂĐŬ
ϱ͘Ϯй������ƐŝĂŶ
ϭϱ͘Ϯй���,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐ�;ĂŶǇ�ƌĂĐĞͿ
ϳ͘Ϯй������ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĂĐĞƐ�
�������������������;ŶŽŶͲ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐͿ

ϱϯ͘ϭй���tŚŝƚĞ�;ŶŽŶͲ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐͿ
ϰϲ͘ϵй����ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ

ϭϭ͘Ϭй����ůĂĐŬ
ϳ͘ϲй������ƐŝĂŶ
ϭϳ͘ϴй���,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐ�;ĂŶǇ�ƌĂĐĞͿ
ϭϬ͘ϰй����ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĂĐĞƐ�
�������������������;ŶŽŶͲ,ŝƐƉĂŶŝĐͿ

Sources: ACS 2011 Note͗��ƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ͕�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ϭϬϬй͘
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Possible Influencing Factors
Climate - Weak Relationship

Does climate influence the choice to bicycle? 
Montana and Alaska, for example, are among 
states with the coldest temperatures, yet are 
also among the states with the highest levels 
of bicycling and walking to work. 

The Alliance compared thirty-year climate 
data (1971-2000) from the National Oceanic 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
with the percentage of work trips by bicycle 
and foot for the 52 most populous cities. 
Comparing cycling/walking rates to average 
inches of precipitation and average number of 
days below freezing did not reveal any clear 
trends. However, a relationship was found 

between pedestrian commuting and the 
number of days above 90 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Cities experiencing a greater number of these 
90-degree days were more likely to have lower 
walking and bicycling rates (r = -0.44). Both 
Mesa and Phoenix, for example, with over 170 
days above 90 degrees per year on average, 
have walking and bicycling commuter rates of 
2.8%. In contrast, Seattle which has a cooler, 
milder climate (only 3 days above 90 degree 
per year) has a bicycling and walking rate of 
11.9%

The lack of statistically significant evidence of 
climate’s impact on bicycling levels has been 
noted in other studies (Buehler and Pucher 
2011, Heinen et al., 2010, Krizek and Forsyth 
2009, Pucher and Buehler, 2006, Pucher et 
al., 2011) pointing out much higher rates of 
bicycling in countries such as Canada, with 
lower average year-round temperatures than 
in the United States. 

It seems likely that excessive cold, heat, and 
rainfall do indeed deter bicycling to some 
unknown extent, especially among less 
experienced bicyclists. According to a poll 
by the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for 
their 2008 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 
insufficient carrying capacity were the other 
top reasons cited for not bicycling more. 

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂǀĞ�<ĞůůƵŵ�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ
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Car Ownership - Strong Relationship

According to the 2011 ACS, cities with the 
highest levels of bicycling and walking have 
lower car ownership rates. Although the 
statistical relationship is strong (r = 0.77), 
the causation likely runs 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 to need to walk or 
bicycle for some trips. 

�Ăƌ�KǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ĂŶĚ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�>ĞǀĞůƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source: ACS 2011

&Ž
ƌƚ
�t

Žƌ
ƚŚ

:Ă
ĐŬ
ƐŽ
Ŷǀ
ŝůů
Ğ

t
ŝĐ
Śŝ
ƚĂ

>Ă
Ɛ�s

ĞŐ
ĂƐ

Da
lla

s
�ƌ
ůŝŶ

Őƚ
ŽŶ

͕�d
y

K
Ŭů
ĂŚ

Žŵ
Ă�
�ŝ
ƚǇ

ZĂ
ůĞ
ŝŐ
Ś

D
Ğŵ

ƉŚ
ŝƐ

�Ś
Ăƌ
ůŽ
ƩĞ

El
 P

as
o

Tu
lsa

<Ă
ŶƐ
ĂƐ
��
ŝƚǇ͕

�D
K

,Ž
ƵƐ
ƚŽ
Ŷ

^Ă
Ŷ�
�Ŷ

ƚŽ
Ŷŝ
Ž

E
ĂƐ
Śǀ
ŝůů
Ğ

Lo
ui

sv
ill

e
^Ă
Ŷ�
:Ž
ƐĞ

&ƌ
ĞƐ
ŶŽ

WŚ
ŽĞ

Ŷŝ
ǆ

/Ŷ
Ěŝ
ĂŶ

ƉŽ
ůŝƐ

De
tr

oi
t

K
ŵ
ĂŚ

Ă
M

es
a

�Ž
ůŽ
ƌĂ
ĚŽ

�^
Ɖƌ
ŝŶ
ŐƐ

sŝ
ƌŐ
ŝŶ
ŝĂ
��
ĞĂ

ĐŚ
Co

lu
m

bu
s

^Ă
Ŷ�
�ŝ
ĞŐ
Ž

�ů
ďƵ

ƋƵ
Ğƌ
ƋƵ

Ğ
>Ž
ŶŐ

��
ĞĂ

ĐŚ
�Ƶ

ƐƟ
Ŷ

�ů
Ğǀ
Ğů
ĂŶ

Ě
>Ž
Ɛ��

ŶŐ
Ğů
ĞƐ

M
ia

m
i

^Ă
Đƌ
Ăŵ

ĞŶ
ƚŽ

�ƚ
ůĂ
Ŷƚ
Ă

dƵ
ĐƐ
ŽŶ

D
ŝůǁ

ĂƵ
ŬĞ
Ğ

�Ğ
Ŷǀ
Ğƌ

�Ś
ŝĐ
ĂŐ
Ž

�Ă
ůƟ
ŵ
Žƌ
Ğ

K
ĂŬ
ůĂ
ŶĚ

E
Ğǁ

�K
ƌůĞ

ĂŶ
Ɛ

D
ŝŶ
ŶĞ

ĂƉ
Žů
ŝƐ

WŚ
ŝůĂ
ĚĞ

ůƉ
Śŝ
Ă

WŽ
ƌƚ
ůĂ
ŶĚ

,Ž
ŶŽ

ůƵ
ůƵ

E
Ğǁ

�z
Žƌ
Ŭ�
�ŝ
ƚǇ

^Ğ
ĂƩ

ůĞ
^Ă
Ŷ�
&ƌ
ĂŶ

Đŝ
ƐĐ
Ž

t
ĂƐ
Śŝ
ŶŐ

ƚŽ
Ŷ͕
��
�

�Ž
Ɛƚ
ŽŶ

18%

16%

14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

WŽ
ƉƵ

ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
t
Ăů
Ŭŝ
ŶŐ

�Ž
ƌ��

ŝĐ
ǇĐ
ůŝŶ

Ő�
ƚŽ
�t

Žƌ
Ŭ

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

,Ž
ƵƐ
ĞŚ

Žů
ĚƐ
�ƚŚ

Ăƚ
�Ě
Ž�
ŶŽ

ƚ�Ž
ǁ
Ŷ�
Ă�
ĐĂ
ƌ

й�ŽĨ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚŽ�
ŶŽƚ�ŽǁŶ�Ă�ĐĂƌ

й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

dƌĞŶĚůŝŶĞ�Z2 = 0.48
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Minority communities are less likely to 
have access to a car. Nineteen percent of 
African Americans and 13.7% of Latinos 
lack access to a car, compared to 4.6% of 
whites. The difference is even greater in 
low-income minority communities, where 
33% of low-income African Americans and 
25% of low-income Latinos lack access to 
a car, compared to 12.7% of poor whites 
(PolicyLink July 2009). The data suggest 
that these communities rely more heavily on 
nonmotorized transportation or transit for 
daily travel, and so are likely to bicycle and 
walk at higher rates.
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The National Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Documentation Project (NBPDP), founded 
in 2002, is a joint effort of Alta Planning + 
Design and the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Council. The project addresses the lack of 
documentation of bicycle and pedestrian 
travel trends by developing and providing 
access to guidance materials for communities 
conducting modeshare counts. All project 
materials are freely available on the NBPDP 
website (BikePedDocumentation.org). 

This nationwide effort provides a consistent 
methodology for data collection based on 
screen line and intersection manual counts as 
well as traveler intercept surveys. The NBPDP 
methodology is scalable and flexible, enabling 
communities to follow the methodology 
while adapting it to their unique capacities 
and needs. It can be implemented by 
local jurisdictions, as well as advocacy 
organizations and other interested citizens. 

Resources made available through the 
project include count and survey training 
materials, sample count logs and surveys, 
an extrapolation workbook with supporting 
documentation, and additional information 
on bicycle and pedestrian automatic counting 
equipment. 

The extrapolation workbook allows 
researchers to estimate monthly and annual 
travel based on two-hour manual count 
periods. In addition, the NBPDP offers free 
summary reports to those communities using 
Eco-Counter automatic count technology in 
exchange for submission of the count data to 
the NBPDP. 

A number of communities have successfully 
developed estimates for long-term trends 
using the NBPDP methodology. The annual 
count and survey efforts underway since 2006 
in San Jose, CA have helped the community 
document annual increases in bicycle and 
pedestrian travel. Data from the count 
showed a 12.1% increase between 2011 and 
2012, and contributed to successful grant 
applications and budget requests. 

Arlington County, VA initially gained 
support for its extensive automatic counter 
network via quarterly manual counts 
beginning in 2008 and has since continued 
to supplement its automatic counter data 
with annual manual counts using the NBPDP 
methodology. 

The NBPDP hopes to eventually host and 
make available a database of documentation 
submissions from across the U.S.

For more information about the project 
and to download resources, visit 
BikePedDocumentation.org.

National Counting Efforts
by Andrea Hamre, Virginia Tech

>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ͕���͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ŶĚƌĞǁ�zƵŶ�Λ�&ůŝĐŬƌ
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dǇƉĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŵŽĚĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ
Commuter Counts
�ŽƵŶƟŶŐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ǁĂůŬ�
ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌĐĞƉƚ�
ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ƚƌŝƉ͘�dŚĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ�
ǀĞƌďĂůůǇ�ďǇ�ƐƚŽƉƉŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĂƐŬ�
ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚĞƐƟŶĂƟŽŶ�Žƌ�ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ŽŶ�ƉĂƉĞƌ�Žƌ�ŽŶůŝŶĞ͘�
^ŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƉůĂĐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�
;ŚƵŵĂŶ�Žƌ�ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝĐĂůͿ�ŽŶ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ĂƌĞ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ŚĞĂǀǇ͘

Cordon Counts
�ŽƌĚŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ƚƌĂĐŬ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�
ĐƌŽƐƐ�Ă�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĞĚ�ůŝŶĞ�ŝŶƚŽ�Žƌ�ŽƵƚ�
ŽĨ�Ă�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�Ă�
ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ�Žƌ�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�
͞ĐŽƌĚŽŶĞĚ�Žī͘͟

Household Survey
dŚĞƐĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŚĂďŝƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĞŶƟƌĞ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ͘�
^ƵƌǀĞǇŽƌƐ�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ�ďǇ�
ƉŚŽŶĞ͕�ďǇ�ŵĂŝů͕�Žƌ�ŽŶůŝŶĞ͘

Varying Count Methods
dŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĚŝīĞƌĞŶƚ�ǁĂǇƐ�ƚŽ�
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͘�^ŽŵĞ�
ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ƵƐĞ�ƉŽǁĞƌĞĚ�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�
ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ůĂƐĞƌ�ďĞĂŵƐ͕�ŚĞĂƚ�ƐĞŶƐŽƌƐ͕�
ŝŶĨƌĂƌĞĚ�ĐĂŵĞƌĂƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĚƵĐƟǀĞ�
ůŽŽƉƐ͖�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�ƵƐĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌƐ�
ǁŚŽ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ�ǁŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐĞĞ͘�KŌĞŶ͕�
ǁŝƚŚ�ŝŶͲƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͕�ƐƵƌǀĞǇŽƌƐ�
ǁŝůů�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌĐĞƉƚ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ďǇ�
ƐƚŽƉƉƉŝŶŐ�Ă�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƐƐĞƌƐͲďǇ�
ƚŽ�ŐĂƚŚĞƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�
travelers.

2014 Benchmarking Report

Local counting efforts
Many states and cities conduct their own surveys 
to find out their local mode share of bicycling and 
walking. Of the 52 most populous cities surveyed, 
43 have completed counts of bicyclists and 36 have 
completed counts of pedestrians. Approximately 
40% of these cities completed counts in 2012 and 
85% percent have conducted counts since 2007.

Thirty-six states have conducted counts on bicyclists 
and 35 states have counted pedestrians. 

The 2014 benchmarking survey (collecting data for 
2011 and 2012) recorded three types of counts in 
particular: commuter counts, household surveys, 
and cordon counts. In addition to these, many cities 
have also conducted other types of counts including 
installing automated counters, outdoor video 
cameras, and other types of “spot” counts, which are 
included in this updated report.

These local efforts to track mode share help decision 
makers and advocates understand on a deeper 
level who is walking and bicycling in a defined 
area. However, unlike when counting motorized 
traffic, there is no standardized methodology 
for conducting these counts of bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Further, the frequency of conducting 
counts varies among states and cities. This makes it 
difficult to compare results consistently.

^ĞĂƩůĞ͕�t�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ĞĂƩůĞ��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ
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Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�
Notes͗�;ϭͿ�dŚŝƐ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ�ĂŶ�ĂĚĚͲŽŶ�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϬϵ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�dƌĂǀĞů�^ƵƌǀĞǇ͘�WƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�ĂĚĚͲŽŶ�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĞ�E,d^�ǁŝůů�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ĂŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�
ŽĨ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ƐŝǌĞ͘�dŚŝƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�
ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ͘

dŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂŶǇ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ͗��ůĂďĂŵĂ͕��ůĂƐŬĂ͕��ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ͕��ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ͕�
/ĚĂŚŽ͕�<ĂŶƐĂƐ͕�DŽŶƚĂŶĂ͕�EĞǀĂĚĂ͕�EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ͕�EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ͕�EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ͕�KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ͕�tǇŽŵŝŶŐ͘�dŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂŶǇ�
ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ͗��ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��ů�WĂƐŽ͕�&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ͕�&ƌĞƐŶŽ͕�:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ͕�DĞŵƉŚŝƐ͕�KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ͕ �dƵůƐĂ͕�ĂŶĚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ͘��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�
ƐƵďŵŝƚ�Ă�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ͘

KƚŚĞƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚ�
;ƐĞĞ�ƉĂŐĞ�ϲϭ

ĨŽƌ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶͿ

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ ,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ �ŽƌĚŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ
�ŝŬĞƐ Peds �ŝŬĞƐ Peds �ŝŬĞƐ Peds

�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 9 (1) 9 (1)

Colorado 9 9 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 9 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9 (1) 9 (1) 9 9 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 9 (1) 9 (1)

,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 9 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9 (1) 9 (1)

/ŽǁĂ 9 (1) 9 (1) 9
<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 9
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9

DĂŝŶĞ 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 9 9 9 9 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9 9 9 9 9
Mississippi 9

Missouri 9 9 9
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9 9 (1) 9 (1) 9 9

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 (1) 9 (1)

KŚŝŽ 9 9 9
KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 9 9 9

WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 9 9 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 9 9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 (1) 9 (1)

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9 (1) 9 (1) 9
dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 (1) 9 (1)

Texas 9 (1) 9 (1) 9
hƚĂŚ 9 9 9 9

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9 9 9 (1) 9 (1) 9 9 9
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9 9 9 (1) 9 (1)

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9 (1) 9 (1) 9
Number of states 
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƟŶŐ�ĐŽƵŶƚ 13 11 23 23 10 11 23

�ŽƵŶƟŶŐ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ
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KƚŚĞƌ��ŽƵŶƚ�
;ƐĞĞ�ƉĂŐĞ�ϲϭ

ĨŽƌ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶͿ

�ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ��ŽƵŶƚƐ ,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ �ŽƌĚŽŶ��ŽƵŶƚƐ
ďŝŬĞƐ peds ďŝŬĞƐ peds ďŝŬĞƐ peds

9 9 9 9 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ

9 9 9 9 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 �ƵƐƟŶ

9 9 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ

9 �ŽƐƚŽŶ

9 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ

9 9 9 9 9 9 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ

9 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ

9 9 9 9 9 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ

9 9 9 9 9 Columbus

9 Dallas

9 9 9 9 9 9 �ĞŶǀĞƌ

9 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ

9 9 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ

9 9 9 9 9 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 9 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK

9 9 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ

9 9 9 9 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ

9 9 9 9 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ

9 9 9 9 Louisville

9 9 9 Mesa

9 9 9 9 Miami

9 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 9 9 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ

9 9 9 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

9 9 9 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ

9 KĂŬůĂŶĚ

9 9 9 9 KŵĂŚĂ

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

9 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ

9 9 9 9 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ

9 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ

9 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ

9 9 9 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ

9 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ

9 9 9 9 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ

9 9 9 9 9 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ

9 9 9 ^ĞĂƩůĞ

9 9 dƵĐƐŽŶ

9 9 9 9 9 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

9 9 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

26 15 17 15 21 13 28 EƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƟŶŐ�ĐŽƵŶƚ

�ŽƵŶƟŶŐ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ
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ChAPTER 2

DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ��ŽƵŶƚƐ
ďŝŬĞƐ peds DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ

�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9 /ŶĚƵĐƟǀĞ�ůŽŽƉ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ

Colorado 9 9 �ůĞĐƚƌŽŶŝĐ�Ϯϰ�ŚŽƵƌ�ĚŝƌĞĐƟŽŶĂů�ĐŽƵŶƟŶŐ�Ăƚ�ϯϬ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͘�DŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ�
ĚĞǀŝĐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ďŽƚŚ�ŵƵůƟͲƵƐĞ�ƚƌĂŝů�ĂŶĚ�ƌŽĂĚƐ

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9 9 WƌŽũĞĐƚͲƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͖�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ŝŶ�ƐĐŽƉŝŶŐ�ƉŚĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŐŝǀĞŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ

/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ƌŽĂĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ

/ŽǁĂ 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 9 ZĂŶĚŽŵ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ŬŶŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƌ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶ͘hƐĞ�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ŵŽĚŝĮĞĚ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĐůĂƐƐ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͘�^Ɵůů�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ�ƉŚĂƐĞƐ

>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9 9 ��ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŶŶĞĚ�ĐŽƌĚŽŶͲĐŽƵŶƚ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�
ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ�ŵĞƚƌŽ�ĂƌĞĂ

DĂŝŶĞ 9 9 /ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƵďĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9
^ƚĂƚĞ�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ��ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚƐ�ϭϯͲŚŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�Ăƚ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�Žƌ�ƵƉŐƌĂĚĞƐ͘�,ĂƐ�ƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�
ŽǀĞƌ�ϱ͕ϬϬϬ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ŐĞŽĐŽĚĞĚ

DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9 9 WƌŽũĞĐƚ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŽů�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƚŽƵƌƐ͘��ŽƵŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�
ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ�ƐŝŐŶĂů�ǁĂƌƌĂŶƚƐ

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9
dĞůĞƉŚŽŶĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƌĂŶĚŽŵ�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ŽĨ�DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ�
ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ͘�dŚĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŝŶƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ͕ �ůĂǁƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ

Mississippi 9 9 dƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�Ăƚ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂƐ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ

Missouri 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ƚǇƉĞƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ŵĂŶƵĂů�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 9 9 ,ƵŵĂŶ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌ͕ �ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƐĐŚŽŽů�ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐ�ǌŽŶĞƐ

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9 dŚĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ��ƫƚƵĚĞƐ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ǁĂƐ�ŐŝǀĞŶ�ƚŽ�EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�Ă�ƌĂŶĚŽŵͲĚŝŐŝƚ�ĚŝĂůŝŶŐ�ĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐ�ƚĞůĞƉŚŽŶĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9 /ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 9
ZĞŐŝŽŶĂů�ŶŽŶƉƌŽĮƚ�ƌŝĚĞƐŚĂƌĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�Ă�ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌͲŵĞŵďĞƌ�ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞ͘��ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƚĞůĞƉŚŽŶĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŵĂŝů�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�
ŽǀĞƌƐĂŵƉůĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŐŝŽŶ��

ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 ϯͲŵŽŶƚŚ�ƵƐĞƌ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƚŚƐ͘�KŶͲƐŝƚĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŐĂƚŚĞƌĞĚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͛�
ŵĂŝůŝŶŐ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŝůĞĚ�Ă�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ͕�ŵŽƌĞ�ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9 9 /ŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ

Texas 9 9 ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ďŽƚŚ�ƐƚĂƟĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŵĂƌƚ�ƉŚŽŶĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9 9 �ŽŵďŝŶĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵĂŶƵĂů�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ƚĞƌŵ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶŐĞƌ�ƚĞƌŵ�;ŽŶĞ�ƚŽ�ƚǁŽ�ǁĞĞŬͿ�
ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĚŽŶĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƟĐ�ŝŶĨƌĂƌĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9 >ŽĐĂů�ůĞǀĞů�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚͲƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂƐ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9 9 ϰ�ƉǇƌŽͲĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ͖�ƚƌĂŝů�ĂŶĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ƐĞŐŵĞŶƚƐ

�ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů��ŽƵŶƟŶŐ�DĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�
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DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ��ŽƵŶƚƐ
ďŝŬĞƐ peds DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 9 9 ^ƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

�ƵƐƟŶ 9 9 dǁŽ�ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ͕�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƟĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ͘�^ŝƚĞͲƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐ�
ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶ��ĐŽͲĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ďŽĂƌĚŝŶŐƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ďƵƐĞƐ

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 9 DŽŶƚŚůǇ�ďŝŬĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�Ɛŝǆ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ͘��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�
ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďĞĨŽƌĞͬĂŌĞƌ�ĚĂƚĂ

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ 9 9 �ŶŶƵĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�ŬĞǇ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ

�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ 9 9 �ĞŶƐƵƐ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ŝŶ�ŵƵůƟƉůĞ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ͕�ϯ�ƟŵĞƐ�ŽŶ�Ă�ǁĞĞŬĚĂǇ�ĂŶĚ�ϭ�ƟŵĞ�ŽŶ�Ă�
ǁĞĞŬĞŶĚ

Columbus 9 9 /ŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ�ƚƌĂŝů�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ͘��ůƐŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚƐ�ƐƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞƐ�
ƐŽŵĞ�ŝŶĨƌĂƌĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ

Dallas 9 �ŽŶĚƵĐƚƐ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�ƐƉŽƚ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ

�ĞŶǀĞƌ 9 sŝĚĞŽ�ĚĞƚĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂ

,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ 9 9 �ĐŽͲĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 �ůĞĐƚƌŽŶŝĐ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ŽŶ�'ƌĞĞŶǁĂǇƐ�

>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ 9 9 dƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

Louisville 9 9 �ĐŽ��ŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ŽŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ϯ�ǁĞĞŬƐ�Ăƚ�Ă�ƟŵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͘��ŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ŵŽǀĞĚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ďŝǁĞĞŬůǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŽƚĂů�ŽĨ�ϯϬ�ǁĞĞŬƐ

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�
Project

DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 ϯ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƟĐ�ůŽŽƉ�ĚĞƚĞĐƚŽƌƐ͕�ϯϬ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬ�ŵĂŶƵĂů�ĐŽƵŶƚ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ϭϱϬ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�
Project

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 9 9
�ƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂŶĂůǇǌĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĞůĞĐƚƌŽŵĂŐŶĞƟĐ�ƐŝŐŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ǁŚĞĞů͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ϭϯ�ĚŝīĞƌĞŶƟĂƟŽŶ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ͘��ŝĂŶŶƵĂů�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů�ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�
ϭϬϬ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�Ez�͘�^ƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ 9 9 �ŶŶƵĂů�ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 9 9 WĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ 9 9 sŝĚĞŽ�ĚĞƚĞĐƟŽŶ͖�ůŽŶŐ�ƚĞƌŵ͕�ŽƵƚĚŽŽƌ

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 9 DĂŶƵĂů�ƐƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ϮͲŚŽƵƌ�ƉĞĂŬͲƉĞƌŝŽĚ͖�ϮϰͲŚŽƵƌ�ƐƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞͲƐĞŶƐŝƟǀĞ�ƉŶĞƵŵĂƟĐ�ŚŽƐĞƐ

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 9 9 dƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͕�ďǇ�ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ

^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ 9 �ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ƉĂƩĞƌŶƐ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇĞĚ�Ă�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮĞĚ�ĂĐƟǀĞ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ 9 9 /ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ŵĂŶƵĂů�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ůĞǀĞůͲŽĨͲƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ 9 �Ŷ�ŝŶƚĞƌĐĞƉƚ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ

^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ 9 9 WĞĂŬͲƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

^ĞĂƩůĞ 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�
WƌŽũĞĐƚ͕�ϱϬ�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞĚ�ϭϮ�ƟŵĞƐͬǇĞĂƌ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ

�ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů��ŽƵŶƟŶŐ�DĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�



ChAPTER 2

In a recent report, The Rails to Trails 
Conservancy used 2009 NHTS data to 
analyze bicycling and walking levels for 
rural areas compared to urban areas. They 
found that various community types with 
small populations (i.e. suburbs, towns and 
isolated rural areas with population of less 
than 50,000) actually see bicycling levels 
similar to those in larger cities. Walking 
trips are taken less frequently in these more 
rural communities, but are still higher than 
bicycling trips, with walking mode shares of 
6.1%-8.5% in rural communities, compared 
to 12.0% in urban core communities (Rails to 
Trails 2011).

Source: ACS 2009-2011
Note:�DĂƌŐŝŶƐ�ŽĨ�ĞƌƌŽƌ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ƌĂŶŐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϳ͘Ϯй�ƚŽ�Ϯϵ͘Ϯй�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�
ƚƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�ĨŽŽƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϭϭ͘ϭй�ƚŽ�ϱϲ͘ϯй�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ͘�

Alliance for Biking & Walking

In our sample study of small and midsized 
cities, we found bicycling and walking levels 
to be generally similar to, and in some cases 
higher than, the levels seen in the most 
populous cities studied in this report. While 
the sample cities were handpicked for this 
study based on their successes improving 
bicycling and walking, their levels of bicycling 
and walking suggest they can compete with 
large cities. Using 3-year ACS estimates, we 
found a wide range of commuter walking 
and bicycling levels - even within similar 
population groups. In particular, the sample 
cities with population under 100K see ranges 
for commuter trips by foot ranging from 
2.8% in Davis to 19.6% in Burlington and for 
commuter trips by bicycle ranging from 1.2% 
in Albany up to 19.1% in Davis.

Madison, Pittsburgh, Eugene, and all of 
the sample cities with population under 
100K (except for Davis) have commuter 
walking levels within the range of the top 
most populous cities studied in this report. 
Eugene, Fort Collins, Boulder, and Davis all 
show commuter bicycling rates higher than 
any of the most populous cities studied here 
and another six cities fall within range of the 
commuter bicycling rates in the top most 
populous cities studied.

It should be noted that, as with the larger 
cities studied in this report, the ACS data for 
these midsized cities should be considered 
a rough estimate only. Due to small sample 
sizes, the margins of error for these cities are 
quite high, which could change the actual 
figures significantly.

It is also important to recognize the impact 
large universities have on cities, particularly 
those with smaller resident populations. 
A large percent of students, as well as the 
typically dense design of university towns 
likely increase bicycling and walking levels.

DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�ŽĨ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ

% commuters 
ďǇ�ďŝŬĞ

% commuters 
ďǇ�ĨŽŽƚ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 1.1% 2.7%
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 0.8% 3.9%
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 5.2% 9.2%
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 1.5% 11.4%
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 1.5% 3.6%
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 0.7% 4.3%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 2.5% 4.6%
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 0.3% 2.9%
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 8.5% 6.4%
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 6.3% 3.3%
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 2.5% 5.8%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 1.2% 9.8%
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 3.9% 8.4%
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 10.2% 9.3%
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 4.5% 19.6%
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 19.1% 2.8%
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 6.4% 6.5%

High value
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 19.1% 19.6%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ 6.1% 15.0%

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 0.3% 2.7%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 0.1% 1.2%

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 1.0% 5.0%

Bicycling and Walking in Midsized Cities
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DŽĚĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ��ŽƵŶƚƐ

ďŝŬĞƐ peds DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 9 �ŝŬĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚ�ŽŶ��ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ��ĂǇ

�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� EŽŶĞ

DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ EŽŶĞ

WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� EŽŶĞ

^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 9 9 KŶůŝŶĞ�ƐĞůĨͲƌĞĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ďǇ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ

^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 9 9 ^ĐƌĞĞŶůŝŶĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�Θ�
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<

�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 9 9 ϭϮͲŚŽƵƌ�ƐƉŽƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘�WĞĂŬͲŚŽƵƌ�ŵŽĚĞƐŚĂƌĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�
ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�

�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 9 9 Dŝǆ�ŽĨ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 9 DĂŶƵĂů�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͖�ƚƵďĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ͖�ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐ

&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 9 9 �ŽƵŶƚƐ�ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ǀŽůƵŵĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 9 EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�Θ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ͖�hƚĂŚ�,ŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�
dƌĂǀĞů�^ƵƌǀĞǇ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 9 �ŝĂŶŶƵĂů�ďŝŬĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͕�ŵŽĚĞƐŚĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ͘

�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 9 9 �ŶŶƵĂů�ĐŽƵŶƚ�ĂƵŐŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƌŝƉ�ĚŝĂƌŝĞƐ

�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 9 9 dƌŝͲĂŶŶƵĂů�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ĚŝĂƌǇ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͕�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ

�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 9 9 'ĞŽͲĐŽĚĞĚ�ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ�ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ

�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 WĞĂŬ�ŚŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�Ăƚ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ďŝŬĞǁĂǇƐ͘

DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 9 ^ĞŵŝĂŶŶƵĂů�ŚĂŶĚ�ƚĂůůŝĞĚ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�
�ŝŬĞ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ͘

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ

Local counting efforts

Many small and midsized cities are 
attempting to document their own mode 
share through local counts of bicyclists and 
walkers. Of the 17 sample cities surveyed, 14 
conduct some type of non-motorized traffic 
count. All 14 cities conducting counts include 
bicyclists in their counts and 10 include 
pedestrians.

As with larger cities, the sampled cities use 
a wide variety of methods and technologies 
to conduct their counts. A broadly accepted, 
standardized method of documenting mode 
share for an entire city is necessary for 
these smaller cities to understand their true 
bicycling and walking population.

>ŽĐĂů��ŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ
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ChAPTER 2

Street and highway departments have long 
used the results from traffic counting to 
influence traffic management decisions 
and to determine the level of service of a 
roadway. Traffic counting on our off-street 
trails can provide similar benefits. In addition, 
advocates and government leaders have the 
potential to use those counts to assign an 
economic value to our trail networks.

Trails for Illinois suspected the benefits of 
trail usage to include economic growth, 
improved health, and environmental 
stewardship. The organization used a “Triple 
Bottom Line” lens, sometimes summarized 
as Profit, People, and Planet, in the hopes of 
making a strong case for more communities 
to add non-road trails, also known as linear 
parks, to their regions.

In 2012, Trails for Illinois launched the 
project “Making Trails Count.” The project 
team conducted a three-month count on 
six non-urban Illinois trails. Rails to Trails 
Conservancy helped install TRAFx electronic 
heat-sensing counters along the trails, which 
would count passersby 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week. Rails to Trails analyzed the data 
using regionalized calculation models to 
produce annual trail traffic estimates.

In addition to the electronic traffic counts, 
the Trails for Illinois team enhanced their 
findings with human-administered surveys. 
A small group of volunteers stood trailside, 
stopping every third person to complete a 
survey. The team collected 789 responses over 
a 10-week period.

Surveys encompassed a range of questions 
including distance traveled to the trail, 
spending during trail use, spending in 
preparation of use, and demographics of 
participants.

Trail usage data was expected to support three 
objectives:

1. Demonstrate economic activity on 
trail networks.

2. Break the public perception that trails 
are primarily for recreation.

3. Include trail networks in the overall 
transportation network.

Studies on urban trails, such as in Chicago, 
have found data supporting all three points. 
Since most urban trails are in close proximity 
to people and their intended destinations, 
people can conveniently replace car trips with 

^ƵƌǀĞǇƐ͕�ŝŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ĐŽƵŶƚƐ͕�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ůĞĂƌŶ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝů�ƵƐĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĂĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ͘ 
 Source͗�DĂŬŝŶŐ�dƌĂŝůƐ��ŽƵŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ͕�dƌĂŝůƐ�ĨŽƌ�/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ͕�ϮϬϭϮ͘�ZĞƉƌŝŶƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͘

Health
Training
Recreation
Relieve Stress
Commuting
Sightseeing
Nature Study
Transportation
Other
Total

Actual Count

Actual Count

 112
  29
  57
  18
  3
  6
  7
  5
  24
 261

 159
 38
 96
 10
 11
 9
 3
 7
 36
 369

selaM fo %selameF fo %

WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ZĞĂƐŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�dƌĂŝů�hƐĞ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

on the roadTrails for Illinois: Making Trails Count
by Evan Bontrager, Friends of the Pumpkinvine Nature Trail
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trail trips. In urban areas, trails are also often 
used for commuting to work. 

The more rural study conducted by Trails for 
Illinois yielded a surprising result. The data 
did not show environmental improvements 
of replacing car trips with trail trips. Instead, 
the study found increased car traffic due to 
people driving to the trails. The rural nature 
of the trails being studied showed the usage 
was much more recreational and much less 
for practical transportation. Yet the “triple 
bottom line” concept of Profit, People and 
Planet was still satisfied in the following ways.

Profit: Trails generated local economic 
activity and commerce. The survey captured 
the attitude of users using the trails, including 
destination and purpose. When asked, 
few people initially recognized they were 
planning on spending money. However, trails 
give access to commerce as a usable corridor. 
Bird watchers, for example, might buy coffee 
before or after their experience. Groups of 
cyclists may drive to the trailheads, but they 
also might stop and shop on their way there 
or back, as part of their group outing. These 

activities are in addition to the purchase of 
bikes, shoes, and clothing specific to trail 
usage.

People: Trails improve the health and 
quality of life for Illinoisans. The survey 
tracked the amount of time each user spent 
on the trail. More time spent on trails being 
physically active creates health value.

Planet: Trail usage improved environmental 
stewardship of the users. While rural 
trails did not replace car trips, attitudes of 
trail users evolved with experience. Trail 
users gain a new understanding of their 
role within the broader environment. They 
become more aware of their affects on the 
environment. Trail usage causes people to see 
environmental issue with greater importance.

Other regions and communities can repeat 
the process implemented by Trails for Illinois 
by adapting the tool from the Making Trails 
Count project, which can be found along with 
initial results at 
http://trailsforillinois.tumblr.com/maketrailscount

lEvEls OF BiCyCling AnD WAlking
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ChAPTER 2

During a series of informal interviews with 
bicyclists around Sénégal, a rider recounted 
a recent morning commute. He had been at 
a complete stop, waiting for a break in traffic 
at a roundabout. He was there for several 
minutes when suddenly he was hit from 
behind by a taxi. The taxi driver’s response to 
the crash: "You’re a bicyclist, you shouldn’t be 
on the road anyway."

Why Bicyclists Are On the Road
There are many reasons people choose to use 
bicycles as transportation in West Africa. 
Four main categories of bicyclists stand 
out and each one benefits from expanded 
opportunities in unique ways. Better access 
to education and healthcare, business 
ventures, competition and comraderie, and 

the opportunity to explore new places are all 
worth the potential risks of bicycling on West 
African roads.

1. Youth
Children and young adults (mostly girls) 
receive bicycles through non-government 
organizations who want to help improve 
the next generation’s access to education 
and healthcare. In Burkina Faso alone, 
several local and international organizations 
provide bicycles to girls and young women 
so that they can bike the 30 kilometers often 
necessary to reach a junior or high school 
institution. Likewise, the bicycles make 
healthcare more accessible, reducing travel 
times for patients and doctors who would 
otherwise walk.

across bordersWest Africa: Claiming a Place on the Road for Bicyclists
by Kathryn Werntz, The Sahel Calling Project

^ŝĞƌƌĂ�>ĞŽŶĞ͕�tĞƐƚ��ĨƌŝĐĂ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�sŝůůĂŐĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ��ĨƌŝĐĂ
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2. Entrepreneurs
Individuals and small business owners 
realized decades ago that investing in a 
bicycle might increase their earnings. One 
man, shown in the photo at right, has ridden 
his bicycle every day for 17 years, delivering 
fresh bread from bakeries to corner stores 
and restaurants around his quiet town of 
Ziguinchor, Sénégal.

A free bicycle program in Burkina Faso 
sponsored by CooP-Africa (Cycling out 
of Poverty) collaborates with community 
development initiatives such as solid waste 
management programs. Recipients of bicycles 
from Bike2Clean Solid Waste Management 
Program can earn money by collecting and 
sorting waste on their cargo bikes, then 
transporting the “goods“ and garbage to 
repositories. 

3. Racers
In West Africa, racers often belong to a 
country’s national bicycle federation. These 
federations not only organize races, but also 
spearhead bicycle events for local residents. 
While some may see these racers as a bit elite 
on the streets of some of the poorest countries 
in the world, in Sénégal their passion drives 
them to engage people from all sectors of 
society. This commitment is evident in 
Dakar’s bicyclist club motto: “a bicycle for 
everyone.” Their passion has the potential to 
boost the number of commuting and hobby 
bicyclists across the region. 

4. Tourists
Bicycling is now a hot tourism activity for 
people from many European countries, 
the U.S., and Canada. Bicycle tourists find 
an increasing range of amenities within 
and between West African countries. For 
example, Burkina Faso has a strong local 
bicycling culture, even in its busy capital 
of Ouagadougou, where most major 
thoroughfares have separate motorbike and 
bicycle lanes, some with their own traffic 
lights. 

Expanding the Possibilities
While there may be more repair shops 
in cities, bicyclists are seen most often in 
rural areas. This may be linked to the many 
international volunteers (such as from Peace 
Corps) who have been present throughout the 
region for 30 years. These visitors sometimes 
unofficially “gift“ their government-issued 
mountain bikes to the local communities 
before they return to their home country. 
These hand-me-downs have improved the 
quality of bicycles available to local youth 
from low and middle-income families.

Similar to other West African cities, the 
coastal city of Dakar, Sénégal, has undergone 
massive changes to its infrastructure in 
recent years. Grand hotels for executives 
and vacationers have swallowed the last 
stretches of open coast, bringing an increase 
in oceanside population density. To ease 
the travel of their clientele, the expansions 
have also triggered vast improvements to the 
previously dangerous roads and nonexistent 
sidewalks. As business and tourism continues 
to increase in West Africa, new thoroughfares 
will be built, and new opportunities to make 
roads fair for all.

lEvEls OF BiCyCling AnD WAlking
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3 health 
and safety

Providing opportunities for regular physical activity, such as walking 
and bicycling, can make a big impact on improving public health and life 
expectancy (Buehler et al., 2011, Gordon-Larsen 2009, Hamer and Chida 
2008, Oja 2011, Pucher et al., 2010, Shephard 2008). In fact, the quantified 
health benefits of active transportation can outweigh any risks associated 
with these activities by as much as 77 to 1, and add more years to our lives 
than are lost from inhaled air pollution and traffic injuries (Rojas-Rueda et 
al., 2011, Jacobsen and Rutter 2012).
This chapter looks at the relationship of bicycling and walking with health 
and safety in U.S. cities and states.



hEAlTh AnD sAFETy

Bicycling and Walking for 
Health
How we travel on a daily basis has a great impact 
on our health as a society. Fifty percent of trips in 
the U.S. are 3 miles or shorter and over 25% of our 
trips are less than 1 mile. Yet as many as 69% of 
those short trips are taken in cars (1) (NHTS 2009). 
In comparison, only half of the U.S. population 
gets the recommended weekly amount of aerobic 
physical activity. One-third of the population is 
overweight and another one-third is obese (BRFSS 
2011).

In the Alliance analysis, data suggest a strong 
relationship between statewide percentages of 
bicycling and walking to work and key public 
health indicators. States with higher levels of 

bicycling and walking to work see lower levels of 
diabetes (r = -0.70), obesity (r = -0.55) and high 
blood pressure (r = -0.54), and see higher levels 
of the population meeting recommended weekly 
physical activity levels (r = 0.63).

Active transportation not only improves our 
physical health, but also our mental well-being 
and ability to focus (Garrard, Rissel, and Bauman, 
2012, Singh, et al. 2012, Egelund 2012, Chaddock, 
et al. 2010, Hillman, et al. 2005). A recent study 
of Danish children showed that those who 
bicycled to school were better able to concentrate. 
In fact, walking and bicycling to school had a 
stronger impact on a child’s ability to focus than 
having breakfast and lunch. The physical activity 
associated with walking or bicycling to school 

712014 Benchmarking Report

Note: (1) This percent includes trips taken by car, van, SUV, truck, and recreational vehicles.

WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�'ĞĂƌŝŶŐͲhƉ
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ChAPTER 3

�ŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�/ŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ��ŵŽŶŐ��ĚƵůƚƐ�ƚŽ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�>ĞǀĞůƐ
Al

ab
am

a
dĞ
ŶŶ

ĞƐ
ƐĞ
Ğ

'Ğ
Žƌ
Őŝ
Ă

M
iss

iss
ip

pi
Te

xa
s

�ƌ
ŬĂ
ŶƐ
ĂƐ

E
Žƌ
ƚŚ
��
Ăƌ
Žů
ŝŶ
Ă

K
Ŭů
ĂŚ

Žŵ
Ă

&ů
Žƌ
ŝĚ
Ă

M
iss

ou
ri

<Ğ
Ŷƚ
ƵĐ
ŬǇ

^Ž
Ƶƚ
Ś�
�Ă

ƌŽ
ůŝŶ

Ă
>Ž
Ƶŝ
ƐŝĂ

ŶĂ
N

ev
ad

a
K
Śŝ
Ž

/Ŷ
Ěŝ
ĂŶ

Ă
�Ğ

ůĂ
ǁ
Ăƌ
Ğ

D
Ăƌ
Ǉů
ĂŶ

Ě
D
ŝĐ
Śŝ
ŐĂ
Ŷ

sŝ
ƌŐ
ŝŶ
ŝĂ

<Ă
ŶƐ
ĂƐ

t
ĞƐ
ƚ�s

ŝƌŐ
ŝŶ
ŝĂ

E
Ğǁ

�D
Ğǆ
ŝĐ
Ž

E
Ğǁ

�,
Ăŵ

ƉƐ
Śŝ
ƌĞ

�ƌ
ŝǌŽ

ŶĂ
�Ž

ŶŶ
ĞĐ
ƟĐ

Ƶƚ
E
Ğď

ƌĂ
ƐŬ
Ă

E
Ğǁ

�:Ğ
ƌƐ
ĞǇ

D
ŝŶ
ŶĞ

ƐŽ
ƚĂ

h
ƚĂ
Ś

/ůů
ŝŶ
Žŝ
Ɛ

�Ă
ůŝĨ
Žƌ
Ŷŝ
Ă

t
ŝƐĐ

ŽŶ
ƐŝŶ

ZŚ
ŽĚ

Ğ�
/Ɛ
ůĂ
ŶĚ

/Ž
ǁ
Ă

/Ě
ĂŚ

Ž
Co

lo
ra

do
t
ĂƐ
Śŝ
ŶŐ

ƚŽ
Ŷ

WĞ
ŶŶ

ƐǇ
ůǀ
ĂŶ

ŝĂ
t
ǇŽ
ŵ
ŝŶ
Ő

D
Ăŝ
ŶĞ

E
Žƌ
ƚŚ
��
ĂŬ
Žƚ
Ă

^Ž
Ƶƚ
Ś�
�Ă

ŬŽ
ƚĂ

D
ĂƐ
ƐĂ
ĐŚ
ƵƐ
ĞƩ

Ɛ
,Ă

ǁ
Ăŝ
ŝ

D
ŽŶ

ƚĂ
ŶĂ

K
ƌĞ
ŐŽ

Ŷ
sĞ

ƌŵ
ŽŶ

ƚ
E
Ğǁ

�z
Žƌ
Ŭ

�ů
ĂƐ
ŬĂ

WŚǇƐŝĐĂů��ĐƟǀŝƚǇ�>ĞǀĞůƐ
й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ŵĞĞƟŶŐ�
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ǁĞĞŬůǇ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�
ŽĨ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ

й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

dƌĞŶĚůŝŶĞ�Z2 = 0.43
;й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ŵĞĞƟŶŐ�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�
ǁĞĞŬůǇ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇͿ

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

WŽ
ƉƵ

ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
t
Ăů
Ŭŝ
ŶŐ

�Ž
ƌ�

�ŝ
ĐǇ
Đů
ŝŶ
Ő�
ƚŽ
�t

Žƌ
Ŭ

9%

7%

5%

3%

1%

65%

55%

50%

45%

40%

35%

WŽ
ƉƵ

ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
D
ĞĞ

ƟŶ
Ő�

ZĞ
ĐŽ
ŵ
ŵ
ĞŶ

ĚĞ
Ě�
t
ĞĞ

Ŭů
Ǉ�
>Ğ
ǀĞ
ůƐ�

ŽĨ
�W
ŚǇ
ƐŝĐ

Ăů
��
ĐƟ

ǀŝ
ƚǇ60%

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϭ

advanced the child’s mental alertness to the 
equivalent of a student half a year further in their 
studies (Egelund 2012).

Health Indicators
The Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System (BRFSS) provides the data used in this 
report to discuss key public health indicators 
including physical activity, obesity, high blood 
pressure, diabetes, and asthma. 

Physical Activity

Of all states, Colorado and Oregon have 
the highest percentage of people meeting 
recommended physical activity levels, with 
bicycling and walking rates at 4.3% and 
6.2% respectively. Tennessee, Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and Alabama have the lowest 
shares of people meeting the physical activity 
minimum. These states also all have bicycling 
and walking levels below the national average.

Obesity

According to 2011 BRFSS statistics, 64% of 
the U.S. population is overweight or obese. 
Obesity alone (BMI over 30) affects one-third 
(28%) of the population. Among states, the 

percentage of obesity varies from 21% to 35%; 
in the large cities studied for this report, the 
percentage of obesity varies from 19% to 37%.

Memphis and Detroit have the highest levels 
of obesity among large cities (36.8% and 
33.0% respectively), and some of the lowest 
city bicycling and walking to work rates 
(Memphis at 2.1% and Detroit at 3.4%). San 
Francisco/Oakland, by contrast, have the 
lowest obesity rate 18.6% and above-average 
bicycling and walking rates (San Francisco at 
13.1% and Oakland at 6.7%).

This correlation is not seen in all cities, 
however. New Orleans, Baltimore, 

^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽĨ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
ǁŽƌŬ�ĂůƐŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�й�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ŵĞĞƟŶŐ�
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ�
ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽǁĞƌ�
ƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ͕ �ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�
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High Blood Pressure
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й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

dƌĞŶĚůŝŶĞ�Z2 = 0.44
;й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞͿ

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

WŽ
ƉƵ

ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
t
Ăů
Ŭŝ
ŶŐ

�Ž
ƌ�

�ŝ
ĐǇ
Đů
ŝŶ
Ő�
ƚŽ
�t

Žƌ
Ŭ

9%

7%

5%

3%

1%

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϭ

Al
ab

am
a

dĞ
ŶŶ

ĞƐ
ƐĞ
Ğ

'Ğ
Žƌ
Őŝ
Ă

M
iss

iss
ip

pi
Te

xa
s

�ƌ
ŬĂ
ŶƐ
ĂƐ

E
Žƌ
ƚŚ
��
Ăƌ
Žů
ŝŶ
Ă

K
Ŭů
ĂŚ

Žŵ
Ă

&ů
Žƌ
ŝĚ
Ă

M
iss

ou
ri

<Ğ
Ŷƚ
ƵĐ
ŬǇ

^Ž
Ƶƚ
Ś�
�Ă

ƌŽ
ůŝŶ

Ă
>Ž
Ƶŝ
ƐŝĂ

ŶĂ
N

ev
ad

a
K
Śŝ
Ž

/Ŷ
Ěŝ
ĂŶ

Ă
�Ğ

ůĂ
ǁ
Ăƌ
Ğ

D
Ăƌ
Ǉů
ĂŶ

Ě
D
ŝĐ
Śŝ
ŐĂ
Ŷ

sŝ
ƌŐ
ŝŶ
ŝĂ

<Ă
ŶƐ
ĂƐ

t
ĞƐ
ƚ�s

ŝƌŐ
ŝŶ
ŝĂ

E
Ğǁ

�D
Ğǆ
ŝĐ
Ž

E
Ğǁ

�,
Ăŵ

ƉƐ
Śŝ
ƌĞ

�ƌ
ŝǌŽ

ŶĂ
�Ž

ŶŶ
ĞĐ
ƟĐ

Ƶƚ
E
Ğď

ƌĂ
ƐŬ
Ă

E
Ğǁ

�:Ğ
ƌƐ
ĞǇ

D
ŝŶ
ŶĞ

ƐŽ
ƚĂ

h
ƚĂ
Ś

/ůů
ŝŶ
Žŝ
Ɛ

�Ă
ůŝĨ
Žƌ
Ŷŝ
Ă

t
ŝƐĐ

ŽŶ
ƐŝŶ

ZŚ
ŽĚ

Ğ�
/Ɛ
ůĂ
ŶĚ

/Ž
ǁ
Ă

/Ě
ĂŚ

Ž
Co

lo
ra

do
t
ĂƐ
Śŝ
ŶŐ

ƚŽ
Ŷ

WĞ
ŶŶ

ƐǇ
ůǀ
ĂŶ

ŝĂ
t
ǇŽ
ŵ
ŝŶ
Ő

D
Ăŝ
ŶĞ

E
Žƌ
ƚŚ
��
ĂŬ
Žƚ
Ă

^Ž
Ƶƚ
Ś�
�Ă

ŬŽ
ƚĂ

D
ĂƐ
ƐĂ
ĐŚ
ƵƐ
ĞƩ

Ɛ
,Ă

ǁ
Ăŝ
ŝ

D
ŽŶ

ƚĂ
ŶĂ

K
ƌĞ
ŐŽ

Ŷ
sĞ

ƌŵ
ŽŶ

ƚ
E
Ğǁ

�z
Žƌ
Ŭ

�ů
ĂƐ
ŬĂ

14%
13%
12%
11%
10%
9%
8%
7%
6%
5% WŽ

ƉƵ
ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
ǁ
ŝƚŚ

��
ŝĂ
ďĞ

ƚĞ
Ɛ

Diabetes
й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�
ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐ

й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

dƌĞŶĚůŝŶĞ�Z2 = 0.57
;й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐͿ
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^ĞĂƩůĞ͕�t�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�t�>��/ŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ

Philadelphia, and Chicago are among the top 
15 cities for commuters walking and bicycling 
to work, but they also have above-average 
levels of obesity among the most populous 
cities (31.6%, 30.0%, 26.9% and 26.6%, 
respectively).

High Blood Pressure and Diabetes

Nationally, 31% of Americans live with 
high blood pressure and 9% have diabetes. 
Mississippi and Alabama currently have the 
highest statewide levels of both high blood 
pressure (39% and 40%) and diabetes (12% 
and 13%). New Orleans and Memphis top 
the large city ranks for high blood pressure at 
38% and 37% respectively. Memphis, El Paso, 
and Detroit have the highest levels of diabetes 
in the most populous cities, with 12-13% of 
residents living with diabetes.

These state and city data, as well as previous 
studies published in public health journals, 

confirm a strong and statistically significant 
inverse relationship between bicycling and 
walking commuter rates and both high blood 
pressure and diabetes in the United States 
(Bassett et al, 2009).

Asthma

There are also environmental health aspects 
to consider. With a car-centric transportation 
system, polluted air leads to higher levels of 
asthma, lung cancer, heart disease, respiratory 
illness, and premature death (Bell and 
Cohen 2009). The most harmful pollutants 
are emitted within minutes of starting a 
car, meaning that short trips pollute more 
per mile and have a bigger impact on our 
overall health (FHWA 2012). The most recent 
national health data report that 9% of adults 
in the U.S. live with asthma (BRFSS 2010).

Trends in bicycling and 
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WƵďůŝĐ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�/ŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϬ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϭ

й�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ďǇ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ĨŽŽƚ

% adults met 
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�

ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ�ǁĞĞŬůǇ�
ĂĞƌŽďŝĐ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ

% adults 
ǁŝƚŚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ

% adults 
ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐ

й�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�
pressure

Alabama 1.4% 42.4% 32.0% 13.2% 40.1%
�ůĂƐŬĂ 8.9% 57.9% 27.4% 5.3% 29.4%
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 3.2% 52.3% 24.7% 9.0% 28.1%

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 2.0% 45.7% 30.9% 9.6% 35.8%
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 3.8% 58.2% 23.8% 8.6% 27.8%
Colorado 4.3% 61.8% 20.7% 6.0% 25.0%

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 3.3% 52.6% 24.5% 7.3% 29.8%
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 2.6% 48.5% 28.8% 8.7% 34.8%

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 2.2% 52.8% 26.6% 10.4% 34.2%
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 1.8% 50.7% 28.0% 9.7% 32.4%
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 5.8% 58.5% 21.9% 8.3% 28.7%
/ĚĂŚŽ 4.3% 57.2% 27.1% 7.9% 29.4%
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 3.7% 51.7% 27.1% 8.7% 31.0%
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 2.6% 46.0% 30.8% 9.8% 32.8%

/ŽǁĂ 4.1% 47.6% 29.0% 7.5% 29.9%
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 2.9% 46.8% 29.6% 8.4% 30.8%

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 2.3% 46.8% 30.4% 10.0% 38.0%
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 2.4% 42.0% 33.4% 10.3% 38.4%

DĂŝŶĞ 4.3% 56.7% 27.8% 8.7% 32.2%
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 2.6% 48.7% 28.3% 9.3% 31.3%

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 5.4% 56.3% 22.7% 7.4% 29.2%
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 2.7% 53.5% 31.3% 10.1% 34.2%

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 3.5% 54.0% 25.7% 6.7% 26.3%
Mississippi 1.8% 40.0% 34.9% 12.4% 39.3%

Missouri 2.2% 49.5% 30.3% 9.4% 34.3%
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 6.2% 55.3% 24.6% 7.0% 30.2%
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 3.4% 49.0% 28.4% 7.7% 28.6%

Nevada 2.4% 52.6% 24.5% 8.5% 30.8%
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 3.1% 56.1% 26.2% 7.9% 30.7%

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 3.5% 53.3% 23.7% 9.2% 30.6%
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 3.1% 52.2% 26.3% 8.5% 28.4%

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 6.9% 51.5% 24.5% 8.9% 30.7%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 2.0% 46.8% 29.1% 9.8% 32.4%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 4.4% 47.3% 27.8% 7.4% 29.1%

KŚŝŽ 2.6% 51.6% 29.7% 10.1% 32.7%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 2.1% 44.8% 31.1% 10.4% 35.5%

KƌĞŐŽŶ 6.2% 61.1% 26.7% 7.2% 29.9%
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 4.3% 49.4% 28.6% 10.3% 31.4%
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 4.0% 48.7% 25.4% 7.8% 32.9%

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 2.3% 50.0% 30.8% 10.7% 36.4%
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 4.8% 46.1% 28.1% 6.9% 31.0%

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 1.5% 39.0% 29.2% 11.3% 38.7%
Texas 1.9% 48.2% 30.4% 9.7% 31.3%
hƚĂŚ 3.5% 55.8% 24.4% 6.5% 22.9%

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 6.5% 59.2% 25.4% 6.8% 29.3%
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 2.7% 52.4% 29.2% 8.7% 31.2%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 4.3% 54.2% 26.5% 7.6% 30.0%
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 3.0% 43.0% 32.4% 11.7% 37.0%

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 4.0% 57.4% 27.7% 7.1% 28.9%
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 4.3% 53.1% 25.0% 7.2% 28.6%

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 3.4% 51.7% 27.8% 8.3% 30.8%
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 3.3% 51.7% 27.8% 8.7% 30.9%

,ŝŐŚ 8.9% 61.8% 34.9% 13.2% 40.1%
>Žǁ 1.4% 39.0% 20.7% 5.3% 22.9%
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WƵďůŝĐ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�/ŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϬ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ŝƚǇ��Z&^^�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŽŶůǇ�ďĞ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐŝŶŐ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŝƚǇ͖�ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕�
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ǁĞŝŐŚƚĞĚ͘��ĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��Z&^^͗��ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶͬ&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ͕�^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽͬKĂŬůĂŶĚ͕�>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐͬ
>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ͕�WŚŽĞŶŝǆͬDĞƐĂ͘�&ƌĞƐŶŽ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƌƚ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ��Z&^^͘�;ϭͿ��ĂƚĂ�ŽŶ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�
ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ůĞǀĞů�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭ͕�ƐŽ�ϮϬϭϬ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝƐ�ƵƐĞĚ͘�;ϮͿ��ĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ��ů�WĂƐŽ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϬ�Žƌ�ϮϬϭϭ͘�;ϯͿ�
�ĂƚĂ�ŽŶ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ�ŝŶ��ů�WĂƐŽ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭ͕�ƐŽ�ϮϬϭϬ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝƐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ͘

й�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ďǇ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ĨŽŽƚ

% adults met 
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�

ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ�ǁĞĞŬůǇ�
ĂĞƌŽďŝĐ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ

% adults 
ǁŝƚŚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ

й�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
diabetes (1)

й�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŚŝŐŚ�ďůŽŽĚ�
pressure

3.4% 52.1% 24.8% 7.1% 25.6% �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
1.9% 47.7% 30.0% 11.7% 29.7% �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
5.5% 52.1% 25.0% 8.7% 29.3% �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
4.0% 55.9% 20.7% 5.7% 23.7% �ƵƐƟŶ
7.6% 46.1% 30.0% 9.9% 32.5% �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ

16.7% 56.6% 20.9% 7.8% 27.2% �ŽƐƚŽŶ
2.3% 50.3% 25.5% 9.2% 28.3% �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
7.6% 52.3% 26.6% 8.8% 29.4% �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
5.1% 53.9% 26.3% 10.6% 29.7% �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
3.7% 61.7% 20.2% 5.9% 24.2% �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
3.5% 50.0% 27.9% 9.3% 31.6% Columbus 
2.0% 48.8% 30.6% 8.1% 29.6% Dallas
6.4% 61.5% 21.1% 5.4% 25.1% �ĞŶǀĞƌ
3.4% 48.3% 33.0% 12.1% 35.4% Detroit
2.1% (2) 28.6% (3) 12.2% (2) El Paso 
1.3% 47.7% 30.0% 11.7% 29.7% &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ

11.2% 57.2% 21.6% 8.5% 29.2% ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
2.6% 51.1% 28.7% 8.5% 29.8% ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
2.5% 46.1% 31.5% 9.6% 32.9% /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
1.7% 54.5% 29.5% 9.3% 35.3% :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
2.5% 48.6% 30.2% 9.1% 31.8% <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
2.3% 50.2% 24.1% 9.0% 30.2% >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
3.9% 56.0% 24.3% 8.7% 27.3% >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
4.7% 56.0% 24.3% 8.7% 27.3% >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
2.5% 47.2% 27.8% 6.9% 34.2% Louisville
2.1% 37.8% 36.8% 12.7% 37.3% DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
2.8% 52.9% 25.0% 7.1% 26.8% Mesa
4.6% 50.6% 24.3% 7.5% 31.1% Miami 
5.8% 58.8% 27.3% 7.6% 28.3% DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9.9% 55.5% 24.7% 5.3% 24.1% DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
2.1% 43.1% 30.6% 8.7% 35.3% EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
7.9% 42.4% 31.6% 11.0% 37.8% EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

11.1% 51.7% 22.0% 8.7% 29.0% EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
6.7% 62.4% 18.6% 7.1% 26.9% KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
1.7% 44.8% 28.8% 8.7% 33.6% KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
3.0% 49.2% 28.4% 7.5% 27.9% KŵĂŚĂ�

10.8% 51.6% 26.9% 10.3% 30.1% WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
2.7% 52.9% 25.0% 7.1% 26.8% WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�

11.4% 60.3% 23.7% 6.5% 27.9% WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
2.5% 49.7% 30.6% 7.4% 26.2% ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
5.3% 59.6% 24.3% 8.3% 27.0% ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
2.3% 50.3% 32.3% 9.2% 34.4% ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
3.9% 61.0% 24.1% 8.9% 29.1% ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�

13.1% 62.4% 18.6% 7.1% 26.9% ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
2.7% 61.3% 22.1% 8.6% 27.3% ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�

11.9% 54.5% 22.3% 6.4% 27.7% ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
6.1% 53.1% 20.5% 8.0% 25.5% dƵĐƐŽŶ�
2.4% 45.7% 29.9% 10.9% 34.6% Tulsa
3.3% 50.4% 29.4% 8.5% 33.4% sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�

14.8% 54.9% 25.3% 8.7% 28.1% tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
1.6% 44.0% 31.2% 7.8% 31.2% tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

6.1% 52.3% 26.4% 8.6% 29.7% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
3.5% 51.9% 25.9% 8.7% 29.3% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

16.7% 62.4% 36.8% 12.7% 37.8% ,ŝŐŚ
1.3% 37.8% 18.6% 5.3% 23.7% >Žǁ
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walking safety
Concern about safety is one of the 
most commonly stated reasons for 
not bicycling and walking (Jacobsen 
and Rutter 2012). While there is 
certainly a difference between real 
and perceived danger for bicyclists 
and pedestrians, the data do show 
higher rates of fatalities in the U.S. 
than in other countries (Pucher and 
Buehler 2010). 

Data in this section come largely 
from the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) 
Fatality Analysis Reporting System 
(FARS). NHTSA collects data from 
police reports of traffic accidents and 
is the authoritative national source 
for traffic fatalities in the United 
States. Data on bicycle and pedestrian 
injuries come from the CDC Web-
based Injury Statistics Query and 
Reporting System (WISQARS).

Fewer fatalities occured on U.S. 
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roadways in 2011 than in any year 
since 1980. The number of bicyclist and 
pedestrian fatalities, in particular, has 
also decreased significantly in the past 
three decades. Between 1980 and 2011, 
the number of pedestrians killed on U.S. 
roadways decreased 45% (8,070 to 4,432). 
During these years, the pedestrian fatality 
rate dropped from 35.5 to 14.2 deaths 
per 1 million people. Similarly, bicyclist 
fatalities decreased 30% (965 to 677) 
from 1980 to 2011 and bicyclist fatality 
rates dropped from 4.3 deaths per 1 
million people to 2.2 deaths per 1 million 
people in 2011.

While absolute numbers of pedestrian 
and bicyclist fatalities have dropped, 
their percentage of all traffic fatalities has 
increased. In 2003, FARS data indicated 
that bicyclists and pedestrians accounted 
for 12.6% of all traffic fatalities. Since that 
time, the percentage of traffic fatalities 
that are bicyclists and pedestrians has 
gradually increased to 15.8% in 2011. 

Safety in Numbers 
To see how levels of bicycling and 
walking affect safety, the Alliance 
compared fatality rates in large cities to 
corresponding bicycle and pedestrian 
mode share. Data for the 52 cities 
studied in this report indicate an inverse 
relationship between bicycling and 
walking levels and fatality rates. 

Cities with the highest rates of pedestrian 
fatalities are among those with the lowest 
levels of walking (r = -0.67). Similarly, 
cities with the highest levels of bicycling 
generally have lower bicycle fatality 

&ŝƌƐƚ�ůŽŽŬ�Ăƚ�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ:�dŚĞ�E,d^��ƌĞůĞĂƐĞƐ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�
ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŶĂƟŽŶǁŝĚĞ͘�KĨ�ƚŚĞ�ϯϯ͕ϱϲϭ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĚŝĞĚ�ŽŶ�h͘^͘�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ͕�
4,743 were pedestrians and 726 were bicyclists͘�dŚĞƐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ϮϬϭϭ�ďǇ�ďŽƚŚ�ĂĐƚƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�
ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ͘�;E,d^��ϮϬϭϯͿ
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rates (r = -0.57). These results are consistent 
with previous research (Jacobsen and Rutter, 
2012, Pucher and Buehler, 2010, Buehler 
and Pucher, 2012, Elvik 2009, Jacobsen 2003, 
Pucher et al., 2011, Vandenbulcke et al., 
2009). 

A possible explanation is that in places where 
more bicyclists and pedestrians are present, 
motorists are more used to sharing the 
roadways with bicyclists and are more aware 
of pedestrians at crossings. Environmental 
factors (such as signed routes, bike lanes, 
and sidewalks) that contribute to increased 
bicycling and walking also likely contribute to 
increased safety. 

Victim demographics
According to data from FARS, between 
2009-2011, pedestrians and bicyclists age 
65 and older were killed in transportation 
related collisions at a disproportionately 
high rate compared to their distribution in 
the total population. During these years, 
senior pedestrians represented 10% of all 
pedestrians and 6% of all bicyclists, yet 19% 
of the pedestrian fatalities and 12% of the 
bicyclist fatalities were people age 65 years 

and older. Their level of representation of 
pedestrian fatalities has not changed since the 
2012 Benchmarking Report; however, senior 
bicyclist fatalities increased by 2 percentage 
points from 10% two years ago.

In some areas, the risk facing seniors is even 
greater. In Honolulu, where 42% of all traffic 
fatalities are pedestrians, 46% of victims are 
over age 65. Similarly in Oakland, where 19% 
of all traffic fatalities are pedestrians, 42% 
of these are seniors. While cities do vary in 
their demographic composition, these rates 
of senior fatalities are still disproportionately 
higher than the share of trips they represent.

Children under age 16 were involved in 
a smaller share of pedestrian injuries and 
bicyclist fatalities since the previous report. 
Representing 17% of all pedestrian trips, 
children under 16 represent 17% of all 
pedestrian injuries (WISQAR 2011), a drop 
in 2 percentage points from 19% in 2009. 
Similarly, children under 16, representing 
39% of all bicycle trips, were involved in 
only11% of bicyclist fatalities between 2009 
and 2011, a drop in 3 percentage points from 
14% between 2007 and 2009. 
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A 2012 survey found that 26% of people of 
color said they would bicycle more, but are 
concerned about safety. Compare this to only 
19% of white respondents who said they are 
concerned about safety (LAB 2013). However, 
there may be good reason for this concern. 
Data from the CDC show that African 
American bicyclists are 30% more likely to 
be in a fatal accident than whites. Hispanic 
bicyclists are 23% more likely than whites. 
(LAB 2013, CDC 2001).

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 fatalities. The level of 
bicycling 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 bicycle 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 traffic 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 to bicyclists and pedestrians, 
the Alliance divided the number of annual 
bicycle and pedestrian fatalities (an average 
of 3 years) by the number of bicycling and 
walking commuters as reported in the 
corresponding ACS 3-year estimate. This 
method of calculating risk is somewhat 
limited due to its reliance on commuter mode 
share, which is used as relative measure of 
overall bicycling and walking. No statistical 
analysis has been conducted to test the 
significance of these rates. 

FARS and ACS data indicate that between 
2009 and 2011 nationwide, 8,5 bicyclists are 
killed per year per 10,000 daily commuter 
bicyclists, an improvement from 9.1 bicyclists 
killed per 10,000 bicycle commuters between 
2007 and 2009. In large U.S. cities, bicyclists 
died at a lower rate (4.9 fatalities per year per 
10,000 daily commuter bicyclists). These data 
show a slight improvement from an average of 
5.3 fatalities per year reported in 2007-2009. 
Among states, Montana, Maine and Vermont 
saw the lowest bicyclist fatality rates, with less 
than two deaths per 10,000 daily bicyclists. 
Mississippi had the highest rate of bicyclist 
fatalities (70.4 deaths per 10,000 daily 
commuter bicyclists), followed by Arkansas 
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;ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞͿ

6%

4%

2%

0%

WŽ
ƉƵ

ůĂ
ƟŽ

Ŷ�
�ŝ
ĐǇ
Đů
ŝŶ
Ő�

ƚŽ
�t

Žƌ
Ŭ

7%

5%

3%

1%

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ
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1 Boston 0.9
2 ^ĞĂƩůĞ� 2.7
3 Washington, DC 3.3
4 Colorado Springs 3.4
5 San Francisco 4.0
6 New York City 4.0
7 Minneapolis 4.5
8 Chicago 4.5
9 Omaha 4.6

10 Honolulu 5.2
11 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 5.2
12 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ 5.8
13 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 5.8
14 KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 6.3
15 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 6.7
16 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 6.9
17 �ĞŶǀĞƌ 7.6
18 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 7.7
19 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 9.6
20 Mesa 10.6
21 Columbus 11.1
22 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 11.4
23 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 12.4
24 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 13.9
25 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 14.0
26 �ƵƐƟŶ 14.0
27 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ 14.6
28 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 15.6
29 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ 16.8
30 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 17.1
31 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 17.2
32 dƵĐƐŽŶ� 19.0
33 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 19.1
34 Tulsa 19.3
35 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 19.9
36 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 20.0
37 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 20.1
38 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 20.4
39 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 20.7
40 Miami 21.2
41 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 21.9
42 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 22.0
43 Louisville 24.2
44 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 24.5
45 El Paso 24.7
46 &ƌĞƐŶŽ� 25.6
47 Dallas 26.3
48 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 29.1
49 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 29.6
50 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 29.6
51 Detroit 40.1
52 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 41.6

/Ŷ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐIn States

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ZĂƚĞƐ
�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬŬ�ďŝŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ

1 Vermont 2.2
2 Nebraska 2.9
3 Alaska 3.0
4 Wyoming 3.7
5 New Hampshire 3.8
6 South Dakota 3.8
7 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 3.8
8 Iowa 3.9
9 Maine 4.5

10 Idaho 4.6
11 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 4.8
12 <ĂŶƐĂƐ 5.0
13 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 5.1
14 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 5.3
15 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 5.4
16 DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 5.6
17 Colorado 5.8
18 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 5.8
19 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 6.4
20 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 6.4
21 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 6.5
22 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ 6.8
23 KƌĞŐŽŶ 6.9
24 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 7.3
25 hƚĂŚ 7.6
26 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 7.9
27 KŚŝŽ 8.0
28 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 8.6
29 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9.5
30 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 11.4
31 Missouri 12.1
32 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 13.4
33 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 13.5
34 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 14.1
35 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 15.1
36 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 15.7
37 Nevada 16.5
38 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 17.3
39 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 18.5
40 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 19.2
41 Texas 19.7
42 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 21.2
43 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 21.6
44 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 23.1
45 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 23.4
46 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 23.4
47 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 24.6
48 Mississippi 25.8
49 Alabama 28.1
50 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ 38.6

In States /Ŷ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ZĂƚĞƐ
WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬŬ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ

1 Arlington, TX 0.0
2 Wichita 0.0
3 San Francisco 0.9
4 Portland 1.1
5 Washington, DC 1.1
6 Denver 1.5
7 Atlanta 1.6
8 ^ĞĂƩůĞ� 1.7
9 Minneapolis 2.3

10 Philadelphia 2.3
11 �ƵƐƟŶ 2.4
12 �ŽƐƚŽŶ 2.5
13 dƵĐƐŽŶ� 3.0
14 KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 3.0
15 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 3.4
16 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 3.6
17 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 3.6
18 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 3.8
19 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 3.9
20 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 3.9
21 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 4.0
22 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 4.3
23 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 4.4
24 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 4.6
25 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 4.8
26 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 5.3
27 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 5.4
28 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 5.6
29 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 5.8
30 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ� 6.4
31 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 6.8
32 Columbus 7.3
33 Miami 7.9
34 Tulsa 8.2
35 El Paso 8.3
36 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 9.8
37 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 10.4
38 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 10.5
39 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 11.2
40 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 11.9
41 Louisville 12.0
42 Mesa 14.5
43 Dallas 17.6
44 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 18.3
45 KŵĂŚĂ� 18.6
46 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 19.3
47 &ƌĞƐŶŽ� 20.9
48 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 21.1
49 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 33.1
50 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 36.0
51 Detroit 39.8
52 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 41.9

1 Montana 1.0
2 Maine 1.1
3 Vermont 1.5
4 Oregon 2.6
5 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 2.7
6 Colorado 2.8
7 Rhode Island 3.1
8 Washington 3.2
9 Alaska 3.7

10 Wyoming 4.0
11 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 4.4
12 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ 4.5
13 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 4.6
14 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 4.7
15 /ĚĂŚŽ 4.8
16 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 5.1
17 <ĂŶƐĂƐ 5.1
18 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 5.5
19 Missouri 5.5
20 hƚĂŚ 6.0
21 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 6.3
22 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 6.3
23 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 7.0
24 /ŽǁĂ 7.2
25 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 7.3
26 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 8.0
27 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 8.2
28 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 8.9
29 Nevada 9.5
30 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9.7
31 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9.8
32 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 10.3
33 KŚŝŽ 10.5
34 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 10.6
35 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 11.2
36 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 11.2
37 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 11.3
38 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 13.5
39 Texas 15.9
40 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 16.7
41 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 16.9
42 >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 17.0
43 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 18.3
44 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ 21.1
45 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 21.2
46 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 21.8
47 Alabama 22.1
48 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 26.0
49 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 29.0
50 Mississippi 70.4

Sources͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ůů�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϯͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŇƵĐƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�
ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�&ĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ
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(29.0 deaths per 10,000 daily commuter 
bicyclists).

Arlington, TX and Wichita reported no 
bicyclist fatalities between 2009-2011. San 
Francisco, Portland, and Washington, DC, 
saw the next lowest fatality rates of bicyclists, 
0.9, 1.1, and 1.1 deaths per 10,000 daily 
commuter bicyclists, respectively. Fort 
Worth, Detroit, and Memphis saw the highest 
bicyclist fatality rates with 41.9, 39.8, and 36.0 
bicyclists killed per 10,000 daily commuter 
bicyclists, respectively.

Commuting pedestrians are similarly safer 
in the 52 most populous U.S. cities where 
8.3 pedestrian fatalities occur each year for 
every 10,000 daily commuting pedestrians 
(an improvement from two year ago with 8.8 
fatalities). In states, there are 11.0 pedestrian 

deaths per 10,000 daily commuter pedestrians 
(up slightly from 10.9 two year ago). However, 
states with higher pedestrian commuting 
rates have lower overall pedestrian fatality 
rates and vice versa. A strong negative 
relationship exists between the percentage of 
commuting pedestrians and the number of 
pedestrian fatalities per 10,000 (r = -0.67). 

In addition to being one of the safest biking 
states, Vermont is also the safest state for 
walking with 2.2 pedestrian deaths per 
10,000 daily commuter pedestrians. Florida 
(38.6 deaths per 10,000 daily commuting 
pedestrians) is followed by Alabama 
(28.1 deaths per 10,000 daily commuting 
pedestrians) as the least safe states for 
walking. Boston and Seattle have the lowest 
pedestrian fatality rates among major U.S. 
cities with 0.9 and 2.7 pedestrian deaths per 

/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

Sources͗�E,d^�ϮϬϬϵ͕�t/^Y�Z^�ϮϬϭϭ

tĂůŬ�dƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

51% 49%

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

44% 56%

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�dƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

24%

76%

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ�'ĞŶĚĞƌ

23%

77%

&ĞŵĂůĞ Male
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WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�&ĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŐĞ��ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�&ĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ�(1)WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ

Sources͗�E,d^�ϮϬϬϵ͕�t/^Y�Z^�ϮϬϭϭ͕�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Note͗�;ϭͿ�EƵŵďĞƌƐ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�ĚŽǁŶ͕�ƐŽ�ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚ�ƚŽ�ϵϵй

10% 17%

73%

8%
18%

74%

19%

7%

74%

hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ �ŐĞ�ϭϲͲϲϰ �ŐĞ�ϲϱ�ĂŶĚ�ŽǀĞƌ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ��ŐĞ��ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ �ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�&ĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ

Sources͗�E,d^�ϮϬϬϵ͕�t/^Y�Z^�ϮϬϭϭ͕�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ

7%

39%

54%

5%

27%

68%

12% 11%

77%

hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ �ŐĞ�ϭϲͲϲϰ �ŐĞ�ϲϱ�ĂŶĚ�ŽǀĞƌ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�&ĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶũƵƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ��ŐĞ
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WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�&ĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ͕�WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ďǇ��ŐĞ�
(1980-2011) 
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10,000 daily commuting pedestrians, 
respectively. Jacksonville has the 
highest pedestrian fatality rates with 
41.6 pedestrian deaths per 10,000 
daily commuting pedestrians.

Overall, pedestrian fatalities have 
steadily declined in every age group 
since 1980. While bicycle fatalities 
among children under 16 have 
declined sharply during this time 
period, fatalities in the 16 and older 
age group have steadily increased. 
However, these charts do not take 
into account the change in number of 
people who bicycle or walk in these 
age groups. For example, the number 
of children who bicycle or walk to 
school has decreased 75% between 
1966 and 2009. When walking and 
cycling levels have declined at such 
rates, then reduced fatalities do not 
necessarily suggest safer walking and 
bicycling.
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Sources͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ůů�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ��ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϯͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŇƵĐƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�;ϭͿ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ϭϬŬ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ (1)

й�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ

й�ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ KǀĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϲϰ

Alabama 68.0 28.1 7.8% 8.3% 16.7%
�ůĂƐŬĂ 8.0 3.0 12.5% 25.0% 16.7%
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 136.7 23.4 17.2% 5.9% 17.3%

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 39.0 17.3 6.8% 6.0% 7.7%
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 597.7 13.5 20.9% 5.4% 24.9%
Colorado 42.7 5.8 9.4% 4.7% 19.5%

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 32.7 6.4 12.8% 6.1% 20.4%
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 18.3 19.2 17.4% 9.1% 12.7%

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 481.0 38.6 19.5% 4.8% 20.7%
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 150.0 23.1 12.0% 8.2% 8.7%
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 21.7 6.8 20.2% 0.0% 35.4%
/ĚĂŚŽ 9.7 4.6 4.8% 13.8% 17.2%
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 120.3 6.5 13.1% 6.1% 19.7%
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 57.7 9.5 7.9% 12.7% 23.1%

/ŽǁĂ 21.3 3.9 5.7% 14.1% 23.4%
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 17.0 5.0 4.2% 5.9% 19.6%

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 50.7 13.4 6.7% 9.9% 17.8%
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 91.0 23.4 12.3% 8.4% 5.5%

DĂŝŶĞ 11.0 4.5 7.2% 6.1% 33.3%
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 106.0 15.7 20.8% 6.3% 16.4%

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 57.3 3.8 16.8% 3.5% 29.1%
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 128.0 14.1 14.2% 3.4% 15.6%

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 38.7 5.1 9.7% 8.6% 24.1%
Mississippi 51.7 25.8 7.9% 5.8% 11.6%

Missouri 66.0 12.1 8.0% 10.1% 14.1%
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 12.7 5.6 6.1% 13.2% 26.3%
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 8.0 2.9 4.0% 4.2% 16.7%

Nevada 39.0 16.5 15.7% 6.0% 20.5%
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 7.3 3.8 6.7% 4.6% 36.4%

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 146.3 11.4 24.8% 4.8% 23.7%
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 37.7 18.5 10.6% 8.0% 11.5%

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 299.3 5.3 25.5% 6.7% 28.6%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 158.3 21.2 12.3% 6.7% 12.2%
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 6.7 4.8 5.1% 20.0% 15.0%

KŚŝŽ 94.0 8.1 9.0% 10.3% 18.4%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 45.7 15.1 6.5% 10.2% 13.1%

KƌĞŐŽŶ 45.7 6.9 13.4% 5.1% 15.3%
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 142.0 6.4 11.0% 7.8% 25.4%
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 13.0 7.3 18.1% 5.1% 38.5%

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 97.3 24.6 11.5% 6.2% 13.7%
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 6.7 3.8 5.2% 5.0% 10.0%

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 79.3 21.6 8.0% 4.6% 11.3%
Texas 373.3 19.7 12.3% 7.1% 12.0%
hƚĂŚ 25.7 7.6 10.5% 15.6% 15.6%

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 4.0 2.2 6.0% 0.0% 58.3%
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 73.3 7.9 9.7% 5.0% 16.4%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 61.3 5.8 13.1% 8.7% 20.1%
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 18.0 8.6 5.4% 0.0% 5.6%

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 49.0 5.4 8.6% 7.5% 29.9%
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 3.7 3.8 2.6% 18.2% 18.2%

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 4281.0 11.0 12.9% 6.5% 19.1%
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 47.3 7.8 10.1% 6.3% 17.6%

,ŝŐŚ 597.7 38.6 25.5% 25.0% 58.3%
>Žǁ 3.7 2.2 2.6% 0.0% 5.5%

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ
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hEAlTh AnD sAFETy

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

Sources͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ůů�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ��ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϯͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŇƵĐƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�
ŝŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�;ϭͿ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ϭϬŬ�ďŝŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ (1)

й�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

й�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ
hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ KǀĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϲϰ

5.7 22.1 0.7% 29.4% 5.9% Alabama
1.3 3.7 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% �ůĂƐŬĂ

22.3 8.9 2.8% 9.0% 13.4% �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
4.3 29.0 0.8% 15.4% 0.0% �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ

104.3 6.3 3.6% 8.9% 12.8% �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
8.7 2.8 1.9% 15.4% 11.5% Colorado
5.3 11.2 2.1% 25.0% 18.8% �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
3.0 26.0 2.8% 55.6% 11.1% �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ

105.0 21.1 4.3% 6.0% 13.3% &ůŽƌŝĚĂ
17.7 18.3 1.4% 11.3% 5.7% 'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ

2.7 4.5 2.5% 0.0% 25.0% ,ĂǁĂŝŝ
3.7 4.8 1.8% 9.1% 9.1% /ĚĂŚŽ

23.3 7.0 2.5% 15.7% 21.4% /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
10.3 8.0 1.4% 9.7% 9.7% /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ

5.0 7.2 1.3% 6.7% 6.7% /ŽǁĂ
2.7 5.1 0.7% 12.5% 12.5% <ĂŶƐĂƐ
4.7 11.3 0.6% 35.7% 7.1% <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ

14.0 17.0 1.9% 11.9% 7.1% >ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
0.3 1.1 0.2% 100.0% 0.0% DĂŝŶĞ
7.7 9.7 1.5% 17.4% 8.7% DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
6.0 2.7 1.8% 11.1% 16.7% DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ

24.0 13.5 2.7% 15.3% 16.7% DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
8.0 4.4 2.0% 16.7% 20.8% DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
7.0 70.4 1.1% 19.0% 4.8% Mississippi
3.3 5.5 0.4% 20.0% 10.0% Missouri
0.7 1.0 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% DŽŶƚĂŶĂ
2.3 5.5 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ
5.3 9.5 2.1% 18.8% 6.3% Nevada
1.7 10.7 1.5% 20.0% 0.0% EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ

14.3 10.3 2.4% 11.6% 14.0% EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
5.0 8.2 1.4% 0.0% 6.7% EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ

40.7 9.8 3.5% 12.3% 13.1% EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
21.3 21.8 1.7% 3.1% 9.4% EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ

1.0 5.1 0.8% 33.3% 33.3% EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
15.3 10.5 1.5% 13.0% 13.0% KŚŝŽ

7.0 16.8 1.0% 23.8% 19.0% KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
10.0 2.6 2.9% 0.0% 13.3% KƌĞŐŽŶ
15.7 6.3 1.2% 19.1% 2.1% WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ

0.7 3.1 0.9% 50.0% 50.0% ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
13.3 21.2 1.6% 5.0% 5.0% ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ

1.0 4.6 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
6.0 16.9 0.6% 0.0% 5.6% dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ

44.3 15.9 1.5% 14.3% 12.0% Texas
5.7 6.1 2.3% 41.2% 5.9% hƚĂŚ
0.3 1.5 0.5% 100.0% 0.0% sĞƌŵŽŶƚ
9.7 7.4 1.3% 6.9% 3.4% sŝƌŐŝŶĂ
8.7 3.2 1.8% 7.7% 19.2% tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
1.0 11.2 0.3% 33.3% 0.0% tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
9.3 4.7 1.6% 7.1% 21.4% tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
1.0 4.0 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% tǇŽŵŝŶŐ

642.7 8.5 1.9% 11.3% 12.1% EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
6.0 7.7 1.5% 12.4% 9.3% ^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

105.0 70.4 4.3% 100.0% 50.0% ,ŝŐŚ
0.3 1.0 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% >Žǁ
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ChAPTER 3

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ůů�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ��ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϯͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŇƵĐƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�;ϭͿ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ϭϬŬ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ (1)

й�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ

й�ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ
hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ KǀĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϲϰ

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 9.7 19.1 22.7% 6.9% 10.3%
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 4.3 13.9 14.8% 30.8% 15.4%

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 12.7 14.6 28.6% 13.2% 7.9%
�ƵƐƟŶ 15.7 14.0 27.5% 2.1% 10.6%

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 11.7 6.7 33.7% 8.6% 22.9%
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 4.0 0.9 25.5% 0.0% 33.3%

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 17.0 22.0 32.1% 5.9% 5.9%
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 34.0 4.5 24.9% 9.8% 28.4%

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 3.3 5.2 10.9% 30.0% 0.0%
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 2.0 3.4 10.0% 33.3% 16.7%

Columbus 12.3 11.1 22.8% 5.4% 8.1%
Dallas 26.0 26.3 23.4% 2.6% 15.4%
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 9.7 7.7 26.6% 6.9% 17.2%
Detroit 25.7 40.1 27.1% 2.6% 13.0%
El Paso 13.0 24.7 21.9% 2.6% 28.2%

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 11.7 29.6 18.5% 2.9% 11.4%
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� 9.3 25.6 29.5% 3.6% 10.7%

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 8.7 5.2 41.9% 0.0% 46.2%
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 43.0 20.1 20.8% 1.6% 8.5%

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 15.0 19.9 21.5% 15.6% 17.8%
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 20.3 41.6 20.5% 6.6% 18.0%

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 10.0 20.8 15.4% 6.7% 10.0%
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 8.3 17.1 29.1% 4.0% 24.0%

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 7.0 12.4 24.7% 4.8% 28.6%
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 89.0 14.0 38.9% 4.5% 24.3%

Louisville 13.3 24.2 21.9% 7.5% 22.5%
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 14.7 29.1 18.0% 4.5% 6.8%

Mesa 3.7 10.6 12.6% 0.0% 9.1%
Miami 14.0 21.2 37.2% 4.8% 40.5%

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 10.0 7.7 24.6% 16.7% 13.3%
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 5.7 4.5 29.3% 0.0% 17.6%

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 10.7 20.4 16.5% 3.1% 12.5%
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 8.0 9.6 23.8% 8.3% 4.2%

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ� 148.7 4.0 55.0% 6.3% 30.7%
KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 4.7 6.3 18.7% 7.1% 42.9%

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 8.7 20.0 11.9% 3.8% 7.7%
KŵĂŚĂ� 2.7 4.6 13.1% 0.0% 12.5%

WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 30.3 5.8 33.1% 13.2% 17.6%
WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 37.7 29.6 26.4% 6.2% 17.7%

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 9.0 5.8 30.0% 3.7% 11.1%
ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 7.0 17.2 25.0% 19.0% 19.0%

^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 12.7 21.9 31.9% 0.0% 21.1%
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 30.7 24.5 24.8% 6.5% 13.0%
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 21.7 11.4 30.4% 7.7% 20.0%

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 17.0 4.0 51.0% 0.0% 41.2%
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 12.3 15.6 31.4% 0.0% 37.8%
^ĞĂƩůĞ� 8.0 2.7 32.0% 0.0% 37.5%
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 15.3 19.0 28.9% 10.9% 19.6%

Tulsa 6.7 19.3 14.0% 10.0% 20.0%
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 4.0 6.9 16.7% 16.7% 8.3%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 11.7 3.3 43.8% 8.6% 22.9%
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ 4.0 16.8 13.8% 8.3% 16.7%

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 17.0 8.3 27.8% 6.2% 20.8%
>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 11.7 14.3 24.9% 6.1% 17.4%

,ŝŐŚ 148.7 41.6 55.0% 33.3% 46.2%
>Žǁ 2.0 0.9 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ϭϬŬ�ďŝŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ (1)

й�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

й�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ
hŶĚĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϭϲ KǀĞƌ�ĂŐĞ�ϲϰ

2.0 5.6 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
0.3 1.6 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
1.3 2.4 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% �ƵƐƟŶ
1.0 4.6 2.9% 33.3% 33.3% �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
1.3 2.5 8.5% 0.0% 25.0% �ŽƐƚŽŶ
1.0 18.4 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
6.0 3.9 4.4% 33.3% 22.2% �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
0.3 3.6 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
0.7 4.8 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
1.7 7.3 3.1% 0.0% 20.0% Columbus 
1.7 17.6 1.5% 60.0% 20.0% Dallas
1.0 1.5 2.8% 0.0% 33.3% �ĞŶǀĞƌ
2.0 39.8 2.1% 33.3% 0.0% Detroit
0.3 8.3 0.6% 0.0% 100.0% El Paso 
1.7 41.9 2.6% 20.0% 0.0% &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
3.0 21.0 9.5% 11.1% 0.0% &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
1.0 3.6 4.8% 0.0% 33.3% ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
4.7 11.2 2.3% 0.0% 14.3% ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
2.0 11.9 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
4.7 33.1 4.7% 0.0% 14.3% :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
0.7 10.4 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
1.0 10.6 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
2.3 9.8 8.2% 0.0% 28.6% >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
7.3 4.3 3.2% 4.5% 4.5% >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
1.3 12.0 2.2% 25.0% 0.0% Louisville
1.7 36.0 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
2.7 14.5 9.2% 25.0% 12.5% Mesa
1.0 7.9 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% Miami 
0.7 4.0 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
1.7 2.3 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
0.3 3.8 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
2.0 5.8 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

17.3 6.4 6.4% 1.9% 13.5% EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ�
1.3 3.0 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
1.0 21.1 1.4% 0.0% 33.3% KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
0.7 18.6 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% KŵĂŚĂ�
2.7 2.3 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
9.0 19.3 6.3% 3.7% 18.5% WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
2.0 1.1 6.7% 0.0% 16.7% WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
0.3 3.4 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
2.3 5.3 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
0.7 5.4 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
4.0 6.8 5.6% 0.0% 8.3% ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
1.3 0.9 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
1.7 4.4 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
2.0 1.7 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
1.7 3.0 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% dƵĐƐŽŶ�
0.7 8.2 1.4% 0.0% 50.0% Tulsa
0.7 4.0 2.8% 50.0% 0.0% sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
1.0 1.1 3.8% 0.0% 33.3% tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
2.1 4.9 3.4% 6.3% 10.8% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
1.3 5.4 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

17.3 41.9 9.5% 60.0% 100.0% ,ŝŐŚ
0.0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% >Žǁ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Notes͗��ůů�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ��ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϯͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŇƵĐƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨƌŽŵ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƚŽ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƌŽƵŐŚ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�;ϭͿ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�;ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞĚ�
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�;��^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭͿ
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Health in Midsized Cities

Source:��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϭ�;ϭͿ��ĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ĨƌŽŵ��Z&^^�ϮϬϭϬ�Note͗��ĞůůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ĚĂƐŚ�;ͲͿ�ŵĞĂŶ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘�

,ĞĂůƚŚ�DĞƚƌŝĐƐ

The 17 midsized cities chosen for this report 
are facing similar health concerns as the 
larger cities. On average, about 26% of the 
population of these cities are living with 
obesity (the 52 large cities in this report also 
average 26%).

Physical activity levels, though, are higher 
in these smaller / midsized cities. Boulder 
sees 72.5% of its population meeting 
recommended levels of physical activity. On 
average, 56% of the population in these cities 
meet the recommendations (compared to 
52% in larger cities).

й�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ŵĞƚ�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�
ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ�ǁĞĞŬůǇ�ĂĞƌŽďŝĐ�

ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ
% adults 

ǁŝƚŚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ
% adults 

ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĂďĞƚĞƐ
й�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚ�

blood pressure
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 57.4% 27.4% - 29.0%
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 45.1% 31.6% 10.1% 33.1%
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ - - - -
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 50.6% 27.2% 9.2% 31.8%
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 55.4% 25.4% 8.3% 28.5%
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 49.5% 29.8% 8.5% 33.1%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 49.6% 31.5% 11.6% 33.4%
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 36.4% 33.6% 8.8% 37.9%
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 65.0% 28.4% 7.0% 31.0%
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 64.8% 16.3% 4.7% 22.3%
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 55.5% 25.1% 6.6% 22.3%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez - - - -
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� - - - -
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 72.5% 15.1% - 19.6%
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 59.1% 23.5% 6.2% 25.5%
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 59.6% 24.3% 8.3% 27.0%
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 60.9% 21.0% - 27.6%

High value
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ 72.5% 33.6% 11.6% 37.9%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ��ŝƚĞƐ 62.4% 36.8% 12.7% 37.8%

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ 36.4% 15.1% 4.7% 19.6%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ��ŝƟĞƐ 37.8% 18.6% 5.3% 23.7%

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 52.3% 26.4% 8.6% 29.7%
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The relationship between bicycle fatalities 
and bicycling levels in the midsized cities 
follows a pattern similar to that of the most 
populous cities. As the percentage of trips 
to work by bicycle increases, the number 
of fatalities per 10,000 bicyclists declines. 
Boulder, Fort Collins, and Madison all have 
a cycling rate above 5% and are likewise the 
only three cities among the midsized cities 
that have a bicycling fatality rate below 1 per 
10,000 cyclists. It should be noted that all of 
the midsized cities have low overall fatality 
numbers and that one additional fatality can 
have a large impact on the fatality rate. 

Source:�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�Note͗��ĞůůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ĚĂƐŚ�;ͲͿ�ŵĞĂŶ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ƵŶĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͘�

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ

Similarly, the midsized cities show the same 
trends for pedestrian fatalities and walking 
levels as the most populous cities. In general 
the lower the number of pedestrian fatalities 
per 10,000 pedestrians in a given city, the 
higher the percentage of individuals walking 
to work. Albany, Boulder, Madison, and 
Pittsburgh reported the highest percentage 
of trips to work by foot as well as the lowest 
fatality rates of below 4 pedestrian fatalities 
per 10,000 pedestrians.

Total # of ped 
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

�ǀŐ�η�ŽĨ�ƉĞĚ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

й�ƉĞĚ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

dŽƚĂů�η�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

�ǀŐ�η�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

й�ďŝŬĞ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŽĨ�
Ăůů�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 11 3.7 25.6% 3 1.0 7.0%
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 20 6.7 23.0% 2 0.7 2.3%
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 12 4.0 31.6% 1 0.3 2.6%
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 12 4.0 22.2% 1 0.3 1.9%
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 12 4.0 33.3% 3 1.0 8.3%
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 36 12.0 28.1% 1 0.3 0.8%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 20 6.7 31.7% 5 1.7 7.9%
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 11 3.7 16.4% 3 1.0 4.5%
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 7 2.3 31.8% 2 0.7 9.1%
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 3 1.0 15.8% 1 0.3 5.3%
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 10 3.3 22.7% 4 1.3 9.1%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 4 1.3 28.6% 1 0.3 7.1%
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� - - - - - -
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 5 1.7 50.0% 1 0.3 10.0%
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd - - - - - -
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� - - - - - -
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd - - - - - -

High value
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ 36 12.0 50.0% 5 1.7 10.0%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ��ŝƚĞƐ 446 148.7 55.0% 52 17.3 9.5%

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ 3 17.0 15.8% 1 0.3 0.8%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ��ŝƟĞƐ 6 2.0 10.0% 0 0.0 0.0%

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 2688 17.2 27.8% 332 2.1 3.40%

Safety in Midsized Cities
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In recent years, the city of Fall River, 
Massachussetts, has been investigating the 
intersection of transportation and public 
health. The study focuses specifically on a 
former rail line along the Quequechan River 
that is being converted into a multi-purpose 
path for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

The Quequechan River Rail Trail (QRRT) 
project began in 2008 with the construction 
of a one-mile long path in Fall River’s Flint 
and Maplewood neighborhoods (Phase One). 
The City of Fall River is now considering 
(Phase Two) construction of a 1.6 mile 
extension to QRRT that will connect Phase 
One to the city’s downtown.

In 2012, the Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council (MAPC) conducted a Health Impact 
Assessment (HIA) of Phase Two of the 

QRRT, in partnership with Massachusetts 
Department of Health (DPH), the 
Southeastern Regional Planning & Economic 
Development District (SRPEDD) and Fall 
River Mass in Motion. The purpose of the 
HIA was to evaluate the health benefits 
associated with construction of Phase 
Two, while simultaneously mitigating any 
potentially adverse health effects of the 
project. 

The QRRT HIA leveraged data from various 
sources, including the American Community 
Survey Census, the Massachusetts Behavioral 
Risk Factor Surveillance System, the 
MassDOT Motor Vehicle Crash Database 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 2010 
Uniform Crime Reports. Peer-reviewed 
research across public health, transportation 
and planning journals also helped to delineate 
the connections between health and trail use.

The main health determinants investigated 
included the following:

1. Physical activity
2. Crime and safety
3. Air quality
4. Economic development
5. Access to health-related goods and services
6. Social cohesion

These health determinants can impact health 
outcomes, including changes in chronic 
diseases such as obesity, cardiovascular 
disease, respiratory disease, injuries and 
premature mortality (CDC 2013).

The HIA concluded that the proposed 
extension of QRRT would have positive 
health impacts in the city of Fall River. The 
extension would increase opportunities for 
residents to be physically active, which would 

on the roadQuequechan River Rail Trail, Massachusetts: 
Using Health Impact Assessments to Improve Public Health
by Eloisa Renault, American Public Health Association

A Health Impact Assessment (HIA) 
ŝƐ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƟĐ�ƚŽŽů�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�
ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƟŶŐ�Ă�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕�ƉůĂŶ͕�
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕�Žƌ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘��Ǉ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�ĂƌƌĂǇ�
ŽĨ�ĚĂƚĂ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕�ĂŶĂůǇƟĐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƉƵƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ͕�ĂŶ�,/��
ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĞīĞĐƚƐ�
ŽĨ�Ă�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽŶ�ĂŶ�ĞŶƟƌĞ�
ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ͘�,/�Ɛ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ�
ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�Ă�ďƌŽĂĚ�ĐƌŽƐƐͲƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘�;�W,��ϮϬϭϭͿ͘
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help to reduce obesity and the risk of other 
chronic diseases in the community. It would 
help boost the local economy and positively 
affect health outcomes associated with 
socioeconomic status. The extension would 
create safer active transportation options 
for residents, and help prevent injuries and 
crashes.

Notably, the HIA reported, the extension 
would likely reduce crime through increased 
trail surveillance and outdoor lighting. Air 
quality in the area would improve because 
walking and bicycling trips would replace 
car trips. This, in turn, could reduce rates of 
asthma and cardiovascular disease. Lastly, the 

extension would improve Fall River’s social 
environment and strengthen social cohesion 
by providing more opportunities for residents 
to interact and get out of their homes and into 
their communities.

The project team has developed a plan to 
monitor the effectiveness of this HIA; the plan 
will help evaluate the outcomes of the project 
on the targeted health determinants and will 
inform next steps for future work on trails 
and health.

For more information, including a link to the 
full QRRT Phase 2 HIA, visit:
www.mapc.org/quequechan-river-rail-trail-hia.

ƉŚŽƚŽ�ŽĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝů͍
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Over the last decade, traffic fatality rates in 
Denmark have dropped considerably and are 
among the lowest in Europe. Between 2000 
and 2011, pedestrian fatalities decreased by 
67% and bicyclist fatalities decreased by 48% 
(European Commission Statistic). Denmark’s 
strategy to improve bicycling and pedestrian 
safety has been to implement a variety of 
initiatives simultaneously to both increase 
physical safety and improve perceptions  of 
safety. Strategies have included campaigning 
to change user behavior and updating and 
designing infrastructure to protect the most 
vulnerable road users.

National and local campaigns encourage 
bicyclists to wear helmets, use lights and 
reflectors, and be aware of the dangers of 
blind spots on right turns. The successful 
“Use helmets because we love you” campaign, 
for example, was aimed at adults in which 
children gave their parents helmets and police 
officers handed out helmets on the streets. 
Additionally, schools have incorporated road 
safety courses into their curricula to expose 
children to safe bicycling at an early age. 

Police encouragement of basic safety habits, 
such as signaling when turning, using lights, 
and not bicycling in pedestrian crossings, 
have also helped improve safety conditions 
for all transportation users.

Infrastructure for walking and bicycling 
in Denmark includes cycle tracks and 
lanes, separated paths and greenways, road 
modifications aimed at slowing traffic, mixed 
traffic areas that prioritize pedestrians and 
bicyclists, specially designed intersections, 
pedestrian and bicyclist bridges, and bicycle 
parking. These infrastructure solutions not 
only increase the visibility and safety of 
bicyclists and pedestrians, they also help 
create a sense of security that promotes even 
greater participation in walking and bicycling 
for transportation. Although building new 
infrastructure is cost prohibitive for many 
communities, municipalities in Denmark 
integrate some of these upgrades into planned 
utility construction and road renovation, 
much like the Complete Streets campaign in 
the U.S.

ChAPTER 3

across bordersDenmark: Improving Safety Through Roadway Design
by Maggie Melin, Alliance for Biking & Walking
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Most often, cycle tracks are incorporated by 
localities when there is heavy, high-speed 
motorized traffic and when there is not 
enough space for a bicyclist to feel secure on 
the road. These tracks are typically installed 
with a curb along the pavement to separate 
bicyclists and pedestrians from parked cars 
and other traffic. Care is taken particularly at 
bus stops to ensure that bus passengers do not 
unload directly onto a cycle track, if possible. 

Similarly, bicycle lanes have also been 
successful in improving traffic safety across 
the country. Bicycle lanes are most often 
used on urban roads that have few shops and 
intersections, although, unlike cycle tracks, 
they do not address potential conflict areas 
with parked cars.

In Denmark, pothole maintenance is a 
priority, as is making the lanes and tracks 
wide enough for passing so that bicyclists 
do not feel the need to ride in the roadway. 
Roads have been slowed with speed humps, 
lower speeds limits, and narrowed roads 
to draw the attention of bicyclists and 
motorists to potentially dangerous situations. 
In general, the national strategy has been 
to reduce interaction between bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and motorized vehicles, 
especially in high traffic areas, by segregating 
their designated spaces or in some cases by 
establishing a pedestrian zone, or woonerf, 
where pedestrians have priority. See page XX 
for a description of woonerfs.

Intersections are understood to be some of 
the most dangerous areas for bicyclists and 
pedestrians, and as a result, many Danish 
cities have taken steps to improve intersection 
flow and minimize potential dangers. 
Appropriate intersection design encourages 
bicyclists to make "box turns" by keeping 
them to the right of motorized traffic and 
guiding them to the opposite side of the road 
before making a left-hand turn. In many 
instances stop lines for cars have been set 
back to allow bicyclists their own space in 
front of cars to wait for the light. 

To help increase bicyclist and pedestrian 
visibility, Denmark has also established a 
10-meter rule, which makes it illegal for a 
car to park within 10 meters of a crossing. 
In some cases the rule has been extended to 
20 or 30 meters. Some crossings have also 
been painted blue to further aid in increasing 
visibility and green lights have been timed to 
give bicyclists priority over cars.

For more information on Denmark's design 
for safe bicycling and walking, visit the 
Cycling Embassy of Denmark website:
www.cycling-embassy.dk/.
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Increasingly, states, cities and individuals are realizing the many ways 
active transportation influences a healthy economy. Recent studies have 
shown that communities that invest in bicycling and walking have higher 
property values, create new jobs, and attract tourists. Where citizens 
have mobility options for more affordable transportation like biking and 
walking, they can see personal savings of thousands of dollars per year 
(AAA 2013, Drennan 2003). In addition, these communities save money 
for commuters, employers, and businesses by decreasing traffic congestion 
and commute times and improving air quality and public health. 
This chapter highlights recent research that reveals part of the economic 
value of bicycling and walking.
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Estimating economic impact
There are many ways the economic impact 
of bicycling and walking has been and could 
be measured. Some simple methods include 
surveys to trail users or event participants 
that ask them about their spending related 
to bicycling or walking. Others involve more 
complex modeling. Input-output models 
estimate the complete impact of bicycling 
or walking on the economy by including the 
direct, indirect, and induced effects of the 
activity, industry, or infrastructure.

For example, if you wanted to measure the 
economic impact of a specific trail, you 

would first quantify the direct impact. This 
includes changes in sales, tax revenues, and 
jobs directly attributed to the trail. Examples 
might include sales at convience stores, 
bicycle shops, or running stores located near 
the trail by trail users, food purchases by trail 
users, and hotel accommodations by tourists 
whose primary reason for coming to the area 
was to use the trail.

Next, quantifying indirect impact includes 
the secondary effects on suppliers to the 
industries directly affected. For example, this 
would include businesses such as the dairies 
and creameries who supply ice cream to the 
snack stands that trail users patronize.

,ŽůůĂŶĚ͕�D/͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂŶ��ƵƌĚĞŶ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ǁǁǁ͘ƉĞĚďŝŬĞŝŵĂŐĞƐ͘ŽƌŐ
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Lastly, induced impact accounts for the 
spending of income by people whose 
employment is dependent on the trail. This 
model gives a comprehensive look at how 
money flows through the economy because of 
the trail.

A summary of studies estimating the 
economic impact of bicycling and walking 
can be found on page xx. Studies vary widely 
in their scope, methodology, and estimates.

Lasting Impact
After the initial economic boost from 
construction, pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure has lasting effects on local 
economies.

Years of planning and building streets for cars 
has left many communities severely lacking 
for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 
Building new facilities for bicycling and 
walking can be a boost for the economy. 
In addition to new jobs, impacts on local 
economies included rising property values, 
increased business at local establishments, 
and savings from reduced traffic congestion.

Increased sales

A study in Portland on consumer behavior by 
mode share addresses the concern business 
owners often have when asked to replace 
car parking with bicycle parking. According 
to the study, even though bicyclists and 
pedestrians spend less money per trip, they 
make more frequent visits to a business 
throughout a month and end up spending 
more on average than their car-driving 
counterparts (Clifton 2013). Similar results 
were found in a survey of people on Polk 
Street in San Francisco and in Manhattan’s 
East Village where pedestrians in San 
Francisco and both pedestrian and cyclists 
in Manhattan were found to spend more 
money over the course of a week than any 
other transportation mode (SFMTA 2013 and 
Transportation Alternatives 2012).

New York City has employed numerous 
strategies to make their streets bicycle 

friendly, including installing the nation’s 
first protected bike lane in 2007. The city 
recently released a report, "Measuring the 
Street," that highlights some of the benefits 
seen since making improvements. Though 
the methodology for the report has not 
been made available to the public, its stated 
findings are quite impressive. Businesses 
located within an improvement area, saw 
sales increase at higher levels relative to the 
surrounding area, with up to 172% increase 
in retail sales at locally-based businesses on 
Pearl Street in Brooklyn after a pedestrian 
plaza was constructed. In Union Square 
North, commercial vacancies fell 49% 
after a protected bicycle lane was installed 
(NYCDOT 2012). 

Other cities have reported similar 
experiences; for example, Magnolia Street 
in Fort Worth, Texas experienced a 160% 
increase in retail sales after a bike lane and 
improved bike parking were installed (Fort 
Worth South Inc, 2011). Bike share was 
also found to boost local retail sales in the 
Twin Cities. Research from the University 
of Minnesota estimates that over one season 
customers using the Nice Ride bike-share 
system spend an additional $150,000 at 
restaurants and other businesses near Nice 
Ride stations (Wang, et al 2012).

Property values and stability

Numerous studies have examined the effect 
of proximity to trails and other bicycling 
and walking facilities on property values 
(see table on page XX). Most recently, a 2012 
study by the Brookings Institute concluded 
that places with higher walkability perform 
better commercially and have higher housing 
values. Their study in Washington D.C. found 
that office rents and retail rents in areas 
with good walkability went for $8.88/sq. ft. 
and $6.92/sq. ft. more per year, respectively, 
compared to places with fair walkability, 
holding household income levels constant. 
Additionally, relative to places with fair 
walkability, places with good walkability 
scores, on average, bring in $301.76 more per 
month in residential rents and $81.54/sq. ft 
more in for-sale residential property values.
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Cleaner air

Reducing vehicle miles traveled also adds 
up to cleaner air. Communities designed 
to encourage safe bicycling and walking 
help reduce driving and thereby reduce fuel 
consumption and air pollution associated 
with automobiles. This amounts to increased 
smog that contributes to respiratory illness 
and asthmas and reduced greenhouse gases 
that contribute to global warming. Although 
these savings and reductions are hard to 
quantify monetarily, some studies have 
attempted estimates, which can be found in 
the table on page xx. .

Most recently a 2011 report from the 
European Cycling Federation has found 
that bicycle’s greenhouse gas emissions are 
over ten times lower per passenger mile 
than those from individual motorized 
transportation (Bondel et. al. 2011). The study 
also indicates that electric bicycles (E-bikes) 
have a similar greenhouse gas emission range 
as ordinary bicycles. In fact, E-bikes allow 
for an estimated 56% longer daily commute 
adding great potential to further reduce 
transport emissions. These findings include 
estimates on the average emissions required 
to manufacture a bicycle as well as the food 
energy and additional calories required to 
power a bike. 

Events and Tourism

It has long been recognized that facilities like 
rail trails and safe places to bike and walk 
attract tourists. Local communities now 
vie for “Bicycle Friendly Community” and 
“Walking Friendly Community” designation 
and communities with this designation report 
it is good for business (Maus 2006).

Numerous studies and papers have looked 
at the impact of bicycling on tourism which 
which can help boost the local economy 
through spending in lodging, food, travel 
and entertainment. A 2012 Oregon bicycle 
tourism study found that bicycle related 
expenditures amounted to nearly $400 
million and supported 4,600 jobs within 
Oregon (Dean Runyan Associate 2013. 

Worker productivity

Few recent studies have been conducted in 
the U.S. on the impact cycling or walking can 
have on work productivity. A 2011 study by 
the London School of Economics has found 
that cycling to work significantly reduces 
absenteeism from sickness. Regular cyclists 
were found to take 7.4 sick days per year 
on average while non-cyclists took 8.7 sick 
days per year. This difference saves the U.K. 
economy an estimated £128 million or $204 
million per year. 

Decreased traffic congestion

In addition to the direct monetary and 
health benefits that can be realized through 
biking and walking, a mode shift towards 
nonmotorized traffic has the potential to help 
alleviate traffic congestion and produce major 
savings in time, fuel and money. 

Traffic congestion is increasingly becoming 
a common problem through the United 
States. According to the 2012 Urban Mobility 
Report from the Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute which evaluated 498 urban areas, 
traffic congestion in 2011 caused Americans 
in cities to travel an additional 5.5 billion 
hours, purchase an additional 2.9 billion 
gallons of fuel, and spend an additional $121 
billion in gas. On average each car commuter 
spent an extra 38 hours traveling as a result of 
congestion, costing the commuter $818 per 
year in delay time and wasted fuel. 

While the effects of walking and biking on 
reducing traffic congestion may be difficult 
to measure, many personal benefits can 
be clearly seen. By walking or biking, an 
individual no longer has to wait in bumper-
to-bumper traffic, commuting and exercise 
times are combined, fuel costs become 
obsolete, and the stress of driving a car in 
congestion is eliminated. 



Alliance for Biking & Walking100

ChAPTER 4

A 2011 study from the University of 
Northern Iowa estimates that the direct and 
indirect economic impacts of recreational 
cycling in Iowa are $365 million annually, 
or approximately $1 million per day 
(Lankford 2011 . Furthermore, a 2012 study 
by Charleston Moves and the College of 
Charleston estimated that a proposed 32-mile 
bike route could have a $42 million economic 
impact on the surrounding area.

Bicycling and walking events can also 
stimulate local economies. The economic 
impact of the USA Pro-Challenge race in 
Colorado, which routes through 12 Colorado 
towns, was estimated to be $99.6 million in 
2012. Charity Walk in Hawaii drew more than 

14,700 walkers who raised over $1.7 million 
for local charities in 2013. Other estimates of 
the impact of bicycling and walking events 
can be found in the table on page XX.

The cycling industry alone offers its own 
economic boost as a multi-billion dollar 
business in the United States. In 2012 
the U.S. bicycle industry brought in $6.1 
billion through retail sales, including 
parts and accessories (National Bicycle 
Dealers Association 2012). In 2010 Boulder 
Colorado’s bicycle industry directly brought 
in over $52 million in revenue as well as 
330 full-time jobs through sales, repair, 
manufacturing, education and advocacy 
(Community Cycles 2011). 

�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�s�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�WŚŽĞŶŝǆ��ŝŬĞƐ͘
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Improved health

“The direct and indirect health costs 
associated with traffic accidents, pollution, 
and physical inactivity accounts for hundreds 
of billions of dollars annually.” (RWJF 2012) 
While nearly 80% of federal transportation 
dollars go towards building highways, only 
2.1% is obligated for making roads more safe 
and accessible for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
A change in this ratio, could lead to improved 
public health through active transportation 
and decrease overall public dollars spent on 
health costs (RWJF 2012).

With national obesity rates predicted to 
grow from 28% to over 42% by 2030, a 2012 
study predicts that the increase in obesity 
will cost the United States an estimated $550 
billion between now and 2030 (Finkelstein 
et al 2012). Studies show that promoting 
physical activity is cost-effective and the 
value of health benefits can far outweigh the 
costs (Gotschi 2008, Gotschi 2011, National 
Governors Association 2006, Roux et al., 
2008). A 2011 study found that Portland, OR 
would see between $388 and $594 million 
in health cost savings attributable to new 
bicycle infrastructure and programs by 2040. 
(Gotschi 2011).

Savings

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
in 2011 transportation was second only to 
shelter for household expenditures. The 
average American household spent 17% 
of their annual income on transportation 
which is reflective across all income levels. 
If Americans gave up their car for just one 
4-mile round trip each week, they would save 
$7.3 billion per year in avoided fuel costs 
(Sierra Club 2012).

Walking and bicycling are two of the least 
expensive ways to travel. In 2013, the 
American Automobile Association (AAA) 
estimated that the average cost of owning 
and operating a car increased by 2% to 
$9,122 a year (or 60.8 cents per mile) for a 
person driving 15,000 miles / year and paying 
$3.49 per gallon of gas (AAA 2013). The 
AAA analysis considers fuel costs, routine 
maintenance, tire replacement, insurance, 
finance costs, and governmental taxes and 
fees that are typical for vehicle owners.
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^ƋƵĂƌĞ�EŽƌƚŚ͕�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů�ǀĂĐĂŶĐŝĞƐ�ĨĞůů�ϰϵй�ĂŌĞƌ�Ă�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ůĂŶĞ�ǁĂƐ�ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ�
(NYCDOT 2012). 

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ͕�dĞǆĂƐ DĂŐŶŽůŝĂ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ�ŝŶ�&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ͕�dĞǆĂƐ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚ�Ă�ϭϲϬй�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�;ϮϬϬϴͲϮϬϭϭͿ�ŝŶ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�
ƐĂůĞƐ�ĂŌĞƌ�Ă�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚ�;&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ�^ŽƵƚŚ�/ŶĐ�
2011). 

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ �ŝŬĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŽ�ďŽŽƐƚ�ůŽĐĂů�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƐĂůĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�dǁŝŶ��ŝƟĞƐ͘�ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�
hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ŽŶĞ�ƐĞĂƐŽŶ�ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌƐ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�EŝĐĞ�ZŝĚĞ�
ďŝŬĞͲƐŚĂƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�ĂŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ΨϭϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ�Ăƚ�ƌĞƐƚĂƵƌĂŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ�ŶĞĂƌ�
EŝĐĞ�ZŝĚĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�;tĂŶŐ͕�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϭϮͿ�

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�^ĂůĞƐ
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WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ �ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�Ă�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽŶ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ�ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌ͕ �ĞǀĞŶ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�ůĞƐƐ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ƉĞƌ�ƚƌŝƉ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ŵĂŬĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ�ǀŝƐŝƚƐ�ƚŽ�Ă�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�Ă�ŵŽŶƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĚ�ƵƉ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐĂƌͲĚƌŝǀŝŶŐ�
ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƉĂƌƚƐ͘�;�ůŝŌŽŶ�ϮϬϭϯͿ͘�

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ /Ŷ�Ă�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŽĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŽŶ�WŽůŬ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ�ŝŶ�^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�
ŵŽƌĞ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ǁĞĞŬ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂŶǇ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŵŽĚĞ�;^&Dd��ϮϬϭϯͿ

NYC WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ŝŶ�DĂŶŚĂƩĂŶΖƐ��ĂƐƚ�sŝůůĂŐĞ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ŽǀĞƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ǁĞĞŬ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂŶǇ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŵŽĚĞ�;dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀĞƐ�
2012)  

>ŽĚŝ͕��� dŚĞ�Ψϰ͘ϱ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐͲƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ŝŶ�>ŽĚŝ͕���͘�ŚĞůƉĞĚ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐŚŽƉ�ůŽĐĂůůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ͘�dŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĐƌĞĚŝƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƚƌŽĮƚ�ŽĨ�
ĮǀĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ďůŽĐŬƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǁŝĚĞŶĞĚ�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͕�ďƵůďĞĚͲŽƵƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ƚƵƌŶĂƌŽƵŶĚ͘�sĂĐĂŶĐǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ĚƌŽƉƉĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϭϴ�ƚŽ�ϲ�
ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ͘��ŶĚ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƐĂǁ�Ă�ϯϬй�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ�
ƐĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�;>ŽĐĂů�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ��ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ϮϬϬϬͿ͘�

sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ƌĞĞƉĞƌ�
dƌĂŝů͕�s�

��ϮϬϬϰ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ƌĞĞƉĞƌ�dƌĂŝů�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ƚƌĂŝů�ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�
ΨϮϰ�ĂŶĚ�Ψϯϴ�ƉĞƌ�ǀŝƐŝƚ͘�dŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŝů�ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�Ψϭ͘Ϯ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ�;�ŽǁŬĞƌ�ϮϬϬϰͿ͘

�ƵŵďĞƌůĂŶĚ�D� ��ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�'ƌĞĂƚ��ůůĞŐŚĞŶǇ�WĂƐƐĂŐĞ͕�Ă�ϭϱϬͲŵŝůĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŽĨ�ŚŝŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝŬŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ�
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŶŐ�WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ�ƚŽ��ƵŵďĞƌůĂŶĚ͕�D�͕�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�
ƚŚƌŝǀŝŶŐ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ�ĞǀĞŶ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƌĞĐĞƐƐŝŽŶ͘

�ƵƐƟŶ�dĞǆĂƐ tŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ďŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚ͕��ƵƐƟŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϬͲǇĞĂƌ�
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�Ψϭ͘Ϯ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐ�ŵƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�Ψϱ͘ϲ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�
ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ�;�ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ƵƐƟŶ͕��ŶŐĞůŽƵ��ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐ͕�ϮϬϭϬͿ͘

NYC ��ϮϬϭϬ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ůŽŽŬĞĚ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽŶ�EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ Ɛ͛�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͗�͞�ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�/ŶƚĞƌŶĂů�ZĞǀĞŶƵĞ�^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ĚĂƚĂ͕�ĂďŽƵƚ�ϳϯ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƉƌŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŐĂƐ�;ďĂĐŬ�
ǁŚĞŶ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ΨϮ͘ϬϬ�Ă�ŐĂůůŽŶͿ�ĂŶĚ�ϴϲ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƉƌŝĐĞ�ŽĨ�ĐĂƌƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�͚ĐŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�
ŐŽŽĚƐ�ƐŽůĚ͕͛ �ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ�ůĞĂǀĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘�dŚĞ�Ψϭϵ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�EĞǁ�zŽƌŬĞƌƐ�
ƐĂǀĞ�ŽŶ�ĐĂƌ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ψϭϲ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘��ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŵŽŶĞǇ�ƚĞŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƌĞͲƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͕ �
ŝƚ�ƐƟŵƵůĂƚĞƐ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘͟ �;�ŽƌƚƌŝŐŚƚ�ϮϬϭϬͿ͘

>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ Source
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>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ��� ��ϮϬϭϮ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ƌŽŽŬŝŶŐƐ�/ŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ�ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂůůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ͘�dŚĞŝƌ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŝŶ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ�
�͘�͘�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽĸĐĞ�ƌĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƌĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽŽĚ�ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ǁĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�
Ψϴ͘ϴϴͬƐƋ͘�Ō͘�ĂŶĚ�Ψϲ͘ϵϮͬƐƋ͘�Ō͘�ŵŽƌĞ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ͕ �ƌĞƐƉĞĐƟǀĞůǇ͕ �ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨĂŝƌ�
ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ �ŚŽůĚŝŶŐ�ŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ͘��ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ͕ �ƌĞůĂƟǀĞ�ƚŽ�ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ĨĂŝƌ�ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ �ƉůĂĐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐŽŽĚ�ǁĂůŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƐĐŽƌĞƐ͕�ŽŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͕�ďƌŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ΨϯϬϭ͘ϳϲ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ƉĞƌ�ŵŽŶƚŚ�ŝŶ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ƌĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�Ψϴϭ͘ϱϰͬƐƋ͘�Ō�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶ�ĨŽƌͲƐĂůĞ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�
ǀĂůƵĞƐ�;�ƌŽŽŬŝŶŐƐ�/ŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘

>ŽĚŝ͕��� dŚĞ�Ψϰ͘ϱ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐͲƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ŝŶ�>ŽĚŝ͕���͘�ŚĞůƉĞĚ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐŚŽƉ�ůŽĐĂůůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ͘�dŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĐƌĞĚŝƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƚƌŽĮƚ�ŽĨ�
ĮǀĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ďůŽĐŬƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǁŝĚĞŶĞĚ�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͕�ďƵůďĞĚͲŽƵƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ƚƵƌŶĂƌŽƵŶĚ͘�sĂĐĂŶĐǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ĚƌŽƉƉĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϭϴ�ƚŽ�ϲ�
ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ͘��ŶĚ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ǁĂƐ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƐĂǁ�Ă�ϯϬй�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ĚŽǁŶƚŽǁŶ�
ƐĂůĞƐ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ�;>ŽĐĂů�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ��ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ϮϬϬϬͿ͘�

KŵĂŚĂ�E� ��ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂŝůƐ�ŝŶ�KŵĂŚĂ͕�E��ƐƵƌǀĞǇĞĚ�ŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌƐ�ĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ͘�
EĞĂƌůǇ�ƚǁŽͲƚŚŝƌĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ�ǁŚŽ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŚŽŵĞ�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝů�ǁĂƐ�ďƵŝůƚ�ƐĂŝĚ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝů�ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞůǇ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘��ŝŐŚƚǇͲŽŶĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ĨĞůƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĂƌďǇ�ƚƌĂŝů Ɛ͛�ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞ�ĞīĞĐƚ�Žƌ�ŶŽ�ĞīĞĐƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂůĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
ŚŽŵĞƐ�;'ƌĞĞƌ�ϮϬϬϬͿ͘�

KŚŝŽ ��ϮϬϬϴ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�>ŝƩůĞ�DŝĂŵŝ�^ĐĞŶŝĐ�dƌĂŝů�;ŝŶ�KŚŝŽͿ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞůǇ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�ƐŝŶŐůĞͲ
ĨĂŵŝůǇ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐĂůĞ�ƉƌŝĐĞƐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ďǇ�Ψϳ͘Ϭϱ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ĨŽŽƚ�Žƌ�
ŽǀĞƌ�Ψϰϭ͕ϬϬϬ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ŵŝůĞ�ĐůŽƐĞƌ�Ă�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ŝƐ�ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝů�;<ĂƌĂĚĞŶŝǌ�ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů ͞ZĞĚƵĐĞĚ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ŶŽŝƐĞ͕�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ƐƉĞĞĚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞͲŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ�Ăŝƌ�ƉŽůůƵƟŽŶ�ĐĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ͘�KŶĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ă�ϱͲ�ƚŽ�ϭϬͲŵƉŚ�ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ƐƉĞĞĚƐ�
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ĂĚũĂĐĞŶƚ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ�ďǇ�ƌŽƵŐŚůǇ�ϮϬй͘��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�ƌĞƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ�ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƟĂů�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ďǇ�ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚ�ĐĂƌƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ĚĂǇ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ŚŽŵĞ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ�ďǇ�ĂŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŽĨ�ϭϴй͘͟ �;>ŽĐĂů�'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ��ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ϮϬϬϬͿ͘�

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů ��ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƵƐŝŶŐ�tĂůŬ�^ĐŽƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĂů�ĞƐƚĂƚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ă�ŽŶĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�tĂůŬ�
^ĐŽƌĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ΨϱϬϬͲΨϯ͕ϬϬϬ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ŚŽŵĞ�ǀĂůƵĞƐ�;�ŽƌƚƌŝŐŚƚ�ϮϬϬϵͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�WƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ�sĂůƵĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�^ƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ
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>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ ��ϮϬϭϭ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ƐĞĞ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�Ψϯϴϴ�ĂŶĚ�Ψϱϵϰ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�
ĐŽƐƚ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ�ĂƩƌŝďƵƚĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŶĞǁ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ďǇ�ϮϬϰϬ͘�dŚĞ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ�
ŝŶ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƟƐƟĐĂů�ůŝǀĞƐ�ǁĂƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�Ψϳ�ĂŶĚ�ΨϭϮ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�;'ŽƚƐĐŚŝ�ϮϬϭϭͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů tŝƚŚ�ŶĂƟŽŶĂů�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐƌŽǁ�ĨƌŽŵ�Ϯϴй�ƚŽ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϰϮй�ďǇ�ϮϬϯϬ͕�Ă�ϮϬϭϮ�
ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ�ǁŝůů�ĐŽƐƚ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝƚĞĚ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ΨϱϱϬ�
ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŶŽǁ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϯϬ�;&ŝŶŬĞůƐƚĞŝŶ͕�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘�

Australia ��ϮϬϭϯ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�:ŽƵƌŶĂů�ŽĨ�WƌĞǀĞŶƚĂƟǀĞ�DĞĚŝĐŝŶĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ�
ϴϮϮ�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ŽǀĞƌ�Ă�ϰͲǇĞĂƌ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞ�ďǇ�ĐĂƌ�ŽŶ�Ă�ĚĂŝůǇ�
ďĂƐŝƐ�ŐĂŝŶ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůǇ�ŵŽƌĞ�ǁĞŝŐŚƚ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞ�ďǇ�ĐĂƌ͘ ��ǀĞŶ�
ĐĂƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ĞŶŐĂŐĞ�ŝŶ�ǁĞĞŬůǇ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ�ŐĂŝŶ�ŵŽƌĞ�ǁĞŝŐŚƚ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŶŽŶͲĐĂƌ�ƵƐĞƌƐ�
;^ƵŐŝǇĂŵĂ͕�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϭϯͿ͘�

>ŝŶĐŽůŶ�EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ >ŝŶĐŽůŶ͕�EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ͗��ǀĞƌǇ�Ψϭ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ�;ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ͕�ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ͕�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚƌĂǀĞůͿ�ǇŝĞůĚƐ�ΨϮ͘ϵϰ�ŝŶ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ďĞŶĞĮƚƐ�
;tĂŶŐ͕�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϬϱͿ͘

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ�KƌĞŐŽŶ WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KƌĞŐŽŶ͗��ǀĞƌǇ�Ψϭ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ǇŝĞůĚƐ�Ψϯ͘ϰϬ�ŝŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐĂƌĞ�ĐŽƐƚ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ͘�
tŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƟƐƟĐĂů�ǀĂůƵĞ�ŽĨ�ůŝǀĞƐ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͕�ĂƐ�ŝƐ�ĚŽŶĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ�
ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕�ĞǀĞƌǇ�Ψϭ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚ�ǇŝĞůĚƐ�ŶĞĂƌůǇ�ΨϭϬϬ�ŝŶ�ďĞŶĞĮƚƐ�;'ŽƚƐĐŚŝ�
2011).

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů dŚĞ�ϮϬϬϴ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ďǇ�ZĂŝůƐͲƚŽͲdƌĂŝůƐ��ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂůƚŚͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĐŽƐƚ�
ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞƐƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ΨϰϮϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ͘���
ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ǁĂƐ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĂǀĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�ΨϮϴ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ͘ �dŚŝƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ�
ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ĐŽƐƚƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ďǇ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŵĞĞƚ�
ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ůĞǀĞůƐ�;ZĂŝůƐ�ƚŽ�dƌĂŝůƐ��ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ͕ �ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů �ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�Ă�ϮϬϭϬ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ�ŽĨ��ĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƚĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�
ĐŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ŽǀĞƌǁĞŝŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŽďĞƐĞ�ĐŝƟǌĞŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝƚĞĚ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ��ĂŶĂĚĂ�ǁĂƐ�ƌŽƵŐŚůǇ�ΨϯϬϬ�
ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϬϵ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ŵĞĚŝĐĂů�ĐŽƐƚƐ͕�ĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĞǆĐĞƐƐ�ŵŽƌƚĂůŝƚǇ�
;�ĞŚĂŶ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕͘�ϮϬϭϬͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů ��ϮϬϬϲ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌƐ��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽďĞƐŝƚǇ�ĐŽƐƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�
ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ�ΨϭϴϬ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŽǁŶ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ͘��/Ĩ�ũƵƐƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ƚĞŶ�
ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ�Ă�ƌĞŐƵůĂƌ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝƚĞĚ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƐĂǀĞ�Ψϱ͘ϲ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�Ͳ�ƚŚĞ�
ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƉĂǇŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽůůĞŐĞ�ƚƵŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ϭ͕ϬϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�;EĂƟŽŶĂů�'ŽǀĞƌŶŽƌƐ�
�ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ�ϮϬϬϲͿ͘

>ŽŶĚŽŶ ��ϮϬϭϭ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�>ŽŶĚŽŶ�^ĐŚŽŽů�ŽĨ��ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐ�ŚĂƐ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�
ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚůǇ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞƐ�ĂďƐĞŶƚĞĞŝƐŵ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐŝĐŬŶĞƐƐ͘�ZĞŐƵůĂƌ�ĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ�ϳ͘ϰ�
ƐŝĐŬ�ĚĂǇƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ�ŽŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ǁŚŝůĞ�ŶŽŶͲĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ƚŽŽŬ�ϴ͘ϳ�ƐŝĐŬ�ĚĂǇƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ͘ �dŚŝƐ�ĚŝīĞƌĞŶĐĞ�
ƐĂǀĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�h͘<͘�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ�ĂŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�άϭϮϴ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�Žƌ�ΨϮϬϰ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ�;>ŽŶĚŽŶ�
^ĐŚŽŽů�ŽĨ��ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐ�ϮϬϭϯͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�tŽƌŬĞƌ�WƌŽĚƵĐƟǀŝƚǇ
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>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

KƌĞŐŽŶ ��ϮϬϭϮ�KƌĞŐŽŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚĞĚ�
ƚŽ�ŶĞĂƌůǇ�ΨϰϬϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ϰ͕ϲϬϬ�ũŽďƐ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�KƌĞŐŽŶ�;�ĞĂŶ�ZƵŶǇĂŶ��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞ�
2012). 

/ŽǁĂ ��ϮϬϭϭ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�EŽƌƚŚĞƌŶ�/ŽǁĂ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�
ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�/ŽǁĂ�ĂƌĞ�Ψϯϲϱ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ͕ �Žƌ�
ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ�Ψϭ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƉĞƌ�ĚĂǇ�;>ĂŶŬĨŽƌĚ�ϮϬϭϭͿ͘

Colorado dŚĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�h^��WƌŽͲ�ŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ�ƌĂĐĞ�ŝŶ��ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ϭϮ�
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�ƚŽǁŶƐ͕�ǁĂƐ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ψϵϵ͘ϲ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ�;/&D�EŽƌƚŚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂ�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘

,ĂǁĂŝŝ �ŚĂƌŝƚǇ�tĂůŬ�ŝŶ�,ĂǁĂŝŝ�ĚƌĞǁ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ϭϬ͕ϵϱϬ�ǁĂůŬĞƌƐ�ǁŚŽ�ƌĂŝƐĞĚ�ŽǀĞƌ�Ψϭ͘ϭ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�
ůŽĐĂů�ĐŚĂƌŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭ͘�

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ dŚĞ�hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ�DĂĚŝƐŽŶ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ�ǁĂƐ�ΨϵϮϰ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ�;'ƌĂďŽǁ�
2010). 

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ�KƵƚĞƌ�
�ĂŶŬƐ

��ϮϬϬϰ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ Ɛ͛�
KƵƚĞƌ��ĂŶŬƐ�ǁĂƐ�ΨϲϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ͘�/Ŷ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ͕�ϭ͕ϰϬϬ�ũŽďƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ�Žƌ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚ�ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ�
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚƐ͘

/ŽǁĂ dŚĞ�ZĞŐŝƐƚĞƌ Ɛ͛��ŶŶƵĂů�'ƌĞĂƚ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ZŝĚĞ��ĐƌŽƐƐ�/ŽǁĂ�;Z�'�Z�/Ϳ͕�Ă�ǁĞĞŬůŽŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŝĚĞ�
ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�Ψϭϲ͘ϱ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ϯϲϮ�ũŽďƐ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�;>ĂŶŬĨŽƌĚ�ϮϬϬϴͿ͘�

Missouri dŚĞ�dŽƵƌ�ŽĨ�DŝƐƐŽƵƌŝ͕�Ă�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů�ĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƌĂĐĞ͕�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�
ŽǀĞƌ�ϯ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�Ăƚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ΨϴϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚĂǆ�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞƐ�Ăƚ�Ψϯϴ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϬϵ͘�

sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ƌĞĞƉĞƌ�
dƌĂŝů͕�s�

��ϮϬϬϰ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ƌĞĞƉĞƌ�dƌĂŝů�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ƚƌĂŝů�ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�
ΨϮϰ�ĂŶĚ�Ψϯϴ�ƉĞƌ�ǀŝƐŝƚ͘�dŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŝů�ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�Ψϭ͘Ϯ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ĂŶŶƵĂůůǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ�;�ŽǁŬĞƌ�ϮϬϬϰͿ͘

�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ ��ϮϬϭϮ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ďǇ��ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ�DŽǀĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ŽůůĞŐĞ�ŽĨ��ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�
Ă�ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚ�ϯϮͲŵŝůĞ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ΨϰϮ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĂƌĞĂ�;�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ�DŽǀĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ŽůůĞŐĞ�ŽĨ��ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ��ǀĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�dŽƵƌŝƐŵ
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ChAPTER 4

>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů �ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϭϮ�hƌďĂŶ�DŽďŝůŝƚǇ�ZĞƉŽƌƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�dĞǆĂƐ��ΘD�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
/ŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ͕�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĐŽŶŐĞƐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭ�ĐĂƵƐĞĚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƵƌďĂŶ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ĂŶ�
ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ϱ͘ϱ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŚŽƵƌƐ͕�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�ĂŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�Ϯ͘ϵ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŐĂůůŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ĨƵĞů͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�
ĂŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ΨϭϮϭ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ŐĂƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ŽŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐĂƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌ�ƐƉĞŶĚƐ�
ƌŽƵŐŚůǇ�ϰϬ�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ΨϴϬϬ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ�ǁĂŝƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�;dĞǆĂƐ��ΘD�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
/ŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ�ϮϬϭϮͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ��ĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�dƌĂĸĐ��ŽŶŐĞƐƟŽŶ

>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

Europe ��ϮϬϭϭ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ��ǇĐůŝŶŐ�&ĞĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŚĂƐ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ Ɛ͛�ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ�
ŐĂƐ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�ƚĞŶ�ƟŵĞƐ�ůŽǁĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ŵŽƚŽƌŝǌĞĚ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͘��ůĞĐƚƌŝĐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŽ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ�ŐĂƐ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�
ƌĂŶŐĞ�ĂƐ�ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ͘�dŚĞƐĞ�ĮŶĚŝŶŐƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞ�Ă�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽŽĚ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĐĂůŽƌŝĞƐ�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉŽǁĞƌ�Ă�ďŝŬĞ�;�ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ��ǇĐůŝŶŐ�&ĞĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ϮϬϭϭͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů dŚĞ�ϮϬϬϴ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ďǇ�ZĂŝůƐͲƚŽͲdƌĂŝůƐ��ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞƐƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ƐĂǀĞ�ϯ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŐĂůůŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ŐĂƐŽůŝŶĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůĞĂƐĞ�
ŽĨ�Ϯϴ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ƚŽŶƐ�ŽĨ��KϮ͘��ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͗�͞dŽ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ�ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ĨƵĞů�ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ�ĞĸĐŝĞŶĐǇ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂůŽŶĞ͕�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϭϵ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ϱϬ�
ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂĚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ŚŝŐŚůǇ�ĞĸĐŝĞŶƚ�ŐĂƐͲĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐ�
ŚǇďƌŝĚ�ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ŵŽĚĞů͘�dŽ�ƉƵƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƟǀĞ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ϮϱϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞƐ�ŽŶ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂ Ɛ͛�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ĂŶĚ͕�ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ�ƌĂƉŝĚůǇ�ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ�ƐĂůĞƐ͕�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĚ�ŽĨ�ϮϬϬϳ͕�
ŽŶůǇ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŽŶĞ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŵ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŚǇďƌŝĚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐΗ�;Zd��ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů dŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ŽĨ��KϮ�ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ĂǀŽŝĚĞĚ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ĚƌŝǀĞŶ��
ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ψϯϯϯ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ŵŽĚĞƐƚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�ΨϮ͘ϳ�
ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ă�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�;'ŽƚƐĐŚŝ�ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨƌŽŵ��ůĞĂŶĞƌ��ŝƌ
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>ŽĐĂƟŽŶ /ŵƉĂĐƚ

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů ��ϮϬϬϴ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ďǇ�ZĂŝůƐͲƚŽͲdƌĂŝůƐ��ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ�ĂƩĞŵƉƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƋƵĂŶƟĨǇ͕ �ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ƟŵĞ͕�
ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĮƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝƚĞĚ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞůĞǀĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ŽƵƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘��ĞŶĞĮƚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƋƵĂŶƟĮĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚƵƐ�ƋƵŽ�ĂŶĚ�
ĨŽƌ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�Ă�͞ŵŽĚĞƐƚ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů͟�
ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ͘�dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ĂĐƟǀĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ͘�dŚĞ�ŵŽĚĞƐƚ�
ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ�ƐŚŽǁĞĚ�Ă�ƌĞĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ϳϬ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ǁŚŝůĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů�
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŚĞůƉ�ĚŝǀĞƌƚ�ϮϬϬ�ďŝůůŝŽŶ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ�;ZĂŝůƐ�ƚŽ�dƌĂŝůƐ�
�ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ͕ �ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ ��ϮϬϬϯ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ŵŽĚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�^ĂŶ�
&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ��ĂǇ��ƌĞĂ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŵŽĚĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�ĚƌŝǀŝŶŐ͘��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�
ƐĂǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�Ͳ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�Ψϵ͕ϬϬϴ�ĂŶĚ�Ψϵ͕ϰϭϰ�Ă�ǇĞĂƌ�;ĂĚũƵƐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ϮϬϭϯ�ĚŽůůĂƌƐͿ�;�ƌĞŶŶĂŶ�
2003).

h͘^͘�EĂƟŽŶĂů �ƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĂīŽƌĚĂďůĞ͘�&Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ϭ�
ŵŝůĞ�ŽĨ�ĨŽƵƌͲůĂŶĞ�ƵƌďĂŶ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ͕ �ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�
ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ďƵŝůƚ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ͕�ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ�ΨϱϬ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ͕�ĐŽƵůĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƟǀĞ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŵŝĚͲƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƚǇ�;'ŽƚƐĐŚŝ�ϮϬϬϴͿ͘

/ŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�WĞƌƐŽŶĂů�dƌĂǀĞů�^ĂǀŝŶŐƐ
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Economic impact of bicycling and walking in midsized cities

Five of the midsized cities surveyed for this 
report have conducted economic impact 
studies of bicycling and one completed 
a study on trails and their impact on 
reducing car miles. Their studies will help 
cities of varying populations gain a better 
understanding of how nonmotorized 
transportation affects more than just the 
bicyclist or pedestrian.

Bellingham, Washington

Whatcom Smart Trips contracted for an in-
depth survey and analysis to determine effects 
and opportunities for reducing car trips. After 
implementation of the marketing program, 
Bellingham measured a 15% reduction in the 
number of car trips and an increase in the 
share of walking, bicycling and bus use.

Boulder, Colorado

Community Cycles surveyed local bike 
businesses to quantify their economic impact. 
Results from 58 businesses: direct economic 
activity exceeded $52 million in 2010; at 
least 33 full-time jobs associated with bike 
industry; retail sales and bike rental/repair 
was largest sector of Boulder’s bike economy. 
Survey self-reported that it does not include 
indirect economic activity from bike tourism, 
construction of infrastructure, and was 
conducted before the public bike share system 
was operating. 

Burlington, Vermont

In 2010, the University of Vermont completed 
a report titled, “Estimating Tourism 
Expenditures for the Burlington Waterfront 
Path and the Island Line Trail.” The 
conservative estimates show that the overall 
average tourism spending of tourist users 
ranges from $1 to $2.5 million, over a five-
month period between May and September, 
2008. 

Charleston, South Carolina

Charleston Moves conducted a cost-benefit 
analysis of the proposed Battery2Beach 
Route, a regional, 33-mile system of bike lanes 
linking six municipalities, two major beaches 
and Charleston’s historic Battery. 

The study was well received and led to the 
formation of a 15-member intergovernmental 
working group that continues making 
progress toward completing the B2B Route, 
as it is now called. A benefactor contributed 
up to $100,000 for signage, a move which will 
expedite completion.

Missoula, Montana

The Institute for Tourism and Recreation 
Research  (ITRR) at the University of 
Montana conducts nonresident surveys year 
round throughout the state of Montana. In 
2012, 128,023 nonresidents took part in road/
tour biking while in Montana and spent at 
least one night in Missoula County. Study 
showed the possible impact of these bikers 
was $19,410,000 ($151.61 per person). 

ChAPTER 4
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On ThE ROADECOnOMiC BEnEFiTs

Many businesses now recognize that it pays 
to encourage bicycling in the workplace. 
According to a recent survey and report, 
Quality Bicycle Products (QBP), a League of 
American Bicyclists’ platinum-level Bicycle 
Friendly BusinessSM (BFBSM), has improved 
employee health and helped the company 
save on reduced healthcare costs through its 
“Health Reward” program.

The Bloomington, Minnesota business 
rewards employees who bicycle to work with 
incentives, such as additional contributions 
to an employee's Health Savings Account 
and credits towards QBP products. These 
programs are keeping QBP employees healthy, 
happy and productive.

�ŵƉůŽǇĞƐƐ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ďŝŬĞ�ƚĞĐŚ�ĐůĂƐƐ�Ăƚ�Y�W͘ �
�ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�>ĞĂŐƵĞ�ŽĨ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

According to Jason Gaikowski, QBP Marketing 
Director, the report “definitely shows that QBP is 
healthier and, as a result, more productive than 
the general population.” It also indicates that the 
healthcare claim costs of the company’s bicycle 
commuters are much lower than the claim costs 
of non-bicycle commuter employees.

By encouraging their employees to commute 
by bicycle through 2007-2011, QBP found the 
following:

�� Overall, from 2007 to 2011, the company 
experienced a 4.4% reduction in employee 
healthcare costs, saving an estimated 
$170,000 in healthcare costs over a 3-year 
period.

�� Alone, 100 employees in the “Bike to 
Work” program saved the company an 
estimated $200,000 annually.

�� The company benefitted with an annual 
savings of $301,136 in improved employee 
productivity

Learn more about the QBP Commuter Program 
at www.qbp.com/index.php/page/commute

To learn more about the Bicycle Friendly 
BusinessSM program, visit 
www.bikeleague.org/content/businesses

dŚĞ�ƚŽƉ�ďŝŬĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ�Ăƚ�Y�W͘ �
�ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�>ĞĂŐƵĞ�ŽĨ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

on the roadQuality Bike Products: Bicycle Friendly is Good Business
by Alison Dewey, League of American Bicyclists, Bicycle Friendly Businesses
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Policies 
and Funding5

Increasingly, U.S. government agencies and departments are 
recognizing the value that bicycling and walking initiatives contribute 
to our communities. In 2011, the U.S. Surgeon General and a council of 
seventeen leaders from federal-level government agencies, departments 
and offices, released a national prevention strategy to improve the 
general health and wellbeing of Americans. The Council drew its 
recommendations from the CDC’s Community Preventative Services 
Task Force, recommending implementation of policies and practices 
that encourage more mixed-use development and complete street design 
to appeal to a broader range of bicyclists and pedestrians. (CDC 2012).

The percentage of federal transportation funding allocated to bicycle 
and pedestrian projects has gradually increased over the last 4 years 
from 1.6% (2006-09) to 2.1% (2009-12). While this increase in funding 
for non-motorized transportation is a positive sign, the amount of 
funding provided is far from proportional, based on the distribution of 
bicyclists and pedestrians using the transportation network. Research 
shows that the cities and countries that have invested most heavily in 
non-motorized transportation see the greatest share of trips by bicycle 
and foot (Gotschi and Mills 2009; Pucher and Buehler 2008; Pucher and 
Buehler 2010).

As more support is gained through policy and funding, implementation 
of bicycling and walking initiatives will become more attainable.
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hEAlTh AnD sAFETyPOliCiEs AnD FunDing

Policy and Planning
Published Goals

When states or cities publish goals to increase 
bicycling and walking and to decrease 
crashes, they are making public commitments 
to progress for which success can be easily 
measured. Since the 2012 Benchmarking 
Report, several states and cities have improved 
in this area by adopting new goals. Florida 
has a goal to increase walking and Nevada has 
a goal to increase bicycling. Thirty-four states, 
an increase of five from two years ago, report 
they have published goals for increasing both 
bicycling and walking.  

Similarly, more cities have now adopted goals 
to increase bicycling and walking. Of the 
52 cities surveyed, 39 have goals to increase 
walking, and 47 have goals to increase 

bicycling. Two years ago 33 and 46 of these 
cities reported having such goals, respectively. 

States and cities are also increasing their 
commitment to bicycling and walking safety. 
Forty-four states report having adopted 
goals to decrease pedestrian fatalities, and 43 
have goals to decrease bicycle fatalities. Of 
the cities surveyed, 37 have adopted goals to 
reduce bicycle fatalities, and 36 have adopted 
goals to decrease pedestrian fatalities. Over 
the last two years, eight cities added new 
pedestrian fatality goals, and four cities 
reported adding a goal to reduce bicycle 
fatalities. In 2007, only 20 of these cities 
reported having goals to reduce bicycle and 
pedestrian fatalities.

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�DĂǇŽƌ�ZĂŚŵ��ŵŵĂŶƵĞů�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ŽƉĞŶŝŶŐ�ĚĂǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬ�ŽŶ��ĞĂƌďŽƌŶ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ƚĞǀĞ�sĂŶĐĞ�Λ�&ůŝĐŬƌ
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^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�'ŽĂůƐ�

Source: 
^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�
ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�
ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ƵŶĐŽůŽƌĞĚ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘

ϭϵ��ŝƟĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƐĞƚ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�increase walking 
and bicycling: 

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ
�ŽƐƚŽŶ�(1)

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
�ĞŶǀĞƌ�(1)

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ�(1)

:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ
Mesa (1)

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ�(1)

DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
KĂŬůĂŶĚ
WŚŝůĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ (1)

^ĞĂƩůĞ
Tulsa

Sources͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�ĂŶĚ�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�;ϭͿ��ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ŽŶůǇ͘�;ϮͿ�^ƚĂƚĞ�ŚĂƐ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ŽŶůǇ͘�;ϯͿ�^ƚĂƚĞ�ŚĂƐ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�ŽŶůǇ͘

20 States ŚĂǀĞ�ƐĞƚ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�decrease bicyclist 
ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ:

�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
Colorado
&ůŽƌŝĚĂ
/ĚĂŚŽ
/ŽǁĂ
DĂŝŶĞ
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ

Missouri
Nevada
EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ (3)

EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
Texas
tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ

11 States ŚĂǀĞ�ƐĞƚ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�increase walking 
and bicycling: 

�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
Colorado (2)

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ

# of states 
responding “yes”

# of states 
responding “yes”
for the first time

increase 
walking

increase 
biking

decrease 
ped fatalities

decrease 
bike fatalities

State has a published goal to:

35 5

35 5

44 4

43 7

AL AK AZ 
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CA 
CO 

CT 

DE 

FL 
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ID 

IL 

IN 

IA 

KS 
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MN 

MS MO  MT NE NV 
NH 

NJ 
NM 

NY 

NC 

ND 

OH 

OK 

OR 

PA 

RI 

SC 

SD 

TN 

TX 

UT 

VT 
VA 

WA 
WV 

WI WY 

Measuring goal progress
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'ŽĂůƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source: 
�ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
Notes͗��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ͕�^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ�
ĂŶĚ�^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ�
ƚŽ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�
ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�
ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ƵŶĐŽůŽƌĞĚ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘
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Louisville

W
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.

Los A
ngeles

V
irginia Beach

Long Beach

Tulsa

Las Vegas

Tucson
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ity, M

O

Seattle

Jacksonville

San Jose

Indianapolis

San Francisco

Houston

San Diego

Honolulu

San Antonio

Fresno

Sacramento

Fort Worth

Raleigh

El Paso

# of cities (of 52)
responding “yes”

# of cities (of 52)
responding “yes”
for the first time

increase 
walking

increase 
biking

increase 
physical activity

decrease 
ped fatalities

City has a published goal to:

39 9

47 3

33
 Not Applicable
(first time on survey)

36 8

decrease 
bike fatalities37 4
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^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�DĂƐƚĞƌ�WůĂŶƐ�

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘

�ŝĐǇĐůĞͬWĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ
�ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�
^ƚĂŶĚͲ�ůŽŶĞ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
^ƚĂŶĚͲ�ůŽŶĞ Trails DŽƵŶƚĂŝŶ��ŝŬĞƐ

Alabama 9 9
�ůĂƐŬĂ 9 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9 9 9

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
Colorado 9 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9 9 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 9 9 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 9
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9

/ŽǁĂ 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 9 9

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9

DĂŝŶĞ
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 9 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9 9
Mississippi

Missouri
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 9 9
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 9

Nevada 9 9
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 9 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9 9 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ

KŚŝŽ 9
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ

KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 9
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 9 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 9 9
Texas
hƚĂŚ

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 9 9 9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9 9 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 9

η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 21 12 6 31 6
η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ�

ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ƟŵĞ 2 7 3 9 4
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DĂƐƚĞƌ�WůĂŶƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
Notes͗��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�
ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘�;ϭͿ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ͘

�ŝĐǇĐůĞͬWĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ
�ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�
^ƚĂŶĚͲ�ůŽŶĞ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
^ƚĂŶĚͲ�ůŽŶĞ Trails DŽƵŶƚĂŝŶ��ŝŬĞƐ

9 9 9 9 9 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
9 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy

9 9 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
9 9 �ƵƐƟŶ
9 9 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
9 9 �ŽƐƚŽŶ
9 9 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9 9 9 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
9 9 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
9 9 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
9 9 9 Columbus 
9 9 Dallas
9 9 9 �ĞŶǀĞƌ

Detroit
El Paso 

9 9 9 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
9 9 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�

9 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
9 9 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�

9 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
9 9 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ

9 9 9 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
9 9 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�

9 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�

Louisville
9 9 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�

9 Mesa
9 9 Miami 
9 9 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9 9 9 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 9 9 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
9 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

9 9 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
9 9 KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
9 9 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ

9 9 KŵĂŚĂ�
9 9 9 9 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

9 9 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
9 9 (1) WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
9 9 9 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ

^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
9 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
9 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
9 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
9 9 9 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
9 9 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
9 9 dƵĐƐŽŶ�

9 Tulsa
9 9 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�

9 9 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^

11 36 14 31 5 η�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ

3 8 7 9 3 η�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ƟŵĞ
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Master Plans

Twenty-five of the cities surveyed have 
bicycle and pedestrian master plans, either 
a combined plan or two stand-alone plans. 
Twenty-two more have bicycle master plans 
only. Many new master plans have been 
adopted since the 2012 Benchmarking 
Report; there are 8 new bicycle master plans, 
7 new pedestrian master plans, and 3 new 
combined bicycle/pedestrian master plans. 

In addition, 31 cities have trail master plans 
and 5 cities have plans specific to mountain 
biking. (For links to sample bicycle and 
pedestrian master plans, see Appendix 7).

At the state level, trail master plans are the 
most common; 31 states have adopted a 
master plan for trails, 9 of which are new 
since the 2012 Benchmarking Report. 
Twenty-seven states have a either a combined 
bicycle/pedestrian master plan or two stand-
alone plans.

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ͕ �Ez͘ ��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ��ŽĨ�EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ��ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͘

Complete Streets

The bicycle and pedestrian 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 all users. 

A complete 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 optional add-ons. 

According to the National Complete Streets 
Coalition (as of December 2013), 27 states 
and 26 of the 52 large cities in this report have 
adopted local complete streets policies. This 



2014 Benchmarking Report 119

hEAlTh AnD sAFETyPOliCiEs AnD FunDing

is up slightly from 2010 when 26 states and 
19 of the most populous cities had adopted 
complete streets policies. 

In December 2013, the National Complete 
Streets Coalition announced that 607 
Complete Streets policies have been adopted 
around the U.S. This count has more than 
doubled since August 2011 when the total 
count was at 283 local and regional complete 
street policies. 

(For links to complete streets resources and 
model policies, see Appendix 7).

Seattle

Colorado Springs

Denver

Sacramento
Oakland

San Francisco

San Diego

Austin

Honolulu

El Paso

San Antonio

Tulsa

Chicago

Indianapolis

Cleveland
Columbus

Miami

Louisville

Nashville

Memphis

New York City

Philadelphia
Baltimore

Washington, D.C.

Charlotte

New Orleans

�ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ��ŵŽŶŐ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

�ǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ

EĞǁ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ
;ƐŝŶĐĞ�ϮϬϭϮ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ZĞƉŽƌƚͿ

EĞǁ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�
;ƐŝŶĐĞ�ϮϬϭϮ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ZĞƉŽƌƚͿ

�ǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ

Source͗�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ��ŽĂůŝƟŽŶ͕�ϮϬϭϯ͘�Note͗�KŶůǇ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ϱϮ�ůĂƌŐĞ�
ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŵĂƉ͘�^ĞĞ�ǁǁǁ͘�ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ͘ŽƌŐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�
complete list of all policies adopted.

Health Impact Assessments

Health Impact Assessments can be used to 
evaluate the health impacts of a plan, project, 
or policy before it is implemented. Because 
of the many health benefits associated with 
walking and biking, these health assessments 
have the potential to promote biking and 
walking initiatives as recommendations to 
improve the population’s general health. 
According to the most recent survey, only 
six of the 50 states reported that they 
require Health Impact Assessments to be 
completed. These six states were Illinois, 
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Utah, and 
Washington. 
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h͘^͘�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ŚĂƐ�ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůůǇ�
ĨĂǀŽƌĞĚ�ŵŽƚŽƌŝǌĞĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ �ŵĂŶǇ�
ůŽǁͲŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŝŶŽƌŝƚǇ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ůŽǁ�
ĐĂƌ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ƌĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽ͕�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞŶĞĮƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͘�/Ŷ�ĨĂĐƚ͕�ƚŚĞƐĞ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƐƵīĞƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ�
ĚŝǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůůƵƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�Ăŝƌ͘ �

/Ŷ�ϮϬϬϵ͕�ĂƐ��ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ�ǁĂƐ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ďŝůů͕�WŽůŝĐǇ>ŝŶŬ�ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚ�
Ă�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�;�ůů��ďŽĂƌĚ͊�ϮϬϬϵͿ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ�ŬĞǇ�
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĞƋƵŝƚĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŵĂƌŐŝŶĂůŝǌĞĚ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ͘�dŚĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĮǀĞ�
ŐŽĂůƐ�ĂƐ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶ�ĞƋƵŝƚĂďůĞ�
ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘

ϭ͘��ƌĞĂƚĞ�ǀŝĂďůĞ͕�ĂīŽƌĚĂďůĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ͘�
dŚĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂĐĐŽŵŽĚĂƚĞ�
ŵƵůƟƉůĞ�ŵŽĚĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂǀĞů͕�ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ�
Ͳ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŐĞ͕�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ͕�Žƌ�ĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƚǇ�Ͳ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ǀŝĂďůĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�
ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞ�ĨƵůůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů�ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ͘

2. Ensure access to jobs. dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ũŽď�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�Ăůů�
ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ�ďǇ�ŵĂŶĚĂƟŶŐ�ŵŝŶŽƌŝƚǇ�ŚŝƌŝŶŐ�ŐŽĂůƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ăůů�ƐĞĐƚŽƌƐ�Ͳ�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ͕�ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ͘

ϯ͘�/ŶǀĞƐƚ�ĞƋƵŝƚĂďůǇ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ�
Ăůů�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ͘�/ŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�
ƌĞŇĞĐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐŽĂůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵƵƐƚ�
ĞŶŐĂŐĞ�ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚ͕�ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďůĞ͕�
ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƟĐ�ǁĂǇ͘

ϰ͘�DĂŬĞ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟǀĞ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ͘�
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ăůů�ƚǇƉĞƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ͕�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�
ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂĐƟǀĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶƐƵƌĞ�
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ŚĞĂůƚŚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘

5. Promote environmentally sustainable 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ͘�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ�
ƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞĚ͕�ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ�Ăŝƌ�
ƉŽůůƵƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌĞĞŶŚŽƵƐĞ�ŐĂƐ�ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ͘

�ƋƵŝƚĂďůĞ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�WŽůŝĐǇ
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NACTO Design Guidelines

The Urban Bikeway Design Guide and the 
Urban Street Design Guide, produced by the 
National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO), outline recommendations 
for building bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly 
facilities such as bicycle lanes, signage, and 
parklet elements. See page XXX for more 
information about these guides. Thirteen of 
the large cities in this report have adopted the 
guidelines to help them better plan for bicyclist 
and pedestrian traffic.

Carbon Emissions Plans

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) reports that, in 2011, carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions accounted for 84% of 
all greenhouse gases emitted as a result of 
human activity in the U.S. One-third of all 
CO2 emissions were from the transportation 
sector (EPA 2013). Many cities and states have 
developed plans to reduce carbon emissions 
over time. Some of these plans include 

increasing bicycling and walking activity as 
ways to lower vehicle miles traveled and, as it 
follows, lower carbon emissions.

Of the 39 states that reported having a statewide 
carbon emissions plan, 20 include bicycling 
goals and 18 include walking goals. Thirty-six 
of the large cities studied in this report have 
a carbon emissions plan; 30 include bicycling 
goals and 24 include walking goals. 

Maximum car parking requirements

The Alliance surveyed cities on policies 
requiring a minimum and / or maximum 
number of car parking spaces for new buildings. 
Ninety percent of responding cities (47 
cities) reported having minimum car parking 
requirements. By masking the true cost of land 
and parking space, these policies can often 
negatively affect land-use development that 
promotes bicycling and walking and lead to 
sprawl (Shoup 2005). On the flip side, 18 cities 
(up from 15 as of the 2012 report and 6 as of 
the 2010 report) reported having policies that 
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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 friendlier 
environments for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Requiring Bicycle Parking

An estimated 1.3 million bicycles are stolen 
in the United States each year (Johnson, 
Sidebottom, and Thorpe 2008). In a 2008 survey 
of roughly 1,800 San Francisco bicyclists, the 
number one reason bicyclists cited why they 
don’t bicycle more was fear of theft (Report 
Card on Bicycling: San Francisco 2008).

A lack of safe places to park a bicycle is a barrier 
to increasing bicycling (Hunt and Abraham 
2007). In fact, a recent study has shown that 
bicycle commuting increases when employees 
have access to bike parking as well as other 
amenities such as showers. (Buehler 2012). 
As a first step, 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, 75% (39 
cities) require bicycle parking in new buildings. 
Thirty-one cities report that they require bicycle 

parking in buildings or garages - up from just 
25 cities reported in the 2012 report. Just 9 cities 
require secure or valet bicycle parking at public 
events.

Some policies are triggered by minimum 
requirements such as the square footage of a 
building, the number of employees a business 
has, or the number of car parking spaces. In 
these cases, if the minimum is not met (such 
as a business having under 25 employees), a 
business is not required to install any bicycle 
parking.

Bike Parking at Schools

The Alliance also asked cities how many bike 
parking spaces were at public schools. Cities 
averaged 13 school bike parking spaces per 
1,000 students at public schools. Phoenix 
reported 16,000 bicycle parking spaces at 
schools - more than any other city. This equates 
to 56 parking spots per 1000 students. Overall, 
Mesa, AZ, had the highest rate of bicycle 
parking at public schools with 86 spots per 
1,000 students, followed by Phoenix (56 spots), 
Seattle (32 spots), Portland (31 spots) and 
Minneapolis (31 spots). 

�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂŶĞ�^ĞůǀĂŶƐ�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ
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Complete 
^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�WŽůŝĐǇ

�ĂƌďŽŶ��ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�WůĂŶ

ZĞƋƵŝƌĞ�,/�
/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
tĂůŬŝŶŐ

/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ

Alabama (1) (1)

�ůĂƐŬĂ 9 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9 9

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ (1) (1)

�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 9 9
Colorado 9 9 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9 (1) (1)

�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 9
&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 9
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ 9 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9 9 9 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ

/ŽǁĂ 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9

DĂŝŶĞ 9 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9 9 9 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 9 9 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9 9 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9 9 9
Mississippi 9

Missouri
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ (1) (1)

EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ (1) (1)

Nevada
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 9 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ (1) (1)

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ (1) (1)

KŚŝŽ
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ

KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 9 9
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 (1) (1)

ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 9 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 9 9
Texas 9
hƚĂŚ 9(2) (1) (1)

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9 9 9
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 9 (1) (1)

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ (1) (1)

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ

# of states 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 27 6 18 20

^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�Θ�WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�
ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘�;ϭͿ�^ƚĂƚĞ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă��ĂƌďŽŶ��ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�WůĂŶ͘�
;ϮͿ�hƚĂŚ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�,ĞĂůƚŚ�/ŵƉĂĐƚ��ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ZŽĂĚ�ZĞƐƉĞĐƚ�
�ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�,/�ΖƐ�ŵĂŶĚĂƚŽƌǇ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘
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Complete 
Streets
WŽůŝĐǇ

�ĂƌďŽŶ��ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�WůĂŶ
Adopted 

E��dK��ĞƐŝŐŶ�
'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�WĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ZĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ
Max # of car spaces 
ĨŽƌ�ŶĞǁ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ

/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
tĂůŬŝŶŐ

/ŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ

/Ŷ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ŐĂƌĂŐĞƐ

/Ŷ�ŶĞǁ�
ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ

At public 
ĞǀĞŶƚƐ

# of spaces 
Ăƚ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ

9 9 9 9 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
(1) (1) 9 9(2) 9 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
9 9 9 9 9 9 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 �ƵƐƟŶ
9 (1) (1) 9 9 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ

9 9 9 9 9 864 9 �ŽƐƚŽŶ
9 (1) (1) 9 9 ϭ͕ϳϬϬ �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
9 9 9 9 9 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
9 9 9 �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
9 9 9 9 ϭ͕ϲϲϴ 9 Columbus 

Dallas
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 735 �ĞŶǀĞƌ
9 9 9 9 9 9 El Paso 

9 9 9 9 9 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
9 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�

9 (1) (1) ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
(1) (1) 9 9 9 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�

9 (1) (1) 9 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
9 9 9 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ

9 9 9 9 364 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
9 9 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�

9 ϭ͕ϲϬϬ >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
(1) (1) 9 9 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�

9 (1) (1) 9 9 9 Louisville
9 (1) (1) 9 9 750 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�

9 9 9 9 9 ϱ͕ϳϬϬ Mesa
9 9 9 9 9 500 9 Miami 

9 9 9 180 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9 9 9 9 9 ϭ͕ϬϬϬ 9 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 9 31 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
9 (1) (1) 9 9 9 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
9 9 9 9 9 9 Ϯ͕ϲϬϬ 9 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
9 9 9 9 9 390 KĂŬůĂŶĚ�

(1) (1) KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
(1) (1) KŵĂŚĂ�

9 9 9 9 300 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
9 9 ϭϲ͕ϬϬϬ 9 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�

9 9 9 9 ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 9 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
9 9 9 9 100 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ

9 ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
9 (1) (1) 9 9 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
9 9 ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�

9 9 9 9 9 9 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 9 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�

9 9 9 9 dƵĐƐŽŶ�
9 9 9 405 Tulsa

9 9 ϭ͕ϳϲϬ 9 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 9 9 9 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

(1) (1) tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

26 24 30 13 31 39 9 23 18 η�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ

WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�Θ�WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘�EŽ�ĚĂƚĂ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�
�ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ �ƐŽ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘�;ϭͿ��ŝƚǇ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă��ĂƌďŽŶ��ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�WůĂŶ͘�;ϮͿ��ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ŶĞǁ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�
ǌŽŶŝŶŐ�ŽǀĞƌůĂǇ͘
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DĂƉƐ�ŽĨ�^ƚĂƚĞ�>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟŽŶ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ ,ĞůŵĞƚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�(1)

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ƌŝĚĞ�ϮͲĂďƌĞĂƐƚ ϯͲĨŽŽƚ�;Žƌ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌͿ�ƐĂĨĞ�ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ƵƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚĞƌ�ŽĨ�
ŝŶƚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ�Žƌ�ĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĐĂŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�
ŵĂũŽƌ�ďƌŝĚŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƵŶŶĞůƐ

(3)

(4)

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂƐ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƐŚĂĚĞĚ͘�tŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƚƵĂů�ůĞŐŝƐůĂƟŽŶ�ǀĂƌŝĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͘�&Žƌ�Ă�ŵŽƌĞ�
ƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚ�ƌĞǀŝĞǁ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ůĂǁƐ͕�ǀŝƐŝƚ�ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬďŝŬĞůĞĂŐƵĞ͘ŽƌŐͬďŝŬĞůĂǁƐ͘�;ϭͿ�zŽƵƚŚ�ĂŐĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ǀĂƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͘�;ϮͿ��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�ƉĂƐƐĞĚ�ŝƚƐ�ϯͲĨŽŽƚ�ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�ůĂǁ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϯ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�
ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ͘�;ϯͿ�/ĚĂŚŽ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ͘�;ϰͿ��ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘

(2)
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State Legislation
Bicycles are vehicles

In most states, a bicycle is considered a vehicle 
on the roadway. This legislation is important 
on a basic level, as it acknowledges the rights of 
bicyclists to travel on roadways. These laws also 
suggest the responsibility of bicyclists to know 
and abide by the same road rules as motorized 
vehicles.

Mandatory Helmet Laws

Starting in 1987, states and local jurisdictions 
began passing their own laws requiring helmet 
use. Twenty-one states report having a mandatory 
youth helmet policy. Typically these policies apply 
to youth under age 16. No states have a helmet 
law applicable to all ages. 

Mandatory helmet laws are controversial among 
bicycling advocates. For more information on 
these laws and the controversy around them, see 
Appendix 6. 

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 impeding traffic. Riding two abreast is often 
preferred for bicyclists riding with a companion 
and can make bicycling a more enjoyable 
experience, like sitting beside a friend in a bus, 
train, or car. Thirty-five states reported having 
legislation allowing bicyclists to ride two abreast. 

Safe Passing Laws

In recent years many states have successfully 
pursued legislation that requires motorists to pass 
bicyclists at a set “safe” distance. Twenty-one states 
have “3-Feet” laws, which are primarily aimed at 
educating motorists how to safely pass bicyclists. 
Motorists may believe that just avoiding contact 
with bicyclists is all that is required when passing. 
Many motorists are unaware of the dangers of 
passing a bicyclist too closely, which may lead 
to the bicyclist being hit or startled resulting in a 
crash. 

Pennsylvania has enacted a 4-foot passing law 
and North Carolina and Virginia have a 2-foot 
minimum. Nine states have a general requirement 
for "safe passing" and the remaining 18 states have 
no legal requirement specific to bicyclists (NCSL 
2013).

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 laws protecting both bicyclists 
and pedestrians and the enforcement of these 
laws. Although it is commendable to have laws 
that protect bicyclists, pedestrians, and other road 
users, these laws are not effective unless enforced. 
Whether it’s ticketing speeding motorists or 
reminding bicyclists to stop at traffic lights, 
enforcement is critical to ensuring that traffic 
regulations keep road users safe.

For this report the Alliance collected data on 
a number of laws and policies. Relating to 
driver enforcement, surveys asked cities if they 
cite drivers for not yielding to bicyclists and 
pedestrians. Forty of the cities surveyed report 
that their city fines motorists for not yielding to 
bicyclists and pedestrians when nonmotorized 
users have the right of way. Of the cities that do 
enforce not yielding to bicycles and pedestrians, 
fines range from $15 to $500. The average fine for 
motorists is $160. 

While nearly 80% of cities report enforcing these 
fines, it is not within the scope of this report to 
verify that these laws are strictly enforced in real-
world practice. Advocacy groups should continue 
to hold city officials accountable for the rights of 
bicyclists and pedestrians on the road and the 
laws that are meant to protect them.
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�ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�
ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ

Helmet 
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�
ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�(1)

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�
ĐĂŶ�ƌŝĚĞ�

2-abreast

3-foot 
;Žƌ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌͿ�
ƐĂĨĞ�ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĐĂŶ�

access major 
ďƌŝĚŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƵŶŶĞůƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ƵƐĞ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚĞƌ�ŽĨ�

ŝŶƚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƐ�
Žƌ�ĨƌĞĞǁĂǇƐ

Alabama 9 9 9
�ůĂƐŬĂ 9 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9 9 9 9

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 9 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 9(2) 9 9
Colorado 9 9 9 9(3) 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9 9 9 9 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 9 9 9 9 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9 9 9 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9 9
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ 9 9(4) 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9 9 9 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9

/ŽǁĂ 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 9 9 9

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 9 9
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9 9 9

DĂŝŶĞ 9 9 9 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9 9 9 9 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 9 9 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9 9 9 9 9
Mississippi 9 9 9

Missouri 9 9 9
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 9 9 9
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 9 9

Nevada 9 9 9
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 9 9 9 9 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 9 9 9 9

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 9 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9 9 9

KŚŝŽ 9
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 9 9 9

KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 9 9 9
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 9 9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 9 9 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9 9 9

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 9 9 9 9
Texas 9 9 9 9
hƚĂŚ 9 9 9 9

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 9 9 9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9 9 9 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 9 9 9

# of states 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 42 21 35 22 33 21

^ƚĂƚĞ�>ĞŐŝƐůĂƟŽŶ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�;ϭͿ�zŽƵƚŚ�ĂŐĞ�ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ�ǀĂƌŝĞƐ�ďǇ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͘�;ϮͿ��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�ƉĂƐƐĞĚ�ŝƚƐ�ϯͲĨŽŽƚ�ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ�ůĂǁ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϯ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�
ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ͘�;ϯͿ�/ĚĂŚŽ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ͘�;ϰͿ��ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ƚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘
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�ƌŝǀĞƌ��ŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ
&Žƌ�ŶŽƚ�ǇŝĞůĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�

ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ͍
/Ĩ�ǇĞƐ͕�ǁŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�

ƉĞŶĂůƚǇ͍

9 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
9 �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
9 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
9 WƌŽƐĞĐƵƟŽŶ �ƵƐƟŶ
9 Ψϱϳ� �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
9 ΨϮϬϬ� �ŽƐƚŽŶ
9 ΨϮϯϱ� �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
9 ΨϭϱϬ� �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�

�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�

9 ΨϭϬϬ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŚĂƌŐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ŵŝŶŽƌ�ŵŝƐĚĞŵĞĂŶŽƌ Columbus 

9 ΨϱϬϬ� Dallas
�ĞŶǀĞƌ
El Paso 

9 ΨϮϬϬ� &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
9 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
9 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
9 ΨϮϬϬ� ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
9 Ψϭϲϰ� :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
9 ΨϲϬ� <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
9 �ĞĐŝĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĐŽƵƌƚ >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
9 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�

>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
9 ΨϮϬ�Ͳ�ΨϮϬϬ� Louisville
9 Ψϭϱ� DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
9 Mesa
9 Ψϭϳϵ� Miami 
9 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9 Ψϭϳϴ� DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

9 ϯ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŵŽǀŝŶŐ�ǀŝŽůĂƟŽŶ EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
9 ΨϮϯϰ� KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
9 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
9 Ψϳϱ� KŵĂŚĂ�
9 ΨϱϬ� WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
9 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
9 ΨϮϱϬ� WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ

9 ΨϮϬϬ� ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�

9 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
9 Ψϯϱ� ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
9 ΨϭϮϰ� ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
9 Ψϭϭϱ� dƵĐƐŽŶ�
9 Tulsa
9 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 ΨϮϱϬ� tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

40 η�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ

�ƌŝǀĞƌ��ŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
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ChAPTER 3ChAPTER 5

Funds for Bicycling and Walking
Once a community has policies and plans in 
place, further action needs funding. Funds 
for bicycling and walking projects come from 
many sources. This report looks at the use of 
federal funds at the state and city levels.

Total Federal-aid highway program 
obligations for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects peaked in 2009 and 2010 because 
of additional funding provided under the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA). For 2009-2010, the total was $2.225 
billion. For 2011-2012, the total was $1.645 
billion, a 26% decrease, but a 49% increase 
over 2007-2008 ($1.105 billion). Other than 
ARRA, since 1992, the largest sources of 
Federal-aid funds were the Transportation 
Enhancement (TE) activities, Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 
Program (CMAQ), and the Surface 

Transportation Program (STP). From 2005 
through 2012, the Safe Routes to School 
Program and High Priority Projects funded 
many bicycle and pedestrian projects. 

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 
Century Act (MAP-21), which took effect 
October 1, 2012, reduced funding from 
some of the most used programs for bicycle 
and pedestrian projects, although bicycle 
and pedestrian projects are eligible for all 
Federal-aid highway program funds. Funding 
for bicycle and pedestrian projects in 2013 
totaled $676 million. For more information 
on the MAP-21 Act, see pages XXX-XXX.

FHWA posts bicycle and pedestrian 
obligations at www.fhwa.dot.gov/
environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/
bipedfund.cfm.

Source͗�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ�Note͗��ĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŵŽƵƚ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�
ǇĞĂƌƐ͘

й�ŽĨ�&ĞĚĞƌĂů�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŽůůĂƌƐ�
ƚŽ��ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�WƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

2009-2012

�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ�
Projects

2.1%

�ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

97.9%

й��ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ��ŽůůĂƌƐ�
ďǇ�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ

2009-2012

Source͗�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ�Note͗��ĂƚĂ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŵŽƵƚ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�
ǇĞĂƌƐ͘�
�ďďƌĞǀŝĂƟŽŶƐ: ARRA�;�ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�ZĞĐŽǀĞƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ZĞŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ��ĐƚͿ͕�SRTS (Safe 
ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽůͿ͕�CMAQ�;�ŽŶŐĞƐƟŽŶ�DŝƟŐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ��ŝƌ�YƵĂůŝƚǇ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�
WƌŽŐƌĂŵͿ͕�HPP�;,ŝŐŚ�WƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�WƌŽũĞĐƚƐͿ͕�other STP�;^ƵƌĨĂĐĞ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕�
ĞǆĐĞƉƚ�ĨŽƌ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚƐͿ͕�RTP�;ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�dƌĂŝůƐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵͿ͕�NTPP 
;EŽŶŵŽƚŽƌŝǌĞĚ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�WŝůŽƚ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵͿ͕�HSIP�;,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�
WƌŽŐƌĂŵͿ͘

dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
�ŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚƐ�

29%

�ZZ�
20%

^Zd^
13%

�D�Y
11%

ŽƚŚĞƌ�^dW��
8%

HPP
9%

�ůů�ŽƚŚĞƌ�
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ��

6%
ZdW��
2%

NTPP
1%

,^/W
1%



2014 Benchmarking Report 129

hEAlTh AnD sAFETyPOliCiEs AnD FunDing

&ƵŶĚĞĚ��ĐƟǀŝƚǇ TAP/TE �D�Y ,^/W STP ^Zd^�(1) ZdW &d� �d/ NHPP 402 &>,

�ĐĐĞƐƐ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉůĂŶƐ Ψ (2) Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƌŽĂĚ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ�Žƌ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ƌŝĚŐĞƐ�ͬ�ŽǀĞƌĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ƵƐ�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶƐ�;ƐƚĂƚĞ�Žƌ�ůŽĐĂůͿ Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ Ψ
�ƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ�;ŶĞǁ�Žƌ�ƌĞƚƌŽĮƚͿ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
�Ƶƌď�ĐƵƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĂŵƉƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
,ĞůŵĞƚ�ƉƌŽŵŽƟŽŶ Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ Ψ
,ŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ�ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƟŽŶ�;ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĂŶĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐͿ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ

>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉŝŶŐ͕��ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐĐĂƉŝŶŐ�;ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƌŽƵƚĞ͖�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐͿ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ

DĂƉƐ�;ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐͿ Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
WĂǀĞĚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚĞƌƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
Police patrols Ψ (3) Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ
ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�ƚƌĂŝůƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ďƌŽĐŚƵƌĞƐ͕�ďŽŽŬƐ Ψ (3) Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ
^ĂĨĞƚǇ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶƐ Ψ (3) Ψ (3) Ψ Ψ
^ŚĂƌĞĚ�ƵƐĞ�ƉĂƚŚƐ�ͬ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƚƌĂŝůƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
^ŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ�;ŶĞǁ�Žƌ�ƌĞƚƌŽĮƚͿ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
^ŝŐŶƐ�ͬ�ƐŝŐŶĂůƐ�ͬ�ƐŝŐŶĂů�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
^ŝŐŶĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�Žƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
^ƉŽƚ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
dƌĂĸĐ�ĐĂůŵŝŶŐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
dƌĂŝů�ďƌŝĚŐĞƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
dƌĂŝůͬŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
dƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ
dƵŶŶĞůƐ�ͬ�ƵŶĚĞƌĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƐ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ Ψ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ƚŽ�&ƵŶĚ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ

Source͗�&,t��ϮϬϭϯ�Notes͗�;ϭͿ�hŶƟů�ĞǆƉĞŶĚĞĚ�;ϮͿ��Ɛ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�;ϯͿ��Ɛ�^Zd^

d�Wͬd�͗�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀĞƐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�
ͬ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ

�D�Y͗��ŽŶŐĞƐƟŽŶ�DŝƟŐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ��ŝƌ�YƵĂůŝƚǇ�
/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ

,^/W͗�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ

^dW͗�^ƵƌĨĂĐĞ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ
^Zd^͗�^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů
ZdW͗�ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�dƌĂŝůƐ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ
&d�͗�&ĞĚĞƌĂů�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ��ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ��ĂƉŝƚĂů�&ƵŶĚƐ
�d/͗��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ

E,WW͗�EĂƟŽŶĂů�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ
ϰϬϮ͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ��ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�dƌĂĸĐ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ
&>,͗�&ĞĚĞƌĂů�>ĂŶĚƐ�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ



ChAPTER 3

Reporting funds spent on bicycling and 
pedestrian projects differs greatly between 
states, often leading to undercounted 
investments. Additionally, all states report 
bicycling and walking projects together, 
making it difficult to know spending on 
either mode individually. To understand 
what investments state DOTs have planned 
for bicycling and walking improvements, 
Advocacy Advance looked at one document 
that every state DOT is required to have – a 
Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP).

A STIP lists at least four years of planned 
federally funded transportation projects. 
With few exceptions, if it is not in the STIP, it 
will not get built with federal transportation 
funds. Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPO) also create their own planning 
document, called the Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP). STIPs are not 
required to include TIP projects, but those 
that do, provide easier access to all funding 
within the state. Otherwise, each MPO must 
be contacted individually to obtain funding 
information.

The Advocacy Advance team researched 
all 50 STIPs and many local TIPs to record 
every time a walking or bicycling facility was 
mentioned in a project description. When 
comparing STIPs across the country, the team 
found that plans differ in project detail and 
format, among other inconsistencies that limit 
comparability of the results between states. 

The analysis by Advocacy Advance looked at 
reported planned projects in a systematic way 
that separated bicycling investments from 
walking investments.

Reporting Funds for Bicycling and Walking Projects:
Inconsistencies and Varied Transparency Among States 
by Ken McLeod, Advocacy Advance / League of American Bicyclists
Advocacy Advance is a partnership between the League of American Bicyclists and the Alliance for 
Biking & Walking, made possible by funding from the SRAM Cycling Foundation.
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�ĞƐƚ�WƌĂĐƟĐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�^d/W��ŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ

�� ^ŚŽǁ�ŚŽǁ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉŽůŝĐǇ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�Įƚ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ

�� WƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ƵƉͲƚŽͲĚĂƚĞ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ŽŶůŝŶĞ�

�� WƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ŵĂŶǇ�ĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƵŝĚĞ�ƵƐĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�ĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ�

�� �ůĞĂƌůǇ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�Ă�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�^d/W�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĞŵĂŝů�ĂŶĚ�ƉŚŽŶĞ�
ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ�

�� /ŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƐƵŵŵĂƌǇ�ĚĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�^d/W�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐ�

�� /ŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĐůĞĂƌ�ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŐŽĞƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�^d/W�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁŚǇ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�

�� �ůĞĂƌůǇ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ�DWK�d/WƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�^d/W�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŬĞ�DWK�d/WƐ�
ĞĂƐǇ�ƚŽ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ
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^d/W�YƵĂůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ��ǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ

Source͗��ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ��ĚǀĂŶĐĞ�ϮϬϭϯ

POliCiEs AnD FunDing
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�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�WƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
/ĚĞŶƟĮĞƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶƐ

�ĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�DWK�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�/ŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ůŝŶŬƐ�ƚŽ�DWKƐ
/ŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐ�DWK�d/W�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

dƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ�ĂŶĚ��ĐĐĞƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ
KŶůŝŶĞ�ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞ
�ǆĐĞů�ƐƉƌĞĂĚƐŚĞĞƚ
�ŽŶƚĂĐƚ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ŽŶ�
ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ�Žƌ�ŝŶ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ
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Identifying Bicycling and Walking Projects

Overall, most STIP project descriptions do 
not include bicycling or walking facilities, 
though pedestrian facilities, such as 
sidewalks, are more commonly mentioned 
than bicycle facilities. In many states, most of 
the bicycle and walking facilities documented 
were part of larger road projects. The percent 
of project descriptions that mention bicycling 
and walking projects in each state ranges 
from 1% of projects in Oklahoma to 27% 
in Washington State. This range primarily 
reflects differences in reporting bicycling 
and walking facilities within larger road 
projects and the differences in comprehensive 
documentation.

Transparency

The most comprehensive and transparent 
STIPs contain all the required information for 
a state in one place, clearly identify a contact 
person and email address, have narrative 
project descriptions, and are available to the 
public online or in Excel format. Many states 
have begun to offer innovative interactive 
STIP tools which can help citizens understand 
future transportation investments.

View the full state-by-state analysis at 
www.AdvocacyAdvance.org/resources
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WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�&ĞĚĞƌĂů�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŽůůĂƌƐ�
ƚŽ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ͕�ďǇ�^ƚĂƚĞ

Source͗�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ

�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ
&ůŽƌŝĚĂ

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ
tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ

KƌĞŐŽŶ
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ

ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
Missouri
DĂŝŶĞ
hƚĂŚ

EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ
/ŽǁĂ

DĂƐƐĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
sĞƌŵŽŶƚ

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
Colorado

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
�ůĂƐŬĂ

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
Nevada

EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ
Texas

>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
KŚŝŽ

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
Mississippi

/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
Alabama

EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ

,ĂǁĂŝŝ
EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
<ĂŶƐĂƐ

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
/ĚĂŚŽ

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
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2.0% 
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1.8% 
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1.6% 
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1.5% 
1.5% 

1.4% 

1.4% 
1.4% 

1.4% 

1.3% 
1.3% 

1.2% 

1.2% 
1.2% 

1.2% 

1.2% 
1.1% 

1.0% 

0.9% 
0.9% 

0.9% 
0.7% 

0.7% 

4.0%3.5%3.0%2.5%2.0%1.5%1.0%0.5%0.0%

й�ŽĨ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĚŽůůĂƌƐ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ
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hEAlTh AnD sAFETyPOliCiEs AnD FunDing

The reliability of federal funding data is 
limited by the way various states report 
transportation spending to the FHWA. It is 
likely that bicycle and pedestrian spending is 
underreported when a larger road project has 
a bicycle or pedestrian component. Often, the 
entire project is coded as a highway project 
and therefore that state is not credited with 
spending the funds on bicycling and walking. 
This is becoming more of an issue for tracking 
and comparing spending by states with the 
rise in complete streets policies. With more 
states including bicycling and walking in all 
projects, it is increasingly difficult to track 
if states do not code the bike/ped portions 
of the project. When asked how their state 
reports projects, 28 states responded that 
they report standalone bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. Twenty-seven states responded that 

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��͘�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ��ƌĞĂ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ

Federal Funding Data

The most accurate uniform data on federal 
funding for bicycling and walking comes 
from the Federal Highway Association’s 
(FHWA) FMIS accounting system. All 
federally funded highway projects in the 
U.S. are entered into this system to account 
for obligations received. The funding data in 
this report (unless otherwise noted) depict a 
4-year average from 2009 to 2012 of federal 
funds obligated to projects, and are not 
necessarily the actual amount spent in these 
years. Tables on pages 86-87 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.
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�ŶŶƵĂů�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͍

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�;ϰͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞͿ
,Žǁ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚƐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�&D/^

KďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�

ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ

�ŵŽƵŶƚ�
ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�
per capita

% of federal 
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
Ψ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ,ĂƐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ

й�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ďƵĚŐĞƚ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ

^ƚĂŶĚͲĂůŽŶĞ�ďŝŬĞͬ
ƉĞĚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͍

/ŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ĂƐ�
ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞƌ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͍

Alabama ΨϭϮ͕Ϭϰϴ͕ϴϲϭ� ΨϮ͘ϱϭ� 1.3% 9
�ůĂƐŬĂ Ψϴ͕ϳϭϭ͕ϳϭϮ� ΨϭϮ͘Ϭϱ� 1.8% 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9(1) Ψϭϱ͕ϰϭϰ͕ϱϲϱ� ΨϮ͘ϯϴ� 1.8% 9 9

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ Ψϳ͕Ϯϱϱ͕ϰϳϯ� ΨϮ͘ϰϳ� 1.2% 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ Ψϵϵ͕ϬϬϯ͕ϳϯϱ� ΨϮ͘ϲϯ� 2.4% 9
Colorado 9(2) Ψϭϯ͕ϰϮϴ͕ϲϬϳ� ΨϮ͘ϲϮ� 2.1% 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9 1.8% (3) Ψϵ͕ϰϮϭ͕Ϭϴϯ� ΨϮ͘ϲϯ� 1.7% 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ Ψϳ͕ϳϲϮ͕ϱϱϯ� Ψϴ͘ϱϲ� 3.7% 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ Ψϴϭ͕Ϭϯϱ͕ϲϬϰ� Ψϰ͘Ϯϱ� 3.5% 9 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ Ψϰϯ͕ϯϳϬ͕ϵϱϭ� Ψϰ͘ϰϮ� 2.9%
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 2.0% ΨϮ͕ϰϭϭ͕ϰϴϴ� Ψϭ͘ϳϱ� 1.2% 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ Ψϯ͕ϭϳϴ͕ϭϱϯ� ΨϮ͘Ϭϭ� 0.9% 9 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ ΨϮϰ͕ϱϰϯ͕ϰϭϱ� Ψϭ͘ϵϭ� 1.4% 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ Ψϯϱ͕Ϭϲϱ͕ϳϱϳ� Ψϱ͘ϯϴ� 3.1%

/ŽǁĂ Ψϭϱ͕Ϯϱϳ͕ϱϬϯ� Ψϰ͘ϵϴ� 2.5% 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ Ψϱ͕Ϯϯϰ͕ϯϯϳ� Ψϭ͘ϴϮ� 1.1% 9

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ ΨϮϲ͕ϳϮϰ͕ϲϵϲ� Ψϲ͘ϭϮ� 3.2%
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ Ψϭϯ͕ϴϯϴ͕Ϯϯϯ� Ψϯ͘ϬϮ� 1.5% 9 9

DĂŝŶĞ 9 1.6% (4) Ψϲ͕ϬϰϬ͕ϳϬϳ� Ψϰ͘ϱϱ� 2.7% 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ Ψϲ͕ϴϲϴ͕ϯϰϭ� Ψϭ͘ϭϴ� 1.0% 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ Ψϭϴ͕Ϯϭϯ͕ϵϰϭ� ΨϮ͘ϳϲ� 2.5% 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9 1.0% ΨϮϰ͕ϳϱϰ͕ϵϬϰ� ΨϮ͘ϱϭ� 1.9% 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ ΨϮϳ͕ϰϰϭ͕ϴϬϲ� Ψϱ͘ϭϯ� 3.5% 9
Mississippi Ψϴ͕ϳϱϱ͕Ϯϴϭ� ΨϮ͘ϵϰ� 1.4% 9

Missouri ΨϯϬ͕ϱϱϯ͕ϲϮϴ� Ψϱ͘Ϭϴ� 2.7% 9 9
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ Ψϲ͕ϱϴϰ͕ϲϵϭ� Ψϲ͘ϲϬ� 1.4% 9
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ Ψϱ͕ϲϬϬ͕Ϭϵϳ� Ψϯ͘Ϭϰ� 1.6% 9 9

Nevada Ψϲ͕ϴϮϵ͕ϵϲϵ� ΨϮ͘ϱϭ� 1.6% 9
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ ΨϮ͕ϳϭϭ͕ϳϴϱ� ΨϮ͘Ϭϲ� 1.2% 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 1.4% Ψϭϭ͕ϱϰϮ͕ϳϮϯ� Ψϭ͘ϯϭ� 1.2% 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ Ψϭϭ͕ϮϬϱ͕ϯϮϴ� Ψϱ͘ϯϴ� 2.6% 9

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ Ψϱϱ͕ϲϳϴ͕ϴϭϭ� ΨϮ͘ϴϲ� 3.0% 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 Ψϲ͕ϲϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�(5) ΨϮϳ͕ϴϱϱ͕ϱϮϵ� ΨϮ͘ϴϴ� 2.2% 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ Ψϯ͕ϭϭϳ͕ϭϳϳ� Ψϰ͘ϱϲ� 0.7% 9 9

KŚŝŽ ΨϮϯ͕ϭϴϭ͕Ϭϲϱ� ΨϮ͘Ϭϭ� 1.5% 9 9
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 9 Ψϲ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�(5) Ψϳ͕ϱϳϰ͕ϴϮϱ� ΨϮ͘ϬϬ� 0.9% 9

KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 1.0% (6) Ψϭϳ͕ϯϲϭ͕ϱϴϲ� Ψϰ͘ϰϴ� 3.1%
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ Ψϱϴ͕ϱϴϮ͕ϰϴϲ� Ψϰ͘ϲϬ� 3.3% 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 4.0% Ψϳ͕ϲϭϮ͕ϴϴϱ� Ψϳ͘Ϯϰ� 2.8% 9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 2.0% Ψϲ͕ϳϴϬ͕ϲϮϱ� Ψϭ͘ϰϱ� 0.9% 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ Ψϱ͕ϭϴϳ͕ϰϯϯ� Ψϲ͘Ϯϵ� 1.5%

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 Ψϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�(5) ΨϮϬ͕ϰϵϬ͕ϱϴϵ� Ψϯ͘ϮϬ� 2.0% 9
Texas Ψϱϱ͕ϭϮϱ͕Ϯϳϰ� ΨϮ͘ϭϱ� 1.6% 9
hƚĂŚ ΨϭϬ͕ϰϬϰ͕ϴϴϯ� Ψϯ͘ϲϵ� 2.6% 9

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9 2.3% (7) Ψϲ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϱϮϭ� Ψϵ͘ϱϴ� 2.2% 9
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ Ψϭϱ͕Ϯϳϯ͕ϱϳϵ� Ψϭ͘ϴϵ� 1.4%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 1.0% ΨϮϴ͕ϱϵϳ͕Ϯϲϳ� Ψϰ͘ϭϵ� 3.2% 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ Ψϯ͕ϰϴϱ͕ϵϴϳ� Ψϭ͘ϴϴ� 0.7% 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ ΨϭϮ͕Ϭϵϰ͕ϳϲϱ� ΨϮ͘ϭϮ� 1.3% 9 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ Ψϯ͕ϳϯϬ͕Ϭϳϴ� Ψϲ͘ϱϳ� 1.2% 9

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 1.8% Ψϭϵ͕ϭϳϴ͕ϵϬϲ� Ψϯ͘ϭϬ� 2.1%
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 1.7% Ψϭϭ͕ϳϵϱ͕ϳϵϮ� ΨϮ͘ϵϭ� 1.7%

,ŝŐŚ 4.0% Ψϵϵ͕ϬϬϯ͕ϳϯϱ� ΨϭϮ͘Ϭϱ� 3.7%
>Žǁ 1.0% ΨϮ͕ϰϭϭ͕ϰϴϴ� Ψϭ͘ϭϴ� 0.7%

&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͕�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗��ůů�^Zd^�ĂŶĚ�EdWW�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘�;ϭͿ��ƌŝǌŽŶĂ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ůĞǀĞů�ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ���Kd�^ƚĂƚĞ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŽĂƌĚ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ůŽĐĂů�ůĞǀĞůƐ͘�;ϮͿ��ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�ƵƐĞƐ��ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ƚŽ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ�Ă�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ͘�;ϯͿ��ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ŽĨ�ϭй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ͕�ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞƉĂŝƌ�ďƵĚŐĞƚ�ƉĞƌ�^ƚĂƚĞ�&ŝƐĐĂů�zĞĂƌ͘ �dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚĞĚ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�Ăůů�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ͘�;ϰͿ�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽǀĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ĂďŽǀĞ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͘�;ϱͿ�EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ͕�KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ͕�ĂŶĚ�dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞ�ŽŶůǇ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ͘�EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ�ĂůůŽĐĂƚĞƐ�Ψϲ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ĨƵŶĚƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ΨϲϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘�;ϲͿ�KƌĞŐŽŶ�ƐƉĞŶĚƐ�ΨϭϴͲϮϬ�DŝůůŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ĚŽůůĂƌƐ�ŽŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ŝŶ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŝƚƐ�ϭй�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ͘�;ϳͿ�sĞƌŵŽŶƚΖƐ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�
ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĮƐĐĂů�ǇĞĂƌ�ĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘�dŚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ŝƐ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ďƵƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�^Zd^͘
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�ŶŶƵĂů�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ͍ Dedicated 

ĐŝƚǇ�ďƵĚŐĞƚ�
ĨƵŶĚƐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�;ϰͲǇĞĂƌ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞͿ
Has 
ƚĂƌŐĞƚ

й�ŽĨ�ĐŝƚǇ�ďƵĚĞƚ�
ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ

KďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǇĞĂƌ

�ŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�
per capita

й�ŽĨ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
Ψ�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ

Ψϰϭ͕ϱϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϯ͕ϰϮϯ͕ϳϵϬ� Ψϲ͘ϭϵ� 16.8% �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
ΨϮϯϴ͕ϴϮϬ� ΨϬ͘ϲϰ� 2.2% �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy

Ψϱ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϭϳϭ͕ϲϱϮ� Ψϱ͘ϬϮ� 34.4% (5) �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
9 Ψϴ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�(1) Ψϭϵ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϯ͕ϰϮϳ͕ϵϯϴ� Ψϰ͘ϭϴ� 4.8% �ƵƐƟŶ

ΨϯϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϲϮϯ͕ϰϮϭ� ΨϮ͘ϲϮ� 3.5% �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
Ψϭ͕ϰϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ͲΨϯϭϵ�(2) ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0% �ŽƐƚŽŶ

9 Ψϵ͕ϱϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϴϯϰ͕ϯϲϱ� ΨϮ͘ϰϰ� 2.4% �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
Ψϯ͕ϵϬϲ͕Ϯϰϯ� Ψϭ͘ϰϰ� 1.6% �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ

ΨϮ͕ϯϱϱ͕Ϯϰϯ� ͲΨϵϴ͕ϱϱϬ�(2) ͲΨϬ͘Ϯϱ�(2) -4.1% (2) �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
9 ΨϰϬϯ͕ϯϬϱ� ΨϬ͘ϵϱ� 0.7% �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
9 5.0% Ψϭϱ͕ϳϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϯϯ͕ϵϮϵ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 0.1% Columbus 

Ψϭϭ͕ϮϮϰ͕ϴϰϮ�(3) Ψϵ͘ϭϴ� 19.8% Dallas
Ψϳ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϲϰϲ͕ϳϬϭ� Ψϭ͘Ϭϰ� 1.0% �ĞŶǀĞƌ

Ψϲϴϱ͕ϱϴϲ� ΨϬ͘ϵϳ� 0.5% Detroit
9 ΨϯϬ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�(1) ΨϯϬ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϴϴϲ͕ϭϲϬ� ΨϮ͘ϴϯ� 2.8% El Paso 

ΨϭϵϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϱϱϴ͕ϭϵϱ� ΨϬ͘ϳϯ� 0.3% &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
9 Ψϳϭϵ͕ϯϭϲ� Ψϭ͘ϰϯ� 1.8% &ƌĞƐŶŽ�

ͲΨϭϯϳ͕ϳϳϱ�(2) ͲΨϬ͘ϰϬ�(2) -2.0% (2) ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
Ψϰϲ͕ϬϬϱ͕Ϭϰϲ� Ψϱ͕ϴϮϱ͕Ϯϯϳ� ΨϮ͘ϳϭ� 3.3% ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
Ψϯ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϱϬϱ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0% /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 34.0% Ψϭ͕ϱϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϱϵϱ͕ϵϴϵ� Ψϭ͘ϵϯ� 1.0% :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
ΨϭϬ͕ϴϰϴ͕ϵϭϱ� ΨϮ͕ϭϴϭ͕ϭϭϮ� Ψϰ͘ϳϭ� 10.3% <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
Ψϲ͕ϳϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ�(4) ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0% >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�

ΨϴϮϲ͕ϵϭϯ� Ψϭ͘ϳϴ� 0.5% >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
Ψϲ͕Ϭϳϱ͕ϴϰϴ� Ψϲ͕ϯϳϭ͕ϵϳϭ� Ψϭ͘ϲϳ� 2.9% >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�

9 ΨϮ͕ϭϵϯ͕ϴϬϬ� Ψϳϵ͕Ϭϳϴ� ΨϬ͘ϭϯ� 39.6% (5) Louisville
ΨϮ͕Ϭϯϰ͕ϲϮϬ� Ψϯ͕ϰϵϰ͕ϲϱϬ� Ψϱ͘ϯϲ� 3.3% DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
ΨϮ͕ϱϲϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϬϭϬ͕ϭϯϳ� ΨϮ͘Ϯϲ� 2.6% Mesa

Ψϱ͕ϴϭϭ͕ϳϭϮ� Ψϭϰ͘ϮϮ� 3.0% Miami 
ΨϮ͕ϱϴϭ͕ϰϭϮ� Ψϰ͘ϯϮ� 3.8% DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ

Ψϭϱ͕ϬϮϲ͕ϭϬϲ� Ψϰ͕Ϯϰϲ͕ϵϳϵ� ΨϭϬ͘ϵϱ� 24.4% DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
9 20.0% ΨϮϮ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϯϳϮ͕ϯϰϱ� ΨϮ͘Ϯϱ� 2.1% EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ

ΨϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϳϱϳ͕ϬϬϵ� Ψϳ͘ϲϰ� 4.0% EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
Ψϭϭ͕ϯϱϵ͕ϳϲϮ� Ψϭ͘ϯϴ� 5.0% EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ

Ψϱ͕ϭϱϮ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϱϱϰ͕Ϭϱϯ� Ψϲ͘ϰϱ� 6.5% KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
Ψϳ͕ϰϰϳ͕ϵϱϭ� ͲΨϱϱϮ͕ϯϱϮ�(2) ͲΨϬ͘ϵϯ�(2) -0.6% (2) KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ

9 10.0% ΨϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϭϵϰ͕ϴϭϯ� Ψϱ͘Ϯϵ� 7.5% KŵĂŚĂ�
ΨϭϬ͕ϲϭϬ͕ϳϳϯ� Ψϲ͘ϵϭ� 5.1% WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

9 1.1% ΨϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϬϴϮ͕ϳϲϮ� Ψϭ͘ϰϮ� 3.2% WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
9 8.7% Ψϰ͕ϵϳϭ͕Ϯϰϱ� Ψϴ͘ϯϱ� 9.3% WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ

Ψϴ͕ϴϵϭ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͕ϱϲϯ͕ϰϮϭ� Ψϲ͘ϭϲ� 8.1% ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
Ψϰ͕ϰϲϲ͕ϰϳϳ� Ψϵ͘ϰϲ� 7.2% ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ

9 Ψϯ͕ϱϴϲ͕ϯϳϲ� ΨϮ͘ϲϰ� 5.0% ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
Ψϭ͕ϭϯϮ͕Ϯϭϲ� ΨϬ͘ϴϱ� 3.0% ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�

Ψϱ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕Ϭϲϭ͕ϭϯϱ� Ψϭ͘ϯϭ� 1.2% ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
Ψϲ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϰ͕ϮϮϭ͕ϭϱϰ� Ψϰ͘ϯϲ� 22.4% ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
Ψϴ͕Ϭϳϰ͕ϵϴϲ� ΨϬ�(4) ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0% ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
ΨϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϯ͕ϭϳϲ͕ϱϲϱ� Ψϲ͘Ϭϰ� 9.5% dƵĐƐŽŶ�
ΨϭϬϬ͕ϲϭϳ� Ψϵϭϴ͕ϳϳϭ� ΨϮ͘ϯϮ� 0.8% Tulsa
Ψϰϳϱ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϯϰ͕ϭϮϵ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϴ� 0.1% sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�

9 5.0% Ψϴ͕ϱϯϬ͕Ϭϭϴ� Ψϭϯ͘ϴϬ� 4.1% tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
ΨϴϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮϱϭ͕ϴϮϱ� ΨϬ͘ϲϲ� 3.8% tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

12.0% Ψϴ͕ϯϱϭ͕ϯϭϴ� ΨϮ͕ϱϳϰ͕ϯϲϮ� ΨϮ͘ϳϴ� 3.3% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
8.7% Ψϱ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͕ϴϲϬ͕Ϯϲϯ� ΨϮ͘Ϯϲ� 3.0% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

34.0% Ψϰϲ͕ϬϬϱ͕Ϭϰϲ� Ψϭϭ͕ϯϱϵ͕ϳϲϮ� Ψϭϰ͘ϮϮ� 39.6% ,ŝŐŚ
1.1% ΨϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ͲΨϱϱϮ͕ϯϱϮ ͲΨϬ͘ϵϯ -4.1% >Žǁ

&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͕�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗��ůů�^Zd^�ĂŶĚ�EdWW�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĂƐ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘�;ϭͿ��ƵƐƟŶ�ĂŶĚ��ů�WĂƐŽ��ŽŶůǇ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ͘�
;ϮͿ�EĞŐĂƟǀĞ�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�ƌĞƐƵůƚ�ŽĨ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĚĞŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŶĞǁ�ŽďůŝŐĂƟŽŶƐ�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϮ͘�;ϯͿ�/Ŷ�ϮϬϬϵ͕��ĂůůĂƐ�ŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�Ψϭϲ͘ϳ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�ĨƌŽŵ��ZZ��ƚŽǁĂƌĚ�ΗdŚĞ�WĂƌŬΗ͕�Ă�ŵĂũŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞͬƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶͬŽƉĞŶ�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘�;ϰͿ�>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�^ĞĂƩůĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ΨϬ�ŝŶ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�&D/^�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ϮϬϬϵ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϮ͘�;ϱͿ��ƚůĂŶƚĂ�ĂŶĚ�>ŽƵŝƐǀŝůůĞΖƐ�ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ŵĂǇ�
ĂƉƉĞĂƌ�ŚŝŐŚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƟŵĞ�ƉĞƌŝŽĚ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ŶŽŶͲďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�ĚĞŽďůŝŐĂƚĞĚ�ĨƵŶĚƐ͘
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On October 1, 2012, the federal 
transportation law, Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), 
went into effect. MAP-21 maintains broad 
eligibility for bicycling and walking projects 
across transportation funding programs 
and put more decision-making power in the 
hands of regional governments for active 
transportation projects. However, it also 
consolidated some of the most frequently-
used, dedicated bicycle- and walking-friendly 
programs while reducing total funding for 
them. In addition, MAP-21 makes it easier for 
states to divert these funds to other purposes.

Program Consolidation

Prior to MAP-21, three of the most popular 
sources of federal funds for bicycling and 
walking projects were the Transportation 
Enhancements Program (TE), Safe Routes to 
School (SRTS), and the Recreational Trails 
Program (RTP). Under MAP-21, these have 
been consolidated into one program called 
the Transportation Alternatives Program 
(TAP). The funding for the TAP program 
is 26% less in fiscal year 2014 than the 
combined FY 2012 funding for the three 
programs it replaced. You can find specific 
funding levels for your state and region at 
www.AdvocacyAdvance.org/MAP21.

There have also been some changes in eligible 
activities. For example, states and regions 
can still use TAP funds for pedestrian and 
bicycling improvements, but they cannot 
use TAP to pay for adult bicycle education 
classes. There is a new activity called Safe 
Routes for Non-Drivers, which is meant to 
improve access and accommodations for 
older adults, children, and individuals with 

Alliance for Biking & Walking

disabilities and may lend itself to creative 
projects. Another new use of TAP funds is 
that the right-of-way of former Interstates or 
other divided highways can be converted into 
walkable, low-speed thoroughfare in urban 
environments.

Any activity that was eligible under the 
Safe Routes to School Program, including 
educational safety programs for K-8 students, 
is eligible under TAP. Some states are using 
a portion of TAP funds to maintain an 
independent SRTS project selection process, 
others are incorporating SRTS activities 
into their overall TAP process. Some states 
are using additional safety funds from the 
Highway Safety Improvement Program 
to cover SRTS activities to make up for 
reduction in funds.

Every year, each state can now decide if it 
wants to maintain the RTP as it had been, 
with the same agency administration and 
rules, or “opt-out”. If the state maintains the 
program, the funds equal to the FY 2009 
amount are taken off the top of TAP. If the 
state opts out, the RTP funds get absorbed 
into TAP. In 2013, only Florida and Kansas 
opted out of the RTP.

Local Control

After setting aside RTP funds, TAP funds are 
distributed within states in two ways. Half 
of the funds are controlled by the state DOT 
to be spent anywhere in the state. The other 
half is allocated to rural areas, small urban 
areas, and large urbanized areas based on 
the proportion of the population in those 
geographies.

MAP-21 and Its Impact on Bicycling and Walking
by Darren Flusche, League of American Bicyclists and Advocacy Advance

Advocacy Advance is a partnership between the League of American Bicyclists and the Alliance for 
Biking & Walking, made possible by funding from the SRAM Cycling Foundation.
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In many places, local governments are 
more responsive to walking and bicycling 
needs than states are. In response, bicycling 
advocates fought to increase the amount 
of control regional planning agencies – 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) – have over federal transportation 
dollars. The result of these efforts is that 
MPOs with a population of over 200,000 are 
now suballocated funds to run their own TAP 
application process and select the projects 
they think are most important. 

Flexibility: Transferability and Opt-outs

One of the goals of MAP-21 is to increase 
“flexibility” for how states spend their federal 
dollars. An outcome of this flexibility, though, 
is that states can transfer their anywhere-
in-the-state funds to other transportation 
programs, for example, for uses other 
than bicycling and walking projects. 
Additionally, if, on August 1, 2014, a State 
has an unobligated balance of available 
funds exceeding a full year of funding, then 
the State may transfer the TAP funds to any 
project eligible under TAP or to any project 
eligible under the Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ).

Broad Eligibility

TAP is a very small part of MAP-21 and it 
is a small source of funds for walking and 
bicycling projects within the law. Bicycling 
and walking projects are broadly eligible 
in the vast majority of federal-aid funding 
programs. CMAQ funds projects that provide 
alternatives to car travel, including bikeshare 
systems. The Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) funds pedestrian and bicycle 
safety infrastructure. Section 402 State and 
Community Highway Safety Grants funds 
non-infrastructure programs, such as adult 
bicycle education classes and pedestrian 
safety trainings.  Surface Transportation 
Program (STP) funds may be used for any 
bicycle and pedestrian project, for any project 
eligible under TAP (including any project 
eligible under Safe Routes to School), and for 
any recreational trail project eligible under 
the RTP. Bicycle and pedestrian projects 
funded under the STP and TAP may be 
located anywhere; they are not required to be 
on Federal highways.

For more information about “Navigating 
MAP-21” go to  www.AdvocacyAdvance.org/
MAP21.

POliCiEs AnD FunDing

Safe Routes
to School

ΨϮϬϮ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ

dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
Enhancements

ΨϵϮϴ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ

ZĞĐƌĞĂƟŽŶĂů�
Trails

Ψϵϳ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ

{ Previous Bill
2011 - $1.2 billion

ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ

�ƵƌƌĞŶƚ��ŝůů�;D�WͲϮϭͿ
2013 - $809 million
ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ

dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
�ůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀĞƐ

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ďŝůů͕��ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ�ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ŝŶƚŽ�one smaller pot�ĐĂůůĞĚ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ��ůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀĞƐ͘

Source͗��ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ��ĚǀĂŶĐĞ͘�ǁǁǁ͘�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ĚǀĂŶĐĞ͘ŽƌŐͬD�WϮϭ͘
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^ƚĂƚĞ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ

WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ

^ƚĂƚĞ�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ (1) �ŵƉŚĂƐŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ƉůĂŶ
й�ƚŽ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ Ψ�ƉĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ ŽŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ

Alabama 8.5% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�
�ůĂƐŬĂ 14.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 20.0% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 7.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 24.5% 0.2% ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 9 9
Colorado 11.3% 0.8% ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 14.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 20.3% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 23.8% 4.3% ΨϬ͘Ϯϭ� 9 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 13.4% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 22.7% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ 6.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 15.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9.3% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

/ŽǁĂ 7.0% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 4.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 7.3% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 14.2% 0.1% ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 9 9

DĂŝŶĞ 7.5% 3.7% ΨϬ͘ϭϴ� 9 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 22.3% 0.2% ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 9

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 18.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 16.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 11.7% 0.2% ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ�
Mississippi 8.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

Missouri 8.4% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 6.5% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 5.2% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

Nevada 17.8% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 8.2% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 27.3% 0.3% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 12.0% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 28.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 14.0% 1.0% ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 5.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

KŚŝŽ 10.5% 0.1% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 7.5% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

KƌĞŐŽŶ 16.3% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 12.2% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 19.0% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 13.1% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 6.0% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 8.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
Texas 13.7% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
hƚĂŚ 12.8% 2.5% ΨϬ͘Ϭϴ� 9

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 6.5% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 11.0% 0.8% ΨϬ͘Ϭϯ� 9 9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 14.9% 1.3% ΨϬ͘Ϭϱ� 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 5.6% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 10.2% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 3.3% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 9 9

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 14.9% 0.4% ΨϬ͘ϬϮ�
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 11.9% 0.0% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

,ŝŐŚ 28.9% 4.3% ΨϬ͘Ϯϭ�
>Žǁ 3.3% ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�

Source͗�&�Z^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕�&,t��&D/^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϮ͕�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Note͗�;ϭͿ�^ƚĂƚĞ�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ�^ĂĨĞƚǇ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�;,^/WͿ͘
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they report facilities that are part of larger 
projects. Six states did not respond or could 
not access this information.

Also, this report only includes obligations of 
federal funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. As states and cities may use 
other sources of funding for bicycle and 
pedestrian programs as well, it is important 
not to assume that federal funding amounts 
included in this report are the only funding 
for bicycle and pedestrian programs in any 
particular state or city.

Funds for bicycling and walking projects 
come from several different federal sources. 
Previously the Transportation Enhancement 
Surface Transportation Program (TE/STP) 
program was the leading funding source and 
was responsible for roughly one-third of all 
bike/ped obligations between 2009 and 2012. 
More than 50 additional federal funding 
programs have been used for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects, most at relatively small 
amounts. 

Overall, states spend just 2.1% of their 
federal transportation dollars on bicycle 
and pedestrian projects (based on the 
4-year funding period from 2009-2012). 
This amounts to just $3.10 per capita for 
bicycling and walking each year, compared 
to $583.57 per capita for all federally funded 
transportation projects. The variation in 
per capita funding and the percentage of 
transportation dollars spent on bicycle and 
pedestrian projects are great among both 
cities and states. States and local jurisdictions 
play a significant role in determining how 
their federal transportation dollars are spent. 
This has meant that bicycle and pedestrian 
projects receive a disproportionately low 
percentage of the funds.

Spending Targets

Spending targets are goals set by states 
and cities for how much money, or what 
percentage of transportation spending, 
will be allocated to bicycling and walking. 
Most states and cities report that they do 
not have spending targets for bicycling 

and walking. Just 14 states (Arizona, 
Connecticut, Hawaii, Maine, Michigan, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Vermont, and Washington) report having 
spending targets - up from 12 states as of 
the 2012 report. Fourteen cities (Austin, 
Charlotte, Colorado Springs, Columbus, 
El Paso, Fresno, Jacksonville, Louisville, 
Nashville, Omaha, Phoenix, Portland, San 
Antonio, and Washington, DC) report having 
spending targets - up from eleven cities as 
of the 2012 Benchmarking Report. Some 
spending targets are based on percentage of 
transportation spending over varying time 
frames while other states and cities set dollar 
amounts as annual spending targets.

Funding to Improve Safety

The federal Highway Safety Improvement 
Program (HSIP) is a federal funding program 
that aims to reduce traffic deaths and injuries 
through infrastructure-related improvements. 
States must have a state highway safety plan 
to be eligible for these funds. Thirty-one 
states emphasize bicycling in their state 
highway safety plan and 37 states emphasize 
walking. However, the rate at which states 
obligate safety funds to bicycling and walking 
is disproportionately low compared to the 
percent of traffic fatalities these modes 
represent. While 14.9% of traffic fatalities are 
bicyclists or pedestrians, just 0.4% of state 
highway safety funds are directed at these 
modes. This amounts to just two cents per 
capita toward bicycle and pedestrian safety 
from this fund.

Safe Routes to School policies

MAP-21 combined funding for Safe Routes to 
School (SRTS) along with the Transportation 
Enhancement Activities and Recreational 
Trails Program (RTP) into the Transportation 
Alternatives Program (TAP). No specific 
funds are set aside for SRTS projects. All 
projects, except for a set-aside of RTP funds, 
must compete for funding among the other 
projects and are now required to contribute 
a 20% local match. SRTS coordinators are no 
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longer required; however, states can decide 
to retain their coordinators and apportion 
MAP-21 funds to pay for them. See page 
XXX for full discussion on MAP-21. 

Previously, in 2005, the federal transportation 
legislation called “Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible and Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act - A Legacy for Users” (SAFETEA-LU) 
established funding for a national Safe Routes 
to School (SRTS) program. As part of this 
old legislation, all states and the District of 
Columbia were mandated to hire a full-time 
Safe Routes to School Coordinator and were 
apportioned no less than $1 million each 
per year to improve bicycling and walking 
routes to schools. As of December 31, 2012, 
nearly $1,146 million was allocated to states 
for SRTS projects, the majority of which was 
allocated to providing safe and accessible 
infrastructure. Constructing and repairing 
sidewalks was the most commonly funded 
project (NCSRTS 2011). These apportioned 
funds to SRTS that were granted prior to 
MAP-21 are available until the funds run out. 

As of December 2012, approximately $628 
million had been obligated to 13,863 schools 
or programs through the federal Safe Routes 
to School (SRTS) program. This amounts to 
$13.33 per public school student, roughly 
$1.67 per year per student. In this year’s 
survey, States were asked what percentage 
of their schools participate in Safe Routes 
to School programs. Nationwide, states on 
average have 17% of their public schools 
engaged in a Safe Routes to School program. 
Maine has the highest participation rate with 
60% of schools involved with Safe Routes 
programs. South Dakota reported the lowest 
participation rate with less than 1% of schools 
involved with Safe Routes. 

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 37% of funding 
requests were awarded (based on total funds 
requested). States vary on how they meet the 
demand for Safe Routes to School programs 
and projects, but in almost all cases funding 
requests exceed available funding. Minnesota 
and New Jersey have the largest gaps between 
supply and demand and are able to fund just 
13% and 14% of the total funds requested, 
respectively. Kentucky and Nevada best 
meet demand with current funding. One 
hundred percent of funds requested have been 
awarded in these states. The Safe Routes to 
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 7, for links 
to their websites and the most up-to-date 
measurements for Safe Routes to School.

With the recent funding changes from 
MAP-21, the gap between available funds 
and demand will likely grow considerably. 
The Alliance asked states if they use any 
additional funding sources for SRTS besides 
the previously available federal SRTS dollars. 
Twenty states reported using additional 
funding sources for SRTS. Among the other 
funding sources used by states are local, 
state and private funds such as state highway 
funds, gas taxes, sales tax, vehicle and license 
registration fees, and speeding fines.

One study found that states with child 
poverty rates above the national median, were 
significantly less successful in obligating their 
available funds for Safe Routes to Schools 
than states with lower levels of child poverty 
(Cradock, et al 2012).
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WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů�EĂƟŽŶĂů�WĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ
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^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů�WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ
й�ƐƚĂƚĞΖƐ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�
ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŶŐ�

ŝŶ�^Zd^�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ

^ƚĂƚĞ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�^Zd^͕�ĂďŽǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�

ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ĨƵŶĚƐ
η�ĨƵŶĚĞĚ�

ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�ͬ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ

Alabama 167
�ůĂƐŬĂ 116
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 21.0% 9 203

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 1.0% 56
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 12.0% 9 ϯ͕Ϯϳϵ
Colorado 39.7% 9 691

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 7.0% 64
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 20.0% 41

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 46.0% 9 ϭ͕Ϭϴϱ
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 21.0% 418
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 6
/ĚĂŚŽ 40.0% 180
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 10.7% 9 512
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 22.0% 331

/ŽǁĂ 10.0% 96
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 13.0% 136

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 127
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 2.4% 9 88

DĂŝŶĞ 60.0% 9 190
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 3.0% 9 290

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 40.0% 526
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 14.3% 129

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 34.0% 9 264
Mississippi 14.0% 87

Missouri 9.5% 9 239
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 89
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 7.0% 9 98

Nevada 10.0% 9 260
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 43.0% 143

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 13.0% 9 348
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 65

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 5.0% 9 169
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 178
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 5.0% 136

KŚŝŽ 18.0% 9 525
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 5.0% 71

KƌĞŐŽŶ 12.0% 9 152
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 3.0% 135
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 15.0% 46

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 25.0% 26
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 1.0% 27

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 119
Texas 853
hƚĂŚ 12.0% 9 74

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 21.0% 75
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 13.8% 228

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 8.0% 9 129
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9.5% 74

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 16.0% 9 357
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 20.0% 113

EĂƟŽŶĂů��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 17.1% 276
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 13.0% 136

,ŝŐŚ 60.0% ϯ͕Ϯϳϵ
>Žǁ 1.0% 6

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ
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�ŝƚǇͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�
^Zd^�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͍

η�ƉƵƉŝůƐ�ŝŶ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�

;<ͲϭϮͿ

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
spaces at 

ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
spaces per 

ϭ͕ϬϬϬ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ

�ŝƚǇ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂī

�ŝƚǇ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
Ăƚ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ

9 ϵϬ͕ϬϬϬ 9 9 �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy

9 9 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
�ƵƐƟŶ

9 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
ϱϲ͕ϯϰϬ 864 15.3 9 �ŽƐƚŽŶ

9 ϭϯϱ͕ϲϯϴ ϭ͕ϳϬϬ 12.5 9 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9 ϯϳϵ͕ϵϭϵ Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 5.3 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ

ϰϰ͕ϬϬϬ �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
9 ϴϳ͕ϯϳϮ �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
9 ϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ ϭ͕ϲϲϴ 33.4 9 9 Columbus 

ϭϱϳ͕ϬϬϬ Dallas
9 ϴϰ͕ϱϬϬ 735 8.7 9 �ĞŶǀĞƌ

Detroit
El Paso 

ϭϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ 9 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
9 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
ϮϬϯ͕Ϭϲϲ ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
ϭϮϳ͕Ϯϳϳ /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

9 9 9 :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
9 ϰϰ͕ϴϵϲ 364 8.1 9 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK

>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
9 ϴϯ͕ϲϵϭ ϭ͕ϲϬϬ 19.1 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 ϲϲϮ͕ϭϰϬ >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
9 ϴϴ͕ϬϬϬ Louisville
9 ϭϬϱ͕ϬϬϬ 750 7.1 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
9 ϲϲ͕ϱϱϬ ϱ͕ϳϬϬ 85.6 Mesa

ϯϳ͕ϳϰϯ 500 13.2 9 Miami 
9 ϳϴ͕ϰϲϭ 180 2.3 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9 ϯϮ͕Ϯϲϯ ϭ͕ϬϬϬ 31.0 9 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

ϳϴ͕ϲϬϰ 31 0.4 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
9 ϯϴ͕ϬϬϬ EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
9 ϭ͕ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ϯ͕ϲϬϬ 2.4 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
9 ϰϲ͕ϰϳϮ 390 8.4 KĂŬůĂŶĚ�

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
9 ϳϱ͕ϬϬϬ KŵĂŚĂ�

ϭϯϳ͕ϱϭϮ 300 2.2 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
9 Ϯϴϱ͕ϳϬϬ ϭϲ͕ϬϬϬ 56.0 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
9 ϰϴ͕ϬϬϬ ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 31.3 9 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
9 ϭϰϯ͕Ϯϴϵ 100 0.7 9 ZĂůĞŝŐŚ

^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
9 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�

^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
9 ϱϱ͕ϬϬϬ ϵ�ƉĞƌ�ƐĐŚŽŽů ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
9 ϭϰϵ͕ϴϱϮ ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
9 ϰϳ͕ϬϬϬ ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 31.9 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
9 dƵĐƐŽŶ�
9 ϰϭ͕ϬϬϬ 405 9.9 Tulsa
9 ϲϵ͕ϬϬϬ ϭ͕ϳϲϬ 25.5 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 ϳϲ͕ϳϱϮ 9 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^

ϭϰϮ͕ϯϲϮ ϭ͕ϴϵϯ 13.2 >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
ϴϭ͕ϭϰϴ 932 11.2 >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

ϭ͕ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ϭϲ͕ϬϬϬ 85.6 ,ŝŐŚ
ϯϮ͕Ϯϲϯ 31 0.4 >Žǁ

^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ
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&ĞĚĞƌĂů�WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ƚŽ�&ƵŶĚ�/ŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ��ŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ

Funding connections to transit
There are many ways transit stops and stations 
can make it easier for bicyclists and pedestrians 
to access public transportation. Chapter 7 of this 
report reviews some of the facilities that appeal to 
bicyclists and pedestrians (see pages XXX-XXX) 
and discusses the mutual benefits of integrating 
a bicycle and pedestrian perspective into transit 
planning and design.

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͗�DĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�Θ�^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽŶŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϬϯ͕�ϱϯϬϰ͕�ϱϯϬϱ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
^ƚĂƚĞƐ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂůůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�
ƚŽ�DĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�
KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�;DWKͿ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĂů�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ�
ĨŽƌ�ŵƵůƟŵŽĚĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�
ŝŶ�ŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�
ĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƟǀĞ͕�ĐŽŶƟŶƵŽƵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ͕�
ƌĞƐƵůƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�ůŽŶŐͲƌĂŶŐĞ�ƉůĂŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚŽƌƚͲƌĂŶŐĞ�
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ͘

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�
ŝŶ�Ă�ƐƚĂƚĞ�Žƌ�ŵĞƚƌŽƉŽůŝƚĂŶ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ͘

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
&ĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ŝƐ�ϴϬй�
ĨŽƌŵƵůĂͲďĂƐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�
Ă�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ϮϬй�ŶŽŶͲ
ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ŵĂƚĐŚ

Program: Urbanized Area Formula Program
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϬϳ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
&d��ĂƉƉŽƌƟŽŶƐ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�
ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞŶ�
ƐƵďĂůůŽĐĂƚĞ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ůŽĐĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƟĞƐ͕�
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
providers

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ŐƌĂŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�hƌďĂŶŝǌĞĚ��ƌĞĂƐ�;h��Ϳ�ĨŽƌ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů͕�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕�ũŽď�
ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀĞƌƐĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵƚĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�
ĂƐ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͘�
dŚĞƐĞ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ĐŽŶƐƟƚƵƚĞ�Ă�ĐŽƌĞ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĂƟŽŶ Ɛ͛�ƵƌďĂŶŝǌĞĚ�
ĂƌĞĂƐ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĚĞƉĞŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ŵŽďŝůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ĐŽŶŐĞƐƟŽŶ͘͘�
�ŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞƐ�:�Z��ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ͕�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�
receive a 95% federal 
ƐŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ϭй�ŽĨ�
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ŝŶ�ůĂƌŐĞ�
ƵƌďĂŶŝǌĞĚ�ĂƌĞĂƐ͘

Program: Fixed Guideway Capital Investment Grants
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϬϵ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
^ƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽĐĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ŐƌĂŶƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŶĞǁ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚ�ƌĂŝů͕�ďƵƐ�
ƌĂƉŝĚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞƌƌǇ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞŇĞĐƚ�ůŽĐĂů�
ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽƉƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�
ŬĞǇ�ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ͕�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�
Ă�ϵϬй�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ͘

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͗��ƵƐ�ĂŶĚ��ƵƐ�&ĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ�'ƌĂŶƚƐ
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϯϵ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
�ĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ�Žƌ�ĂůůŽĐĂƚĞ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�
ĮǆĞĚͲƌŽƵƚĞ�ďƵƐ�ŽƉĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƌĞƉůĂĐĞ͕�ƌĞŚĂďŝůŝƚĂƚĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�ďƵƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�
ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ�ďƵƐͲƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ͕�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�
Ă�ϵϬй�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ͘

Source͗�h^�Kdͬ&d��ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŌĂ͘ĚŽƚ͘ŐŽǀͬϭϯϳϰϳͺϭϰϰϬϬ͘Śƚŵů͘�ZĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͘

The U.S. Department of Transportation / Federal 
Transit Authority (USDOT/FTA) has highlighted 
some of the federal funding programs that are 
available to bicycle/pedestrian/transit integration 
projects. The table is reproduced below and is 
available online at 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/13747_14400.html
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hEAlTh AnD sAFETyPOliCiEs AnD FunDing

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͗��ŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�DŽďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�^ĞŶŝŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�/ŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŝƐĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϭϬ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
^ƚĂƚĞƐ�;ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ϮϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ�
ŝŶ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶͿ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�
ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ͕�^ƚĂƚĞ��KdƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�
ŶŽŶƉƌŽĮƚ�ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞ�ŚƵŵĂŶ�
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�Žƌ�
ůŽĐĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƟĞƐ͕�
ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ŶŽŶƉƌŽĮƚ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ͕�Žƌ�
ŽƉĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�Ă�ŐƌĂŶƚ�ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�Ă�ƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
dŚŝƐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ŝƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞ�ŵŽďŝůŝƚǇ�
ĨŽƌ�ƐĞŶŝŽƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ�ďǇ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ƚŽ�ƐĞƌǀĞ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐƉĞĐŝĂů�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶƐ�
ďĞǇŽŶĚ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐ�ǁŝƚŚ��ŝƐĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ��Đƚ�
;���Ϳ�ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ�ƉĂƌĂƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘�
�ŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞƐ�EĞǁ�&ƌĞĞĚŽŵ�ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶ�ĞůŝŐŝďůĞ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ŵĞĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
ĞůĚĞƌůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�
Ă�ϴϬй�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ͘

Program: Formula Grants for Rural Areas
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϱϯϭϭ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗�&ŽƌŵƵůĂ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
^ƚĂƚĞƐ͕�/ŶĚŝĂŶ�ƚƌŝďĞƐ͕�^ƚĂƚĞ��KdƐ�
ĨŽƌ�ůŽĐĂů�ƌƵƌĂů�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƌƐ͕�
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ�ŶŽŶƉƌŽĮƚƐ͘�
^ƵďƌĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�Žƌ�ůŽĐĂů�
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƟĞƐ͕�ŶŽŶƉƌŽĮƚ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ͕�ŽƉĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
dŚŝƐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂů͕�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ƚŽ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƌƵƌĂů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶƐ�
ůĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�
ƌĞůǇ�ŽŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĐŚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚĞƐƟŶĂƟŽŶƐ͘

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ͕�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�
Ă�ϵϬй�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ͘

Program: TOD Planning Pilot Grants
^ƚĂƚƵĞ�;dŝƚůĞ�ϰϵͿ͗�ϮϬϬϬϱ;ďͿ�ŽĨ�D�WͲϮϭ͖�&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ�dǇƉĞ͗��ŝƐĐƌĞƟŽŶĂƌǇ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ZĞĐŝƉŝĞŶƚƐ�
^ƚĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽĐĂů�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ

WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�WƵƌƉŽƐĞ�
WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ�ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ĞīŽƌƚƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�;dK�Ϳ�
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŶĞǁ�ĮǆĞĚͲŐƵŝĚĞǁĂǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽƌĞ�
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ

�ůŝŐŝďůĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
WƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞ�
ŵƵůƟŵŽĚĂů�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟǀŝƚǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�Žƌ�/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ŚƵďƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�^ŚĂƌĞ�ĨŽƌ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĐƟǀŝƟĞƐ�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�
Ă�ϵϬй�ĨĞĚĞƌĂů�ƐŚĂƌĞ͘

&ĞĚĞƌĂů�WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ƚŽ�&ƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ��ŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�;ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞĚͿ
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This report focuses on the many ways states 
and cities have improved the transportation 
network for bicyclists and pedestrians. There 
are, however, some policies and practices that 
limit the impact these initiatives have.

School siting policies

The Alliance also asked cities and states 
whether they 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 
(McDonald 2012). These same conditions 
may negatively influence participation in after 
school and weekend activities at the school 
grounds (such as science club, scouts, arts and 
cultural enrichment, sports, etc.). 

Fifteen states reported having minimum 
acreage policies for school siting which is 1 
less than two years ago. 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 
one acre for every 100 students. Thirty-one 
cities reported having a policy that places 
children in schools for other reasons besides 
proximity to their homes. Desegregation 
busing, the practice of assigning and busing 
students to schools to diversify student 
demographics, is one common policy that 
forces children to attend schools outside of 
their neighborhood consequently making 
walking and biking to school more difficult.

Mandatory Bike Lane and Sidepath Use Laws

Although most state laws define bicycles 
as vehicles with the same rights and 
responsibilities as other vehicles on roadways, 
some states and municipalities have laws that 
prohibit bicyclists from full use of roadways 

when a bike lane or adjacent pathway is 
present. These “mandatory bike lane use” and 
“mandatory sidepath” laws can make it illegal 
for bicyclists to navigate traffic with the best 
vehicular tactics (such as merging left to avoid 
an obstruction, merging into the left lane to 
turn left, or not riding to the right of traffic in 
a turn lane) and restrict bicyclists’ access to 
businesses or residences.

Most states, however, do allow bicyclists full 
use of the lane in traffic. Forty-one states 
allow the full use of the lane by bicyclists 
when a bike lane is present and 44 allow use 
of the full lane in the presence of a sidepath. 
Kentucky, New York and West Virgina 
have mandatory bike lane use laws without 
exception. Six states have mandatory bike lane 
use laws with exceptions and these include 
California, Florida, Hawaii, Maryland, 
Oregon and South Carolina. States that have 
mandatory sidepath laws include Alabama, 
Kansas, Oklahoma, and West Virginia. 
Nebraska and Oregon also have a mandatory 
sidepath law but allow some exceptions. 

Rescissions to bicycle and pedestrian funding

While now falling under MAP-21’s 
Transportation Alternatives Program, 
the Transportation Enhancement (TE) 
program was previously known as the best 
funding source for bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure improvements. Over the last 
20 years, $5.57 billion or 51.5% of TE funding 
had been allocated to biking and walking 
infrastructure and programs.

Unfortunately bicycle and pedestrian 
projects are disproportionately affected by 
rescissions when states choose to rescind a 
greater percentage of TE funds than in other 
transportation funding programs. $2.95 
billion, or 21% of apportioned TE funding, 
has been rescinded since 1992 (NTAC 2013).

What holds us back: Policies and funding choices that limit 
bicycling and walking initiatives
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Policies and Planning in Midsized Cities

Published Goals

Among the 17 midsized cities surveyed, 11 
reported having a published goal to increase 
walking and 14 reported having a published 
goal to increase biking. Interestingly, all 
midsized cities that have adopted at least one 
of these two goals, have also adopted goals to 
increase both pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and increases physical activity. 

A majority of these cities have published 
goals to decrease bicycling and pedestrian 
fatalities; however, such commitments are not 
as prevalent as the above mentioned goals. Of 
the surveyed cities, 10 midsized cities have 
committed to decreasing pedestrian fatalities 
and 11 cities have committed to decreasing 
bicyclists fatalities. 

�ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ͘͘͘�

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ
ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�
ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ͍

decrease 
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

decrease 
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�
ĨĂƚĂůŝƟĞƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 9 9 9 9 9
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 9 9 9 9 9 9
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 9 9 9 9 9 9
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 9 9
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 9 9 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 9 9 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 9 9 9 9 9
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 9 9
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 9 9 9
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
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Master Plans

Master planning for nonmotorized traffic in 
smaller communities is equally as important 
as it is for larger cities. Master plans can help 
link downtown areas to local amenities and 
improve general connectivity to address the 
challenges present in a specific location. A 
vast majority (14 out of 17) of the midsized 
cities have adopted some type of master plan 
for bikes or pedestrians. 

Six have a combined bike and pedestrian 
master plan and three have both a pedestrian 
only plan and a bicycle only plan. Four have 
a bicycle only plan and one has a pedestrian 
only plan. Although Burlington Vermont 
has not adopted its own master plan, it does 
follow the NACTO design guideline to guide 

1492014 Benchmarking Report

�ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ͘͘͘�

NACTO 
ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�

ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ

ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ͕�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ

ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ͕�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�

ƐƚĂŶĚͲĂůŽŶĞ

ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ͕�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ƐƚĂŶĚͲĂůŽŶĞ

ŵĂƐƚĞƌ�ƉůĂŶ͕�
trails

�ĂƌďŽŶ��ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�WůĂŶ

ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ

ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 9 9 9
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 9 9 9 9
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 9 9 9 9
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 9 9 9
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 9
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 9 9
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 9 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 9 9 9 9 9
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 9 9 9 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 9 9 9
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 9
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 9 9 9
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 9 9
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 9 9 9 9

WŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�WůĂŶŶŝŶŐ

and improve its bikeway design. Seven or 
slightly less than half of the midsized cities 
have a trail master plan and none have a 
mountain bike plan. 

A large majority of midsized cities also 
reported having a plan for reducing carbon 
emissions. Of the 14 cities with carbon 
emission reduction plans, all 14 included 
biking and 13 included walking. 
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Funds for Bicycling and Walking Projects in Midsized Cities

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Note͗�;ϭͿ��ĞƚĂŝůƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ͘

^ƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ ϮϬϭϮ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ĐŝƚǇ�
ďƵĚŐĞƚ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�ƚŽ�

ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ

ϮϬϭϮ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĨƵŶĚƐ�
ďƵĚŐĞƚĞĚ�ƉĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ,ĂƐ�ƚĂƌŐĞƚ �ŵŽƵŶƚ dŝŵĞůŝŶĞ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 9 10.0% ϱ�ǇĞĂƌƐ
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>�
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ Ψϰ͕ϰϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭϴ͘ϴϳ
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� ΨϳϬϮ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϮ͘Ϯϵ
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� Ψϭϯ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϲ
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� Ψϯ͕ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮϱ͘ϳϮ
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE ΨϮϴϱ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϭ͘ϲϵ
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 (1) (1)

&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K ΨϮϵϱ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϮ͘Ϭϰ
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd Ψϴϭϵ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϰ͘ϯϳ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez Ψϵϱϱ͕Ϭϰϭ� Ψϵ͘ϳϲ
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t�
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd Ψϯ͕ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� Ψϳϯ͘Ϭϯ
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 ΨϭϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ϭ�ǇĞĂƌ
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 4.5% ϯϮ�ǇĞĂƌƐ ϭ͕ϯϲϭ͕ϭϮϬ ΨϮϬ͘ϯϲ

High value
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ Ψϰ͕ϰϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϳϯ͘Ϭϯ
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ Ψϰϲ͕ϬϬϱ͕Ϭϰϲ Ψϳϱ͘Ϭϳ

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ Ψϭϯ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘Ϭϲ
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ ΨϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘Ϭϳ

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ Ψϴ͕ϯϱϭ͕ϯϭϴ� Ψϭϭ͘ϭϱ

Eleven midsized cities reported dedicated 
city budget funds for bike and pedestrian 
spending. Topping the list for 2012 was 
Madison with $4.42 million, followed by 
Charleston and Burlington, both with $3.10 
million. Anchorage, Davis, and Eugene 
reported having a city bicycle and pedestrian 
spending target rather than dedicated 
city funds, while Missoula reported both 
dedicated funds and a bike/pedestrian 
spending target of 4.50%.

&ƵŶĚŝŶŐ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ

Safe Routes to School

At the time of this report, 10 of the midsized 
cities have Safe Routes to School policies 
and almost each of these cities receives 
funding through both the federal and state 
governments. A few cities receive private 
SRTS funds including Chattanooga, Davis, 
and Eugene and a few more receive regional 
funds including Burlington, Davis, Eugene, 
Fort Collins, and Madison.
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�ŝƚǇͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�
^Zd^�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͍

η�ƉƵƉŝůƐ�ŝŶ�
ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ�

;<ͲϭϮͿ

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
spaces at 

ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
spaces per 

ϭ͕ϬϬϬ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ

�ŝƚǇ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂī

�ŝƚǇ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
Ăƚ�ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��<
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 9 ϰϮ͕ϴϱϬ 146 3.4
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ Ϯϰ͕ϴϲϭ 9
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� Ϯϲ͕ϰϲϯ 30 1.1
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 9 ϯϮ͕ϬϬϬ 750 23.4
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK ϮϮ͕ϱϭϲ 200 8.9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 9 ϭϬ͕ϴϬϬ 300 27.8 9
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 9 ϰϮ͕ϳϬϱ
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 Ϯϭ͕ϳϬϬ 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 9 Ϯϯ͕ϬϬϬ Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 87.0
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd ϮϮ͕ϳϬϬ *
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez ϭϬ͕ϳϬϬ 130 12.1
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 9 ϭϬ͕ϴϬϮ ϭ͕ϲϬϬ 148.1
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 9 ϭϮ͕ϯϬϲ
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd ϯ͕ϲϬϬ
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 ϴ͕ϲϬϬ ϮϮϱ�ƉĞƌ�ƐĐŚŽŽů
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 ϰ͕ϴϳϯ 360 73.9
High value

DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ ϰϮ͕ϴϱϬ Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 148.1
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ ϭ͕ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ϭϲ͕ϬϬϬ 85.6

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ ϯ͕ϲϬϬ 30 1.1
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ ϯϮ͕Ϯϲϯ 31 0.4

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ ϭϰϮ͕ϯϲϮ ϭ͕ϴϵϯ 13.2

^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�^ĐŚŽŽů�ŝŶ�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ
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Nashville, Tennessee, is a diverse city that 
has grown and sprawled substantially over 
the past few decades. In recent years, the city 
has been characterized by long commutes 
and high rates of adult obesity and diabetes, 
particularly in African-American and 
Hispanic communities. But it is also a city 
that has begun to recognize the importance of 
active transportation as a means to improved 
public health and sustainability. Through 
collaborative efforts and policy shifts at the 
city and regional level, Nashville is realizing 
the benefits from its Complete Streets policy.

The City

Mayor Karl Dean and a supportive city 
administration have been critical to creating 
change in the City of Nashville. When the 
Metropolitan Planning Department first 
raised the idea of a municipal Complete 
Streets policy in 2007, some departments 
within the city administration were wary 
of costs. In 2009 and 2010, however, the 
situation began to change. The mayor 
commissioned the Green Ribbon Committee 
on Environmental Sustainability, which 
recommended a Complete Streets policy in 
order to “provide every citizen of Davidson 
County at least two modes of transportation 
available and accessible in order to reach 
food, work, school, worship and recreation” 
(Green Ribbon Committee on Environmental 
Sustainability 2009).

At the same time, the Healthy Nashville 
Leadership Council was making similar 
recommendations and, in 2009, initiated 
the Nashville Livability Project. With a new 
Director of Healthy Living position, federal 
grant money tied to obesity prevention, 
and the mayor’s appointment of a Bicycle 

and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, the 
conversation about Complete Streets was in 
full swing.

In October 2010, the mayor signed an 
executive order, requiring that transportation 
projects fully consider the needs of all types 
of users during all phases of the project. This 
Complete Streets policy built on the work 
of previous city officials, but was the first 
official step to changing how transportation 
infrastructure is implemented in Nashville. 
Once the mandate was in place, the city began 
to overhaul its outdated Major and Collector 
Street Plan by redesigning the roadway 
guidelines to reflect the new emphasis on 
multi-modal transportation. The plan “maps 
the vision for Nashville’s major and collector 
streets and ensures that this vision is fully 
integrated with the city’s land use, mass 
transit, and bicycle and pedestrian planning 
efforts” (Metropolitan Nashville Planning 
Department 2012)

The Region

A reoccurring theme in Nashville’s progress 
towards Complete Streets is the explicit 
recognition of how transportation options 
affect public health. While the city was 
creating new committees and staff positions, 
the regional Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) was hiring a Director of 
Healthy Communities and collaborating with 
the public and elected officials. During the 
process to update the Regional Transportation 
Plan, the MPO learned from community 
members what they really wanted: more 
walkable neighborhoods with more public 
transit. The MPO recognized that active 
transportation should become a key factor in 
how it selected transportation projects. 

on the roadNashville, Tennessee: 
Building Complete Streets in Underserved Communities
by Liz Whitely, Environmental Protection Agency

ChAPTER 5
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The current 2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan includes updated evaluation criteria 
for project selection. A project is assigned 
up to100 points, 60 of which relate to safety, 
health, multimodal and congestion-reduction 
aspects of the project. In updating the 
Regional Transportation Plan, the MPO also 
recognized that obesity and other related 
health problems often affect underserved 
communities the most. It began to map 
low-income areas with minority and elderly 
populations in order to identify potential 
Health Impact Areas. Proposed projects are 
assigned additional points if they fall into 
one of the identified areas (Nashville Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization 2010).

Moving Forward

At both the local and regional level, Nashville 
now has policies in place that promote active 
transportation. The support for such policies 
has stemmed from a need to address growing 
health concerns, particularly in minority and 
low-income populations. The MPO continues 
to collect data on walking and biking. Bike 
counts, Health Impact Assessments and 
household travel surveys all help provide 
the information needed to prioritize active 
transportation investments where they 
are needed most. In 2012, Nashville was 
recognized as a Bronze Level Bicycle Friendly 
Community by The League of American 
Bicyclists—a great milestone in its effort to 
become a more sustainable and livable city.

POliCiEs AnD FunDing

�ĞůĞďƌĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƉĞŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ϮϴƚŚ��ǀĞŶƵĞ��ŽŶŶĞĐƚŽƌ͕ �EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞΖƐ�
most Complete Street. WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ�DWK
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ChAPTER 5

In recent years, the Irish government has used 
policy and tax benefits to promote bicycling 
and other modes of active transportation. 
Implementation of these changes has been 
driven by the desire to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, decrease congestion, and tackle the 
growing national obesity problem.

Prioritizing Smarter Travel Options

In 2008, the Irish government launched 
the Smarter Travel Policy, a road map to 
increasing active transportation options. 
This policy presents the government's action 
plan to reduce national car commuting rates 
from 65% to 45% by 2020 (Department of 
Transport, 2009). The plan further intends to 
increase the number of people commuting by 
foot, bicycle, or public transit to 55% from its 
current level of approximately 35%.

The plan outlines 49 coordinated actions 
across various government departments 
that promote bicycling and walking through 
improved infrastructure, planning, education, 

training, enforcement, promotion, integration 
with public transit, and the introduction of 
shared bicycle programs based on the Dublin 
Bikes model. 

Financial Incentives

The Irish government has offered financial 
incentives to promote sustainable modes of 
transport since 2000. The Taxsaver program, 
for example, allows commuters to purchase 
their monthly or annual public transport pass 
from their employer and save up to 51% on 
the cost of the ticket. 

On January 1, 2009, the government 
expanded the Taxsaver program with the 
introduction of the Cycle to Work Scheme.  
This new program encourages employers to 
purchase a bicycle and/or safety equipment 
for their employees. The total cost, up to 
€1,000, is withdrawn from the employee’s 
salary before tax deductions are made. This 
decrease in taxable income enables employees 
to save up to 51% on the total cost of their 
bicycle and accessories and reduces the 
amount employers must contribute towards 
Pay Related Social Insurance (PRSI). In 
addition, the employee can spread out their 
repayment to the employer through monthly 
salary withdrawals for up to 12 months, 
adding further incentive by avoiding large 
upfront costs. 

Caveats

�� Each employee can take advantage of the 
Cycle to Work Scheme once every five 
years. 

�� The bicycle and/or safety equipment 
purchased through the program must be 
used primarily for work-related travel. 

�� The financial risk associated with the 
purchase rests with the employee. For 

across bordersDublin, Ireland: Using Tax Free Loans to Purchase Bicycles
by Brian Caulfield, Department of Civil, Structural and Environmental Engineering
Trinity College, Dublin
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example, if the bicycle is lost or stolen, 
or if the employee leaves their place 
of employment, they must repay any 
outstanding balance due from the 
purchase.

Documented Increase in Bicycling

Caulfield and Leahy (2011) conducted a 
survey of program participants to evaluate 
the success of the Cycle to Work Scheme. 
The survey revealed increased levels of 
bicycling, particularly among individuals 
who had not owned a bicycle in several years. 
In fact, results showed that 48% of survey 
respondents who participated in the program 
did not own a bicycle prior to their Cycle to 
Work purchase; 36% had not owned a bicycle 
within 4 years or more of participating in the 
program. 

Of the new bicycle owners, those who had 
not owned a bicycle in the past four years 
or more, 11% said they now bicycle to work 
every day and 51% bicycle to work at least 
once a week. Non-work trips by bicycle also 
increased among the new bicycle owners; 53% 
said they now make at least one non-work 
related bicycle trip per week.

Additionally, the study found that the 
overwhelming majority (91%) of respondents 
said that if their bicycle was lost or stolen they 
would replace it. This finding demonstrates 
the benefits participants in the program 
derive from their bicycle, even for those who 
had not owned a bicycle in recent years.

,ŝŐŚĞƌ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ�(1)

Cost of bicycle and accessories €250 €500 €750 €1,000
dĂǆ�ƌĞůŝĞĨ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ϱϭй €128 €255 €383 €510
Net cost €123 €245 €368 €490
WĂǇŵĞŶƚ�ƉĞƌ�ŵŽŶƚŚ €10 €20 €31 €41

�ĂƐŝĐ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ�(1)

Cost of bicycle and accessories €250 €500 €750 €1,000
dĂǆ�ƌĞůŝĞĨ�ƐĂǀŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ϯϬй €75 €150 €225 €300
Net cost €175 €350 €525 €700
WĂǇŵĞŶƚ�ƉĞƌ�ŵŽŶƚŚ €15 €29 €44 €58

WŽƚĞŶƟĂů��ŵƉůŽǇĞĞ��ŽƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�^ĂǀŝŶŐƐ

Source͗�ZĞǀĞŶƵĞ�ϮϬϭϭ͘ Note͗�;ϭͿ�^ĞĞ�ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ͘ŝĞͬĞŶͬƚĂǆͬŝƚͬůĞĂŇĞƚƐͬŝƚϭ͘ŚƚŵůηƐĞĐƟŽŶϯ�
ĨŽƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĚĞƚĂŝůƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƚĂǆ�ďĂŶĚƐ͘

Example͗���ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƌĂƚĞ�ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ�ǁŝůů�ƐĂǀĞ�
ϱϭй�;ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ΦϱϭϬͿ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�
ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ƚĂǆ͘�/Ĩ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ�
ĂůůŽǁĂďůĞ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ�;Φϭ͕ϬϬϬͿ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶ�ƉĂǇ�
ďĂĐŬ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�Ăƚ�Φϰϭ�ƉĞƌ�ŵŽŶƚŚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ǇĞĂƌ͘ �

/ƚ�ŝƐ�ǁŽƌƚŚ�ŶŽƟŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ŽŶ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�
ŝŶĐŽŵĞƐ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ�ďĞŶĞĮƚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐĐŚĞŵĞ͘�dŚŝƐ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶƟĂů�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�
ŽŶ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞƐ�ƌĂŝƐĞƐ�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĞƋƵŝƚǇ�
ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͕�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ�ŝŶ�ĂŶǇ�
ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘

For more information on the Cycle to Work 
Scheme, visit: www.citizensinformation.ie/
To read a full report of the Caulfield and Leahy 
study, visit: www.itrn.ie/uploads/sesD_ID119.pdf
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infrastructure 
and Design6

There are three aspects of the built environment that impact physical 
activity levels: (1) transportation infrastructure, such as roads, paths and 
sidewalks, (2) land use patterns, such as residential, commercial or open 
space, and (3) urban design, such as the appearance and arrangement of 
physical elements (Frank et al, 2003)
The Community Preventative Services Task Force, an independent panel 
of public health experts, recommends a focus on providing bicycle and 
pedestrian friendly infrastructure, in addition to specific policy initiatives 
mentioned in the previous chapter, as a way of increasing physical 
activity levels, which lead to healthier lifestyles overall. The task force 
also recommends providing street-level urban design elements catered to 
bicyclists and pedestrians, such as street lighting and landscaping, to create 
an appealing space for these users. In particular, the task force recommends 
enhancing this infrastructure to make it accessible for people of all ages and 
physical abilities. (Berrigan 2012)
U.S. bicycle advocates commonly look to places like the Netherlands where 
cities have invested heavily in an infrastructure network for bicycling. 
These investments (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 compares miles of bicycle facilities per square mile to levels 
of bicycling in cities. Results suggest 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.
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inFRAsTRuCTuRE AnD DEsign

Roads, Trails and Sidewalks
Just as road infrastructure has been 
implemented to facilitate safe and accessible 
routes for motorized vehicles, so too is 
appropriate infrastructure critical for safe and 
accessible routes for bicycling and walking 
(Pucher and Buehler, 2010; Buehler and 
Pucher, 2012, Hopkinson and Wardman 1996, 
McClintock and Cleary 1996, Reynolds et al., 
2009, Rietveld 2000). 

The extent and quality of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities affects levels of bicycling 
and walking (Buehler and Pucher 2012, Dill 
and Carr 2003, Heinen et al., 2010, Hunt and 
Abraham 2007, Moudon et al., 2005, Parkin 
et al., 2008, Pucher et al., 2010, Rietveld and 
Daniel 2004, Vandenbulcke et al., 2011). 
One study found that cities with 10 percent 

more bike lanes or paths had about 2 percent 
to 3 percent more daily bicycle commuters. 
(Buehler and Pucher, 2012). 

Traditionally underserved communities, in 
particular, may benefit from extended and 
improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities. A 
2012 survey found that 60% of people of color 
and 59% of those with an income less than 
$30,000 said that more bicycle facilities would 
encourage them to ride (LAB 2013).

Because there is no standard reporting 
requirement for government agencies to track 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, many do 
not have accurate records. The quality and 
accessibility of facilities are equally difficult to 
measure and may vary greatly from place to 
place. 

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�'ƌĞŐ�ZĂŝƐŵĂŶ
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ChAPTER 6

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗��ĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƌƚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƐŚĂƌƌŽǁƐ͕�ĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ďŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚƐ͘�;ϭͿ��ĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϴ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ͘

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ
KŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ DƵůƟͲƵƐĞ�ƉĂƚŚƐ ^ŝŐŶĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0

DŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƉĞƌ�ƐƋƵĂƌĞ�ŵŝůĞ

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
�ƵƐƟŶ

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
Mesa

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

^ĞĂƩůĞ�
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ

�ŽƐƚŽŶ
tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ (1) 

&ƌĞƐŶŽ�
dƵĐƐŽŶ�
�ĞŶǀĞƌ

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ
,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ

^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
Dallas

KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�

>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� �

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ �

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
ZĂůĞŝŐŚ

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�

Miami 
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ

,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
KŵĂŚĂ�

Tulsa
�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� �

Columbus 
�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ �

sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� �

Louisville
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^

�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
Detroit (1)

El Paso 

�ŝƚǇ�ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ�ŐŽĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ
� с�EĞǁ�ŐŽĂů�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ϮϬϭϮ��ĞŶĐŚŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ZĞƉŽƌƚ
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Furthermore, the usefulness of paths and 
trails relies on accessibility from the broader 
transportation network. For example, a 
12-foot-wide multi-use path on a major 
city bridge may be much more important 
for increasing bicycling and walking by 
providing a network link than a 4-foot-wide 
path through a small neighborhood. In fact, 
research has shown that street connectivity, 
specifically, has a positive impact on walking 
levels. (Sehatzadeh, et al. 2011).

Infrastructure in the 52 largest cities

To see how cities compared to one another on 
infrastructure for bicycling 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. The 52 most populous cities 
surveyed average 1.6 miles of bicycle facilities 
(bike lanes, multi-use paths, and signed 
bicycle routes combined) per square mile. On 
the high end of the range is San Francisco, 
with 7.6 miles of bicycle facilities per square 

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
�ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ��ƌĞĂ��ŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ

mile. Austin and Long Beach rank second and 
third, with 4.6 and 4.5 miles of facilities per 
square mile, respectively.

Of the 33 cities that had sidewalk data 
available, the average amount of sidewalk was 
13.3 miles per square mile. New York reported 
having 12,750 miles of sidewalk, more than 
any other city. San Francisco reported the 
densest sidewalk network with 42.6 miles of 
sidewalk per square mile although New York 
was close behind with 42.1 miles of sidewalk 
per square mile.

Cities were also asked to report on miles of 
planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
Cities who responded reported that 21,968 
miles of bicycle facilities and 7,373 miles 
of pedestrian facilities are planned for the 
coming years. New York has more planned 
bicycle facilities than any other cities (1,800 
miles). Austin has 3,500 planned miles of 
pedestrian facilities, more than any other city 
(see chart page XX).
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�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ
�ǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ ^ŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ WůĂŶŶĞĚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

KŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚ�
ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ

DƵůƟͲƵƐĞ�
ƉĂƚŚƐ

^ŝŐŶĞĚ�
routes

Total miles 
ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ�ŵŝůĞ

Total 
miles

Total miles 
ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ�ŵŝůĞ

&Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�
(miles)

KǀĞƌ�ŚŽǁ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͍

&Žƌ�ƉĞĚƐ�
(miles)

KǀĞƌ�ŚŽǁ�
ŵĂŶǇ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͍

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 400 200 180 4.1 400 8
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 6 42 0 0.5 ϭ͕ϭϬϬ 11.5 138 30 149 30

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 62 29 0.7 60 4
�ƵƐƟŶ 192 201 983 4.6 Ϯ͕ϱϲϰ 8.6 ϭ͕ϭϬϬ 8 ϯ͕ϱϬϬ ǇĞĂƌ�ϮϬϮϯ

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 50 47 30 1.6 150 10
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 80 59 45 3.8 ϭ͕ϳϯϯ 36.1 332 8

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 142 39 45 0.8 Ϯ͕ϬϮϯ 6.8 783 25 650 ǇĞĂƌ�ϮϬϯϱ
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 319 42 241 2.6 640 ǇĞĂƌ�ϮϬϮϬ

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 19 34 15 0.9 Ϯ͕ϭϬϬ 26.9 180 10
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 200 225 50 2.4 Ϯ͕ϯϬϰ 11.8 200

Columbus 38 102 26 0.8 ϭ͕ϰϱϴ 6.7 73 6 31 6
Dallas 9 125 730 2.5 ϴ͕ϬϬϬ 23.5 ϭ͕Ϯϵϲ 10
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 96 115 258 3.1 Ϯ͕ϴϬϬ 18.3 311 7 54

Detroit (1) 14 25 0 0.3
El Paso 33 10 5 0.2 Ϯ͕ϱϭϬ 9.8

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 38 76 44 0.5 ϭ͕ϬϬϬ 25
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� 382 20 8 3.7 ϭ͕ϵϱϬ 17.4

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 90 47 37 2.9 155 20
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 84 415 164 1.1 98 10

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 142 90 381 1.7 ϭ͕ϰϲϲ 4.1 200 12 0 0
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 286 32 0.4 ϰ͕ϯϱϬ 2.9 282 18 137 18

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 28 66 352 1.4 Ϯ͕ϮϬϬ 7.0 600 15
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 215 83 1 2.2 226 20 320 20

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 94 78 54 4.5 ϭ͕ϵϬϬ 300 20 4 5
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 463 55 109 1.3 ϭϬ͕ϳϱϬ 22.9 ϭ͕ϲϴϬ 30

Louisville 59 29 90 0.5 Ϯ͕ϭϮϴ 6.5 550 20 600 20
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 96 26 70 0.6 ϯ͕ϲϬϬ 11.4 575 25 575 25

Mesa 360 53 160 4.2 ϰ͕ϯϳϬ 31.9 216 10
Miami 31 16 1.3 ϭ͕ϬϱϬ 29.2 277 25

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 105 3 65 1.8 ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 31.3 394 10
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 116 89 4 3.9 Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 37.0 275 30 108 50

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 130 69 93 0.6 ϭ͕ϬϳϬ 2.3 490 10 540 12
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 36 14 1 0.3 Ϯ͕ϲϱϬ 15.7 996 20
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 338 334 146 2.7 ϭϮ͕ϳϱϬ 42.1 ϭ͕ϴϬϬ ǇĞĂƌ�ϮϬϯϬ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 69 21 52 2.5 ϭ͕ϭϮϬ 20.0 263 20
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 18 75 77 0.3 ϭ͕ϵϮϬ 3.2 212 5 35 5

KŵĂŚĂ� 9 125 1.1 123 25
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 426 104 45 4.3 ϰ͕ϱϬϬ 33.6 400 10 60 10

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 376 275 124 1.5 5 1
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 320 79 0 3.0 Ϯ͕ϱϭϬ 962 20

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 28 81 100 1.5 ϭ͕ϭϱϬ 8.0 440 25 250 25
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ (1) 237 81 43 3.7
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ 356 100 56 1.1 ϰ͕ϱϬϬ 9.8 ϭ͕ϳϰϭ 25
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 620 75 150 2.6

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 120 31 216 7.8 Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ 42.6 19
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 413 54 20 2.8 500 7 all streets 30
^ĞĂƩůĞ� 129 48 150 3.9 523
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 610 80 81 3.4 220 27 35 20

Tulsa 9 113 83 1.0 270 5 270 5
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 17 75 75 0.7 300 20

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 79 66 85 3.8 ϭ͕ϲϬϱ 26.3 125 10 55 6
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^ 8 64 0 0.5 107 30

dŽƚĂů�ŽĨ�ϱϮ��ŝƟĞƐ ϴ͕ϱϵϳ ϰ͕ϰϯϲ ϱ͕ϳϰϰ ϭϬϭ͕ϭϯϭ Ϯϭ͕ϵϴϲ ϳ͕ϯϳϯ
>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 165 85 120 1.6 ϯ͕Ϭϲϱ 13.3 468 16 388 17
>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 96 68 68 1.6 Ϯ͕ϭϮϴ 15.7 300 17 137 18

,ŝŐŚ 620 415 983 7.8 ϭϮ͕ϳϱϬ 42.6 ϭ͕ϴϬϬ ϯ͕ϱϬϬ
>Žǁ 6 3 0 0.2 ϭ͕ϬϱϬ 2.3 5 0

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗��ĂƚĂ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƌƚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƐŚĂƌƌŽǁƐ͕�ĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ďŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚƐ͘�;ϭͿ��ĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ�ĂƌĞ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ϮϬϬϴ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ͘
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h͘^͘��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ZŽƵƚĞ�^ǇƐƚĞŵ��ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ�WůĂŶ

Established U.S. Bicycle Route
dŚĞƐĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�
��^,dK͘�&Žƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ǀŝƐŝƚ�
ǁǁǁ͘ĂĚǀĞŶƚƵƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ͘ŽƌŐͬƌŽƵƚĞƐͬƵƐďƌƐ͘

WƌŝŽƌŝƟǌĞĚ��ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ
dŚĞƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ͘�dŚĞƐĞ�
ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ϱϬͲŵŝůĞ�ǁŝĚĞ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�Ă�
ƌŽƵƚĞ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ͘�

Alternate Corridor
dŚĞƐĞ�ƉĂƚŚƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�
ĨŽƌ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐƚĂƚĞ�ƌŽƵƟŶŐ͘�dŚĞƐĞ�ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�
ŶŽƚ�ďĞĞŶ�ĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ŶƵŵďĞƌƐ�ďƵƚ�ŵĂǇ�
ďĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟǌĞĚ͘��ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĂĚĚĞĚ�Žƌ�
ĞǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌƐ�ƐŚŝŌĞĚ�ĂƐ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ͘

Source͗�DĂƉ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ĚǀĞŶƚƵƌĞ��ǇĐůŝŶŐ��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ͕�:ƵŶĞ�ϮϬϭϯ͘�
�ĚĂƉƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͘

Private or Public Ferry
dǁŽ�ĨĞƌƌŝĞƐ�ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐ�>ĂŬĞ�DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ�ĂƌĞ�
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘�ƌŽƵƚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘

A national network of bikeways

The U.S. Bicycle Route System (USBRS) is a 
proposed national network of bicycle routes. 
These routes link urban, suburban, and 
rural areas with appropriate bicycle friendly 
routes including trails, bike paths, roads with 
shoulders, and low-traffic routes. For a route 
to be designated as part of the USBRS it must 
either connect two or more states, a state and 
an international border, or one or more U.S. 
Bicycle Routes.

The first two U.S. Bicycle Routes were 
designated in 1982 and then no additional 
routes were nominated. In 2003 the 
American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) revived 
the USBRS with an official task force. An 
inventory of existing bicycle routes (see 
map on page 106) throughout the United 
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States was created as a first step in drafting 
a national bicycle network plan. In 2008, 
AASHTO passed a resolution in support of 
the National Corridor Plan. An application 
for route designation was completed in May 
2009 (Adventure Cycling Association, 2009).

According to data from Adventure Cycling 
Association, 34 states have an active USBRS 
program. Thirty-one states have identified 
potential USBRs in state or local bicycle plans. 
Routes have been officially designated as part 
of the USBRS in nine states, and three states 
have posted and signed USBRs.

Land Use
A person’s choice to own a car is related to 
the bikeability, walkability, and accessibility to 
transit of the places they travel (Sehatzadeh, 
et al. 2011). In a pedestrian- and bicyclist-
friendly area, a person has less need for a car 
and is, therefore, likely to make more trips by 
foot or bike.

Density

To examine the role of density in the choice 
to bicycle or walk in the United States, the 
Benchmarking Project team compared 
residential density (persons / square mile) to 
the combined bicycling and walking to work 
mode share in major cities. Data indicate that 
denser cities have higher levels of bicycling 
and walking on average than less dense cities. 

Four of 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 (Heinen et 
al., 2010, Krizek and Forsyth 2009, Moudon 
et al., 2005, Parkin et al., 2008, Pucher and 
Buehler, 2006, Pucher et al., 2011, Reynolds 
et al., 2009, Rietveld and Daniel 2004, 
Vandenbulck et al., 2011, Vernez-Moudon et 
al., 2005) that suggest a correlation between 
density and bicycling and walking. Dense 
communities have shorter trip distances, 
which can thus be more easily covered by 
walking or bicycling.

Source: ACS 2009-2011
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Ϯϱ͕ϬϬϬ

ϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ

ϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϱ͕ϬϬϬ

ZĞ
ƐŝĚ

ĞŶ
ƚƐ
�Ɖ
Ğƌ
�ƐƋ

ƵĂ
ƌĞ
�ŵ

ŝůĞ

0

й�ŽĨ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ

EƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�
ƉĞƌ�ƐƋƵĂƌĞ�ŵŝůĞ

dƌĞŶĚůŝŶĞ�Z2 = 0.452
;й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬͿ
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dŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
KĸĐŝĂůƐΖ�;E��dKͿ�hƌďĂŶ��ŝŬĞǁĂǇ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�'ƵŝĚĞ�
;ϮϬϭϮͿ�ĂŶĚ�hƌďĂŶ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�'ƵŝĚĞ�;ϮϬϭϯͿ�ĂƌĞ�
ƉĂǀŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ǁĂǇ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ƐĂĨĞƌ͕ �ŵŽƌĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂůůǇ�
ǀŝďƌĂŶƚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�Ăůů�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�h^͘�

dŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ�
ƉůĂŶŶĞƌƐ͕�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞƌƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�E��dKΖƐ�
Ϯϲ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĸůŝĂƚĞƐ͕�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ�
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ�ĨŽƌŐĞ�Ă�ŶĞǁ�ďůƵĞƉƌŝŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ͘�
&ƌŽŵ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞǁĂǇƐ�ƚŽ�ƉĂƌŬůĞƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂǌĂƐ͕�
ƚŚŝƐ�ƚŽŽůďŽǆ�ĐĞůĞďƌĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝƋƵĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ�
ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶŽƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�
ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĐĂŶ�ĂŶĐŚŽƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƟŵƵůĂƚĞ�ƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�
ĂŶĚ�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ͘�E��dKΖƐ��ŝŬĞ�'ƵŝĚĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�
ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ŽǀĞƌ�ϰϬ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘�/Ŷ�ϮϬϭϯ͕�ƚŚĞ�&ĞĚĞƌĂů�
,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ��ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ĨŽƌ�
ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�E��dK�ŐƵŝĚĞ͘

�ůů�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶ�ƵƐĞ�ďŽƚŚ�
ŶĂƟŽŶĂůůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƟŽŶĂůůǇ͖�ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ �E��dK�
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĐŽŵĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŝƚƐ�ŽǁŶ�ƐĞƚ�
ŽĨ�ƵŶŝƋƵĞ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ�
ŵƵƐƚ�ďĞ�ƚĂŝůŽƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĞĂĐŚ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů�ƐĞƫŶŐ͘�

dĞŵƉůĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝŬĞǁĂǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�
ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĂƌĞ�ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝǌĞĚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ůĞǀĞůƐ͗�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͕�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƉƟŽŶĂů͘�ZĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�
Žƌ�ĐƌŝƟĐĂů�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�
ĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ�
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞ͘�ZĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ�
ĂƌĞ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ƚŽ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ǁŚŝůĞ�
ŽƉƟŽŶĂů�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǀĂƌǇ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�
ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂǇ�ĂĚĚ�ǀĂůƵĞ�ĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶ͘�

dŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�
ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ͗

hƌďĂŶ��ŝŬĞǁĂǇ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�'ƵŝĚĞ͗��ŝŬĞ�>ĂŶĞƐ͕��ǇĐůĞ�
dƌĂĐŬƐ͕�/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ͕�^ŝŐŶƐ�Θ�DĂƌŬŝŶŐƐ͕�^ŝŐŶĂůƐ͕�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚƐ

hƌďĂŶ�^ƚƌĞĞƚ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�'ƵŝĚĞ͗�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ͕�^ƚƌĞĞƚ�
�ĞƐŝŐŶ��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�/ŶƚĞƌŝŵ��ĞƐŝŐŶ�^ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ͕�
/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ͕�/ŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ��ĞƐŝŐŶ��ůĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�
�ĞƐŝŐŶ��ŽŶƚƌŽůƐ͘

,ĂƌĚĐŽƉŝĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�E��dK�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ�ĐĂŶ�
ďĞ�ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�E��dK�ǁĞďƐŝƚĞ͗�
ŶĂĐƚŽ͘ŽƌŐͬĐŝƟĞƐͲĨŽƌͲĐǇĐůŝŶŐͬĚĞƐŝŐŶͲŐƵŝĚĞͬ

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�DŝĐŚĞůůĞ�^ƚĞŶǌĞů

E��dK��ĞƐŝŐŶ�'ƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ
�ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ďǇ��ĂǀŝĚ�sĞŐĂͲ�ĂƌĂĐŚŽǁŝƚǌ͕�EĂƟŽŶĂů��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�KĸĐŝĂůƐ
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'ƌĞĞŶ�>ĂŶĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�^ƉƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ
ďǇ�DĂƌǇ�>ĂƵƌĂŶ�,Ăůů͕��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ

DŽƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ĂĐƌŽƐƐ�ƚŚĞ�hŶŝƚĞĚ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ�
ŶĞǆƚͲŐĞŶĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůůǇ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ŵŽƚŽƌ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ͘�WƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ͕�Žƌ�ĐǇĐůĞ�
ƚƌĂĐŬƐ͕�ĂƌĞ�ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ƌŝĚŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚ͕�ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐĂĨĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŽĨ�Ăůů�ĂŐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ͘�

�ǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�ĐŽŵĞ�ŝŶ�Ăůů�ƐŚĂƉĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŝǌĞƐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŽŶĞͲ
ǁĂǇ�Žƌ�ƚǁŽͲǁĂǇ͕ �ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŵĂũŽƌ�ƚǁŽͲǁĂǇ�ĂǀĞŶƵĞƐ�Žƌ�
ŽŶ�ŽŶĞͲǁĂǇ�ƌŽĂĚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂŶ�ůŝǀĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŝĚĚůĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�Žƌ�
ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŝĚĞ͘�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ƉůĂŶŶĞƌƐ�ƵƐĞ�Ă�ǀĂƌŝĞƚǇ�ŽĨ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�
ƚŽ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĐĂƌ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ͶƉĂƌŬĞĚ�ĐĂƌƐ͕�ƉůĂƐƟĐ�ƉŽƐƚƐ͕�
ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞ�ĐƵƌďƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƉůĂŶƚĞƌƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ăůů�ďĞĞŶ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͘�

dŚĞ�'ƌĞĞŶ�>ĂŶĞ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ͕�ĂŶ�ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞ�ŽĨ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ͕�ŚĂƐ�
ďĞĞŶ�Ă�ŵĂũŽƌ�ƉƌŽƉŽŶĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞǁĂǇƐ͛�ŐƌŽǁƚŚ�ŝŶ�
ƐĞǀĞƌĂů�h͘^͘�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘��Ǉ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ĐůŽƐĞůǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐ�
ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽĐĂů�ĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ŚĂƐ�ŚĞůƉĞĚ�
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ŝŶ��ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͖�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���͖�
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ͕�dE͖��ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͖�^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ͕���͖�ĂŶĚ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�
KZ͘�

dŚĞƐĞ�ĨƵƚƵƌŝƐƟĐ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ŐĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƚǇ͗�ϰϬ�ďƌĂŶĚ�
ŶĞǁ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ďƵŝůƚ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϮ�ĂůŽŶĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�'ƌĞĞŶ�
>ĂŶĞƐ�WƌŽũĞĐƚ�ƐƚĂī�ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘�ǁŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ŽǀĞƌ�
ϮϬϬ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĚ�ŽĨ�ϮϬϭϯ͘�

Mixed Use Communities

Research has also shown that living in a 
community with a mix of residential and 
commercial uses increases the likelihood 
of a person choosing to make a trip 
by foot or bike. (Sehatzadeh, Noland, 
Weiner).

Elements
Traffic calming features can have a 
significant impact on bicycling levels. 
Features in combination that have been 
shown to increase biking levels include 
bicycle boulevards, speed humps, 
curb extensions, pedestrian crossways, 
and separated bike lanes. Studies in 
Copenhagen, London, Washington D.C. 
and Montreal have all found that cycle 
tracks or protected bike lanes attract 
more bicyclists than similar streets 
without such features. Bicyclists were 
willing to reroute their paths in Portland 
and go the furthest out of their way to 
cycle on off-street bike paths followed by 
bicycle boulevards (Dill, et al. 2013).

Studies have found that women prefer 
facilities with less motor vehicle traffic 
and bike lanes that are separated from 
traffic. However, when separated lanes 
are lacking, bicyclists, regardless of 
gender, seem to prefer low volume 
residential streets without bike lanes 
over high volume roads with on-street 
bike lanes (Dill, et al. 2013). A study of 
consumer behavior in Portland, OR, for 
example, recently reported that for every 
mile of high-traffic streets within 1/2 
mile of an establishment, the number of 
bicyclists frequenting that establishment 
dropped by 1% (Clifton, et al. 2013).

While busy streets were found to deter 
cycling, bike lanes on such roads were 
still found to help increase perceptions 
of safety which is an important factor to 
consider. In one study women reported 
feeling more uncomfortable than men on 
off-street paths, possibly due to personal 
security concerns and fears of assault. 
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Additionally other street features that were 
found to deter cyclists are poor pavement 
quality, inadequate bike parking and the 
number of stop signs and signals (Dill, et al. 
2013).

Research shows that the best way to get 
women on bikes is to provide them with safe, 
comfortable, convenient cycling facilities 
that are physically separated and protected 
from motor vehicles or low-speed, low-traffic 
residential streets (such as bike boulevards) 
where they can avoid the stress of fighting 
motor vehicle traffic (Garrard, Dill, Handy, 
2012). 

A study from Ryerson’s School of 
Occupational and Public Health looked at 
how transportation infrastructure affects the 
potential risk of bicyclists in Canada. The 
study concluded that having infrastructure 
elements that slow down traffic and separate 

bicyclists from both vehicular traffic and 
pedestrians (for example, cycle tracks), 
significantly reduced the risk of injury for 
bicyclists. It was also found that separated 
paths for bicycling were much safer than 
painted lanes or sharrows, which seemed to 
offer little protection (Harris, et. al. 2012).

An earlier report compared injury risk on 
cycle tracks versus on-street facilities such as 
bicycle lanes. The researchers found that the 
cycle tracks in their study were more heavily 
used than on-street facilities and showed 15-
40% lower risk of injury (Lusk 2011). 

In the Portland study on consumer 
behavior, the presence of bike parking at 
an establishment showed an increase in the 
number of bicyclists visiting the business. 
The study estimated that a bike corral within 
200 ft of a business would increase bicycle 
visits by 7% and for every 10 bicycle parking 

WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ���ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ
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^ŚĂƌĞĚ�ůĂŶĞ�
ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐƐ�

;ΗƐŚĂƌƌŽǁƐΗͿ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�

boulevards

Home 
ǌŽŶĞƐ�Žƌ�

ΗǁŽŽŶĞƌĨƐΗ
�ŽůŽƌĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�

ůĂŶĞƐ
�ŝŬĞ�

boxes

�ǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�
or protected 
ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ

�ŽŶƚƌĂ�ŇŽǁ�
ůĂŶĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�ůŝŐŚƚƐ

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 9 9 9
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 9 9 9 9
�ƵƐƟŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 9 9 9 9 9
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 9 (1) 9 9 9

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 9 9 9
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 9 (1) 9 9 9 9 9 9

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 9
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 9� 9

Columbus 9 9 9
Dallas 9 9 9
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 9 9 9 9 9
El Paso 9

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 9 9
&ƌĞƐŶŽ�

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 9 9
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 9 9

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 9 9
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 9

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 9
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 9 9 9 9

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 9 9 9 9 9 9
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 9 9

Louisville 9 9
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 9

Mesa 9
Miami 9 (1)

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 9 9 9 9
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 9
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 9 9 9 9 9 9

KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 9 9 9
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 9 9

KŵĂŚĂ� 9 9
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 9 9 9
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 9
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 9
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 9 9 9
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 9

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 9 (1) 9
^ĞĂƩůĞ� 9 9 9 9 9 (1) 9 9
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 9

Tulsa 9
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 9 9 9 9 9 9
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

η�ŽĨ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 45 12 6 22 20 16 13 13

^ƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ�/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�EŽ�ĚĂƚĂ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ �ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘�;ϭͿ�/Ŷ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�Ăƚ�ƟŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘
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Home zones (woonerfs)
dŚĞƐĞ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�
ĂƐ�͞ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ͟�ĂŶĚ�ĚŽ�
ŶŽƚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟǌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�
ŵŽƚŽƌ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͘�ZĂƚŚĞƌ͕ �ŝƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�
ƐƉĂĐĞ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�
ŵŽƚŽƌ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŬĞƉƚ�Ăƚ�
ůŽǁ�ƐƉĞĞĚƐ͘

WŚŽƚŽƐ�ƚŽƉ�ƚŽ�ďŽƩŽŵ͗�;ůĞŌͿ�'ƌĞŐ�'ƌŝĸŶ͕�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ǁǁǁ͘ƉĞĚďŝŬĞŝŵĂŐĞƐ͘ŽƌŐ͖�WĂǇƚŽŶ��ŚƵŶŐ͖�>ĂͲ�ŝƩĂͲsŝƚĂΛ&ůŝĐŬƌ͖�ĞīĞůĂƌ�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ͖�:ŽŚŶ�>ƵƚŽŶ�
;ƌŝŐŚƚͿ�:Ğī�DŝůůĞƌ͖�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ͖�:ŽŚŶ�>ƵƚŽŶ͖�ZŽůĂŶĚ�dĂŶŐůĂŽ͖��ƌƚŚƵƌ�tĞŶĚĂůů

Bike box
��ƉĂǀĞŵĞŶƚ�ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƵƟůŝǌĞƐ�ƚǁŽ�ƐƚŽƉ�ůŝŶĞƐ͗�ĂŶ�
ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ�ƐƚŽƉ�ůŝŶĞ�ĨŽƌ�ŵŽƚŽƌ�
ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐƚŽƉ�ůŝŶĞ�
ĐůŽƐĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�
ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�Ă�ŚĞĂĚƐƚĂƌƚ�
ǁŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝŐŚƚ�ƚƵƌŶƐ�ŐƌĞĞŶ�ƚŽ�
ŵŽƌĞ�ƐĂĨĞůǇ�ƉƌŽĐĞĞĚ�ĂŚĞĂĚ�
Žƌ�ŵĂŬĞ�Ă�ůĞŌ�ƚƵƌŶ͘

Bicycle boulevards
��ƐŚĂƌĞĚ�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�
ƚŽ�ŐŝǀĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�
ďǇ�ŽƉƟŵŝǌŝŶŐ�ŝƚ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ�
ŵŽƚŽƌ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ͘�dŚĞƐĞ�
ƌŽƵƚĞƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƵƐĞ�ΖƚƵƌŶĞĚ�ƐƚŽƉ�
ƐŝŐŶƐΖ�ĂůůŽǁŝŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�
ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ƐƚŽƉƉŝŶŐ�
ĂůŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽƵůĞǀĂƌĚ͕�ďƵƚ�
ĨŽƌĐĞ�ĐƌŽƐƐ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ƚŽ�ƐƚŽƉ͘�

Shared lane markings
KŌĞŶ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�͞ƐŚĂƌƌŽǁƐ͕͟ �
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐƐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ƌĞƐĞŵďůĞ�Ă�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶ�
ĂƌƌŽǁ�ƉĂŝŶƚĞĚ�ŽŶ�Ă�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ�
ƚŽ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƌĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
ƚƌĂǀĞů�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�
ŵŽƚŽƌŝǌĞĚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͘

Colored bike lanes
�ŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŚĂǀĞ�
ƐƉĞĐŝĂů�ĐŽůŽƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�Ă�
ĚŝƐƟŶĐƚ�ǀŝƐƵĂů�ĚĞĮŶŝƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ŝƐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘

Cycle track
�Ŷ�ĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞƐ�
ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�
ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ�ƉĂƚŚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�
ŽŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�
ĐŽŶǀĞŶƟŽŶĂů�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞ͘�

�ŽŶƚƌĂ�ŇŽǁ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞ
��ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ůĂŶĞ�
ŵĂƌŬĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂůůŽǁ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�
ƚŽ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŇŽǁ�ŽĨ�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�ŽŶ�Ă�ŽŶĞͲǁĂǇ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ͘

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ�ůŝŐŚƚ
>ŝŐŚƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇƐ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�
ŚĂǀĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮĐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƐǇŵďŽůƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ͘

^ƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ�/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ��ĞƐŝŐŶ
Bike Corral
��ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶǀĞƌƚƐ�ŽŶĞ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞ�
ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ŝŶƚŽ�Ă�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
ƐƉĂĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ϭϬ�Žƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ďŝŬĞƐ͘�
�ŽƌƌĂůƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�
ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ĂůŽŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
curbside.

Bike share
��ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
ǁŚĞƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�
ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƐŚŽƌƚͲƚĞƌŵ�ƵƐĞ͘��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�
ĐĂŶ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ�ďĞ�ƉŝĐŬĞĚ�ƵƉ�
ĂŶĚ�ĚƌŽƉƉĞĚ�Žī�Ăƚ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�
ĚŽĐŬŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ůŽĐĂƚĞĚ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵΖƐ�
service area. 
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ChAPTER 6

�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ƚĞǀĞ�sĂŶĐĞ

spaces provided, the business would see a 1% 
increase in bicycle consumers. However, the 
study does note the possibility that businesses 
with bicycle parking nearby may have 
installed the facilities due to an already large 
bicycle customer base (Clifton, et al. 2013).

Shared lane markings, also called “sharrows,” 
are the most common treatment in use today. 
Although no longer considered innovative by 
many, forty-five cities report that they have 
shared lane markings, up 25% from 36 cities 
two years ago. Twelve cities report that they 
have implemented bicycle boulevards (up 
from nine 2 years ago). Portland leads the 
way with nearly 70 miles of bike boulevards. 
Thirteen cities have now implemented bicycle 
traffic lights compared to 9 cities two years 
ago. New York City reported the most with 80 
bike traffic lights followed by Long Beach with 
17 bike traffic lights. Twenty-two cities have 
used colored bike lane treatments, up from 
sixteen cities as of the 2012 Benchmarking 
Report. Six cities reported implementing 
home zones, or woonerfs including Chicago, 
Louisville, Oakland, Philadelphia, San 
Antonio, and Seattle.

Cities were also asked about additional 
innovative treatments including bike boxes, 
cycle tracks, and contra flow bike lanes. 
Twenty cities reported having installed bike 
boxes, or advanced stop lines, which prioritize 
cyclists at red lights. Most cities have no more 
than 10 bike boxes but New York City rises 
to the top with 591 bike boxes and additional 
advanced stop lines at a majority of their 
intersections. Sixteen cities have installed 
cycle tracks (up from 11 two year ago) with 
Chicago leading the way with 54.5 miles of 
protected bike lanes. Thirteen cities, up from 
10 cities two year ago, have contra flow bike 
lanes.

Chicago and Seattle have implemented 
(or were in the process of implementing 
at the time of the survey) every innovative 
treatments surveyed, more than any other 
major U.S. city.  Austin, Minneapolis, 
Portland, and San Francisco are close behind, 
each having implemented seven of the eight 
innovative facilities surveyed. 
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ChAPTER 6

dŚĞ�'ƌŽǁƚŚ�ŽĨ��ŝŬĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ
Bike share, where bikes are made available to 
the public for low-cost, short-term use, has 
been sweeping the nation since 2010. Bike 
share offers many benefits; it can help replace 
car trips and relieve pressure on transit 
systems, is often more affordable than bike 
ownership to many residents, makes bike 
storage more convenient, and introduces a 
wider audience to biking. 

KǀĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƐƚ�ϱϬ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ďŝŬĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ŚĂƐ�ĞǀŽůǀĞĚ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĚŝƐƟŶĐƚ�ƐƚĂŐĞƐ͗�ĨƌĞĞ�ďŝŬĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕�
ĐŽŝŶ�ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�ƐĞůĨͲƐĞƌǀĞ�
ŬŝŽƐŬƐ͘�

ϭͿ�&ƌĞĞ��ŝŬĞ�WƌŽŐƌĂŵ�Ͳ�dŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�
ŐŽƚ�ŝƚƐ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ŝŶ��ŵƐƚĞƌĚĂŵ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϲϬƐ�ǁŚĞŶ�
ĨƌĞĞ͕�ƵŶůŽĐŬĞĚ�ďŝŬĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƉůĂĐĞĚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�
ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƵƐĞ͘�^ŝŵŝůĂƌ�ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚƌŝĞĚ�ŝŶ�
ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ�KƌĞŐŽŶ�ŝŶ�ϭϵϵϰ͘�
hŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ͕ �ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĨƌĞĞ�ďŝŬĞ�ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ�ĨĂŝůĞĚ�ƐŽŽŶ�ĂŌĞƌ�ůĂƵŶĐŚ͕�ŵŽƐƚůǇ�ĂƐ�Ă�
ƌĞƐƵůƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŌ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĂŵĂŐĞ͘�

ϮͿ��ŽŝŶ��ĞƉŽƐŝƚ�^ǇƐƚĞŵ�Ͳ�dŚĞ�ĐŽŝŶ�ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�
ďĞŐĂŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϭϵϳϬƐ�ĂŶĚ�ϴϬƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƵƐĞƌƐ�ŝŶƐĞƌƚĞĚ�
Ă�ĐŽŝŶ�ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚ�Ăƚ�Ă�ĚŽĐŬŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ďŽƌƌŽǁ�Ă�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ͘�/Ŷ�ϭϵϵϱ��ŽƉĞŶŚĂŐĞŶ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ŵĂũŽƌ�
ĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƐƵĐŚ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ϭϵϵϲ�ƚŚĞ�
dǁŝŶ��ŝƟĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�EŽƌƚŚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�ĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�
ƚƌǇ�ŝƚ�ŽƵƚ͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ �ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂŶŽŶǇŵŝƚǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ůŽǁ�ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ͕�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ�ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŌ͘�

ϯͿ��ƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�^ĞůĨͲ^ĞƌǀĞ�<ŝŽƐŬƐ�Ͳ�dŽĚĂǇ�ŵŽĚĞƌŶ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŶŽǁ�ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ�ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ�
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĂƵƚŽŵĂƚĞĚ�ƐĞůĨͲ

ƐĞƌǀĞ�ŬŝŽƐŬƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚ�ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚƐ͕�ƌĞŐŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ͘�ĂŶĚ�ĂůůŽǁ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌĞĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ͘�
/Ŷ�ϮϬϬϴ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ��͘�͘�ǁĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĮƌƐƚ�ƚŽ�
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚǇƉĞ�ŽĨ�ΗƚŚŝƌĚ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƟŽŶΗ�ďŝŬĞ�
ƐŚĂƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘�

dŚĞƐĞ�ŶĞǁ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ƐŚŽǁŶ�ŝŵƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ�
ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƐƉƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�
ǁŽƌůĚ͘�dŽĚĂǇ�ďŝŬĞ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ��ƵƌŽƉĞ͕�EŽƌƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�^ŽƵƚŚ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͕�
�ƐŝĂ͕�ƚŚĞ�DŝĚĚůĞ��ĂƐƚ͕�ĂŶĚ��ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͘�

Studies of European cities which have 
launched bike share programs have seen 
substantial rises in bicycle ridership. Paris 
saw an increase in trips made by bicycle from 
1% to 2.5%. Barcelona saw a similar rise, 
from 0.75% to 1.76%. Twenty-three percent 
of London’s OYBike users reported that the 
city’s bike share got them out and about in 
instances when they previously would not 
have traveled at all (Dill, et al. 2013).

As of December 2013, twenty-one of the most 
populous U.S. cities have a functional bike 
share system (up from 5 cities two years ago) 
while 19 cities reported having a bike share 
system that is currently in progress. Of the 
21 cities with working bike share programs, 
a majority reported the systems were 
implemented by either the city government 
or a nonprofit. New York City's Citi Bike has 
the most bikes available at 6,000 followed by 
Chicago's Divvy at 4,000. Both cities have 
over 300 automated-self service docking 
stations. 
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&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů�
ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌƐŚŝƉ�
ĨƌŽŵ�ĐŝƚǇ�

ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͍Name
η�KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�
ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�

η��ŝŬĞƐ�
available

η��ŝŬĞƐ�
ƉĞƌ�ϭϬϬ<�
ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

/ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ďǇ

'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�
ĂŐĞŶĐǇ

EŽŶͲƉƌŽĮƚ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ KƚŚĞƌ�ĞŶƟƚǇ

�ƵƐƟŶ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  40  400  49 9 9
;�ŽƐƚŽŶͿ�,ƵďǁĂǇ  72 �ϭ͕Ϭϲϰ�  170 9 �ůƚĂ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ 9
�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  20  200  27 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ
;�ŚŝĐĂŐŽͿ��ŝǀǀǇ  400 �ϰ͕ϬϬϬ�  148 �ůƚĂ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ
;�ŽůƵŵďƵƐͿ��Ž'K  30  300  38 9 9
�ĞŶǀĞƌ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  80  800  129 9 9
&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  30  300  39 9
,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ(1)

,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  22  182  8 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ�;DKͿ��ͲĐǇĐůĞ  12  85  18 9 9
;>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚͿ��ĞĐŽďŝŬĞ  25  400  86 
>ŽƵŝƐǀŝůůĞ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ 9
;DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐͿ�EŝĐĞ�ZŝĚĞ  170 �ϭ͕ϱϬϬ�  387 9 9
EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ�Θ�'ƌĞĞŶďŝŬĞƐ  31  290  48 9 9
;EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇͿ��ŝƟ��ŝŬĞ  330 �ϲ͕ϬϬϬ�  73 
;KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇͿ�^ƉŽŬŝĞƐ  7  95  16 9 9 9
KŵĂŚĂ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  8  43  10 9
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ  52  450  33 9 9 9
;^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽͿ��ĂǇ��ƌĞĂ��ŝŬĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ  35  350  43 9
;^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞͿ��ĂǇ��ƌĞĂ��ŝŬĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ  14 
;tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���Ϳ��ĂƉŝƚĂů��ŝŬĞƐ  300 �Ϯ͕ϱϬϬ�  405 9 9

,ŝŐŚ 400 ϲ͕ϬϬϬ 405
>Žǁ 7 43 8

�ŝŬĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Note͗�;ϭͿ�EŽ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂƐ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�,ŽŶůƵůƵ��Ͳ�ǇĐůĞ͘

η�KƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�
ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�

η��ŝŬĞƐ�
available

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ  30 
�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ  250  25 
�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�

El Paso 
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� �ϰ͕ϬϬϬ�  400 
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�

Mesa  200  20 
Miami  500  50 

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ  250  25 
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ �ϭ͕ϬϬϬ�  150 

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�  500 
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ  750  75 

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�

^ĞĂƩůĞ� �Ϯ͕ϮϬϬ�  220 
dƵĐƐŽŶ�

Tulsa

�ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů��ŝŬĞ�^ŚĂƌĞ�^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ͗�
/Ŷ��ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�

dŽƚĂů��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ŚĞĐŬ�KƵƚƐ͕�ϮϬϭϭʹϮϬϭϮ
Ϯ͕ϲϱϵ͕ϭϮϯ

ϲϭϳ͕ϯϴϴ

ϰϵϭ͕Ϭϰϳ

ϰϬϴ͕ϬϱϬ

;^
ĂŶ

�:Ž
ƐĞ
Ϳ��

ĂǇ
��
ƌĞ
Ă�
�ŝ
ŬĞ
�^
ŚĂ

ƌĞ

�Ƶ
ƐƟ
Ŷ�
�Ͳ
�Ǉ
Đů
Ğ

>Ž
Ƶŝ
Ɛǀ
ŝůů
Ğ�
�Ͳ
ĐǇ
Đů
Ğ

;�
Žů
Ƶŵ

ďƵ
ƐͿ
��
Ž'

K

Kŵ
ĂŚ
Ă��
Ͳ�Ǉ
ĐůĞ
͗�ϳ
Ϯ͕Ϯ
ϯϭ

;D
ŝŶŶ
ĞĂ
ƉŽ
ůŝƐͿ
�Eŝ
ĐĞ�
ZŝĚ
Ğ͗�
ϭϬ
͕Ϯϵ
Ϭ

,Ž
ŶŽ
ůƵů
Ƶ��
Ͳ�Ǉ
ĐůĞ
͗�Ϯ
͕ϭϵ
ϲ

;K
ŬůĂ
ŚŽ
ŵĂ
��ŝ
ƚǇͿ
�^Ɖ
ŽŬ
ŝĞƐ
͗�Ϯ
͕ϱϬ
Ϯ

,Ž
ƵƐƚ
ŽŶ
��Ͳ
�Ǉ
ĐůĞ
͗�ϱ
͕ϮϬ
Ϭ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ



ChAPTER 6

Infrastructure for bicycling and walking in midsized cities

Given the importance of bicycle 
infrastructure towards bicycle safety and 
encouraging new ridership, all of the 
midsized cities have taken on the challenge of 
building bicycle infrastructure. Compared to 
the most populous cities, the midsized cities 
have a greater density of bicycle infrastructure 
with 2.1 miles of bicycle facilties per square 
mile (versus 1.6 miles per square mile in 
the 52 largest U.S. cities). Conversely, the 
sidewalk density in the most populous cities 
(13.3 miles per square mile) is nearly twice 
that of the midsized cities (7.7 miles per 
square mile). Comparing only the midsized 

cities, in general, the miles of bike lanes and 
multi-use paths per square mile are somewhat 
higher for the cities with smaller populations 
of under 100,000. 

Each midsized city was asked about the 
presence of 8 innovative bicycle facilities in 
their city. Eugene and Madison rose to the 
top each having 7 of the 8 innovative bicycle 
facilities followed closely by Missoula and 
Salt Lake City both having 6 of the 8. Overall 
sharrows were the most common form 
of bicycle infrastructure with 15 of the 17 
surveyed cities indicating having sharrows. 

/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ

�ǆŝƐƟŶŐ�ŵŝůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ ^ŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ �ŝƚǇ�ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚ�ŐŽĂů

KŶͲƐƚƌĞĞƚ�
ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ

DƵůƟͲƵƐĞ�
ƉĂƚŚƐ

^ŝŐŶĞĚ�
routes

Total miles 
ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ�ŵŝůĞ

Total 
miles

Total miles 
ƉĞƌ�ƐƋ�ŵŝůĞ

dŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

dŽ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�
ƉĞĚ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 8 166 1.3 9 9
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 26 23 21 0.9 938 12.2 9 9
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 112 52 116 3.6 9 9
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 28 38 10 1.4 Ϯ͕ϬϰϬ 36.8 9 9
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 54 17 31 1.7 270 4.6
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 28 36 28 1.3 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 16 24 32 0.7 340 3.1 9 9
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 35 26 48 0.8 280 2.0
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 150 41 35 5.2 772 17.7 9 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 171 32 26 4.2 839 15.5 9 9
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 190 33 32 2.3 965 8.7 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 1 25 19 2.1 269 12.6 9 9
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t�(1) 9 9
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 73 69 44 7.5 456 18.5 9 9
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 12 12 17 3.9 150 14.6 9 9
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 109 53 16.4 282 28.5 9 9
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 54 46 11 4.0 394 14.3 9 9
High value

DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 190 166 116 16.4 Ϯ͕ϬϰϬ 36.8
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ 620 415 983 7.8 ϭϮ͕ϳϱϬ 42.6

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 1 12 10 0.7 150 2.0
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 6 3 0 0.2 ϭ͕ϬϱϬ 2.3

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 165 85 120 1.6 ϯ͕Ϭϲϱ 13.3
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Bicycle boulevards and woonerfs were more 
rare with only Charleston and Missoula 
reporting the use of boulevards and Madison 
and Eugene reporting the use of woonerfs. 

Seven cities indicated having colored bike 
lanes and five reported having bike boxes.  
Cycle tracks/protected bike lanes and contra 
flow lanes are present in nearly half (7 and 8 
respectively) of the midsized cities. Bicycle 
traffic lights are more uncommon among 
these cities and can currently only be found in 

Madison, Eugene, Salt Lake City, and Davis. 
On the other hand, bike corrals can now be 
found in 12 of the 17 midsized cities. 

As the table shows, public bike share 
programs are not only for the nation’s large 
cities. Madison, Chattanooga, Fort Collins, 
Salt Lake City, and Boulder all have a public 
bike share program. Furthermore, bike share 
is currently in the works for Baton Rouge, 
Pittsburgh, Charleston, Albany, Davis and 
Missoula.

^ŚĂƌĞĚ�ůĂŶĞ�
ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐƐ�

;ΗƐŚĂƌƌŽǁƐΗͿ
�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�

boulevards

Home 
ǌŽŶĞƐ�Žƌ�

ΗǁŽŽŶĞƌĨƐΗ
�ŽůŽƌĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�

ůĂŶĞƐ
�ŝŬĞ�

boxes

�ǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�
or protected 
ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ

�ŽŶƚƌĂ�ŇŽǁ�
ůĂŶĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ƚƌĂĸĐ�
ůŝŐŚƚƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬŬ
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ

9 9 �ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 DĂĚŝƐŽŶ
9 9 WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ
9 9 ^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ
9 9 St Louis

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲϮϬϬŬ
9 9 9 �ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ
9 9 �ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 �ƵŐĞŶĞ
9 9 9 &Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ
9 9 9 9 9 9 ^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ф�ϭϬϬŬ
9 �ůďĂŶǇ

�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ
9 9 9 9 Boulder
9 9 �ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ
9 9 Davis
9 9 9 9 9 9 Missoula

^ƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĞĚ�/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ�ŝŶ�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƟĞƐ
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ChAPTER 6

Austin was similar to many other US cities 
in 1990: less than 1% of commuters rode 
bikes, and bicycle infrastructure was scarce 
in the city. Bicycle advocates started working 
with city officials to push for bicycle and 
pedestrian growth in the Texas capital.

Throughout the 1990s, officials and 
advocates worked to make planning and 
street ordinances more amenable to building 
bicycle infrastructure, and to secure funding 
to improve the trails and bikeways already 
in place. The city also hired bicycle staff and 
began work on a Bicycle Master Plan.

In 1998, the city began planning a cross-town 
bicycle path. The Lance Armstrong Bikeway, 
a six-mile long combination of separated 
bicycle paths, on-street bicycle lanes, and 
signed bicycle routes, crosses the city center 
from MoPac Expressway to U.S. 183 and 
allows for east-to-west connectivity. Many 
local advocates, the city bicycle program, 
and the statewide advocacy organization, 

BikeTexas, worked to secure funding and 
plans for the bikeway. Meanwhile, on-street 
bicycle lanes continued to pop up over the 
city, with about 30 miles added to the network 
per year.

2007 was a big year for bicycling in Austin. 
The city began construction on the Lance 
Armstrong Bikeway, the city’s bicycling mode 
share had increased to 1% citywide, and Bike 
Austin was instrumental in re-forming the 
city’s Bicycling Advisory Committee. Since 
then, advocacy groups have encouraged 
the city to work toward promised goals of 
increased bicycling in Austin. In 2009, the city 
updated Austin’s Bicycle Plan to reflect new 
priorities for bicycling in the city.

Bicycle groups in Austin came together in 
2010, along with other local partners like 
CapMetro, to secure $44 million for mobility 
projects, including bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. One of those projects, completing 
the Roy and Ann Butler Hike and Bike Trail 

on the roadAustin, Texas: 
Integrating Bicyclists into the Transportation Network
by Susan Wilcox, Bike Texas

�ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�ĞīĞůĂƌ�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ
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on Lady Bird Lake by building a boardwalk 
to close the loop on the southeast side of 
the lake, is underway and expected to be 
completed in spring 2014.

Also in 2010, CapMetro opened the 
commuter rail line. BikeTexas lobbied 
with CapMetro during the 2006 election 
cycle for funding of the rail line, with the 
understanding that bicycles would be 
accommodated on board the trains and at the 
stations, and that a multi-use trail would be 
built along the 32-mile line. Bicycle parking 
and accommodation on the trains were in 
place when the line opened, and a secure 
bicycle shelter opened at Kramer Station in 
2012. Development of the next secure bike 
station along the line is underway, and the 
first link of the multi-use trail opened in 2013. 
Bike Austin worked with CapMetro to help 
decide where this first segment was most 
needed along the rail line, adding options for 
commuters and connecting neighborhoods in 
Central Austin.

Many new separated bicycle facilities have 
popped up in Austin in the past few years, 
including one near Barton Hills Elementary 
School. The school added bicycle parking 
before the beginning of the 2012-2013 school 
year in anticipation of an increase in bicycling 
and walking to school. The new bicycle 
boulevard and separated cycletrack on Rio 
Grande Street provides easy, safe connectivity 
between downtown and the University of 
Texas campus area. 

Also near the university, the Guadalupe Street 
Cycletrack provides a separated facility for 
the students and many others who travel on 
Guadalupe by bicycle every day. The new 
Mueller neighborhood development has 
recently installed separated bicycle lanes at 
the suggestion of state and local advocacy 
groups. Finally, the Pedernales Cycletrack, the 
first such facility in East Austin, opened in the 
autumn of 2013.

The city now has over 200 miles of bikeways 
crisscrossing the city, with no sign of bicycling 
development slowing down.

Austin was one of six cities chosen to 
participate in the Green Lanes Project.

�ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ŝŬĞdĞǆĂƐ

�ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ŝŬĞdĞǆĂƐ



176 Alliance for Biking & Walking

ChAPTER 6

Freiburg, a city of 220,000 inhabitants 
where cars once dominated transportation 
modes, is now considered one of Germany’s 
most sustainable cities. Over the last 40 
years, through a step-by-step process aimed 
at increasing the use of green modes of 
transport, Freiburg has seen car use decline, 
bicycle rates triple, and public transport 
rates double. Today, roughly 68% of trips in 
Freiburg are by bike, foot, or public transport.

Like most American cities during the 1950s 
and 1960s, Freiburg abandoned many of its 
streetcar lines and accommodated cars in 
its city center by turning the historic town 
square into a parking lot and building a 
highway connecting the city center to the 
Autobahn. However, in the 1970s, after much 
public discourse and citizen participation, a 
decision was made to preserve the streetcar 
system. That policy shift steered public 
interest towards other modes of transport 
and gradually, over the course of many years, 
various steps were taken to strengthen biking, 
walking, and public transport.

The following are highlights of some of the 
integrated transport strategies Freiburg has 
initiated over the last few decades. Many 
of these ideas could and have been applied 
successfully to cities in the United States.

Transport and Land-Use Planning

Freiburg’s transport plans prioritize the 
concentration of new development around 
public transport stops and corridors. By 2006, 
65% of residents and 70% of jobs were within 
300 meters of a light rail stop. Compact, 
mixed-use development is given preference 
in order to allow for shorter trips, which are 

most easily made by foot or bike. Policies 
promote commercial hubs for small business, 
and car-dependent big box retailers have been 
banned from the city.

Bicycle Integration

In 1972, Freiburg had 29km (18mi) of 
separated bike lanes and paths, and today it 
has over 682km (424mi) of a fully integrated 
bikeway network. This network includes 
160km (99mi) of bike lanes, 120km (75mi) of 
bike paths, 400km (249mi) of traffic-calmed 
streets, and 2km (1.2mi) of bicycle streets.

Roughly 90% of residential streets have 
been traffic calmed with speed limits under 
30km (18 mi)/hour. Over 180 residential 
neighborhood home zones have been created 
with speed limits of 7 km (4mi)/hour to give 
cyclists, pedestrians and playing children 
priority over motorists.

About half of the city’s one-way streets have 
been converted into 2-way streets for cyclists, 
making bicycle trips shorter and more 
convenient.

across bordersFreiburg, Germany: 
Promoting Sustainable Transport While Reducing Car Use
Contributed by Ralph Buehler, Virginia Tech, John Pucher, Rutgers University, and Maggie Melin, 
Alliance for Biking & Walking

WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�&ƌĞŝďƵƌŐ



1772014 Benchmarking Report

inFRAsTRuCTuRE AnD DEsign

The city center now has over 6,000 bike 
parking spaces, much of which are integrated 
with public transport and are adjacent to 
public transport stops and stations¬¬. The 
main train station has sheltered bike parking 
for 1,000 bikes as well as bike rentals and 
repairs, and most new building developments 
now require bike parking.

Pedestrian Integration

All streets in the city center were converted 
into a car-free zone. Cathedral Plaza, the 
main town square was used as a car parking 
lot in the 1960s, but has been car-free since 
the 1970s and now hosts a lively open air 
market Monday through Saturday. Traffic 
calming on most residential streets has made 
it safer for pedestrians. The city’s focus on 
compact, mixed-use development and land-
use planning has made schools, workplaces, 
shopping, service establishments, and public 
transport stops more accessible to pedestrians.

Public Transport Integration

Light rail, regional trains, and buses have 
been expanded to connect neighborhoods 
with Freiburg’s city center. A unified ticketing 
system links the transport options, and a 
monthly “environmental ticket” allows for 
unlimited, discounted travel throughout the 
region. Real time travel information, bike 
parking at transit facilities, and traffic signals 
prioritizing buses and trains make public 
transport reliable, convenient and fast.

Car Restrictions

Freiburg’s strategy to improve and integrate 
biking, walking, and public transport has 
also involved a strategy to make driving 
more expensive, slower and less convenient. 
Parking schemes have included limiting long-
term parking and raising car-parking fees. 
In the suburban neighborhood of Vauban, 
residents who desire a parking space must pay 
a fee of approximately $25,000 while residents 
who plan to live car-free pay only $5,000 to 
preserve an open space at the edge of the 
suburb. This scheme has significantly reduced 
car ownership in the neighborhood. The 
national government has likewise contributed 
to this strategy through high gasoline prices 
and sales taxes on automobiles.

Freiburg’s gradual evolution into a leader in 
sustainable transportation has not always 
been easy, but the following lessons were 
learned from the city’s 40- year evolution.

�� Implementation works best in stages, 
especially for controversial policies, and 
transportation plans should be flexible and 
adaptable, with a long- term focus.

�� If possible, incentives to increase biking, 
walking, and public transport use should 
be coupled with disincentives for driving.

�� Land-use and transport planning should 
be integrated to help reduce trip lengths 
and encourage alternative transportation 
use.

�� Citizen involvement and public discourse 
are important for driving sustainable ideas 
forward and keeping them growing over 
time.

�� Federal policy and funding is needed 
to support and encourage sustainable 
transportation at the state and local levels.

Although much of this is already occurring 
in many U.S. cities, Freiburg provides some 
inspiring ideas and a look at what is possible 
through persistence and the process of taking 
gradual steps towards a goal of sustainable 
transport.

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�ZĂůƉŚ��ƵĞŚůĞƌ
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Connecting 
to Transit7

Nearly every transit trip involves a walking trip at the beginning, the 
end or, often, both. Accommodating and encouraging bicyclist access to 
transit stations and stops further increases the number of people served 
by expanding the catchment area (the area served) and promotes transit 
use and the efficiency of transit. Incorporating bicyclist needs into transit 
stops and stations (secure parking and easy access) expands travel options 
for the first or last mile of a transit trip. Bike parking at transit stations and 
bike racks on buses have been shown to increase both bicycling and transit 
use (Dill, et al. 2013). Bikeshare systems can be even more effective at 
enhancing public transportation as they provide multiple people access to 
the same bikes and parking spaces each day. Bikesharing further expands 
the catchment area of rail or bus by providing a consistently available 
connection with transit.
Many of the cities studied in this report are successfully integrating 
pedestrians and bicyclists with public transit. With the inclusion of 
this new chapter, the Alliance for Biking & Walking partnered with the 
American Public Transportation Association (APTA) to examine some of 
the key elements that improve and maximize the opportunities for walking, 
bicycling and transit. Through improvements to safety, access and design 
to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists, public transit systems become 
more popular and efficient. Most importantly the recipe of walking, biking 
and transit working together improves mobility options for Americans.
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COnnECTing TO TRAnsiT

Closing the Gap - The First and Last Mile

The travel patterns involved in getting to a 
transit station (the first mile) and arriving 
at a destination point after getting off transit 
(the last mile) must be understood in order 
to better coordinate bicycle, pedestrian, and 
transit use. Understanding these patterns can 
inform decision makers on where bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements will be most 
effective. For example, placing bikeshare 
near transit lines as well as commercial and 
business centers may greatly improve travel 
convenience for commuters and be mutually 
beneficial to transit and bikeshare systems.

Transit Catchment Areas

The distance and accessibility between a 
transit station and an individual's origin and 
destination play a large role in determining 
transit ridership. Studies have shown that 
people who live within one-half mile of a 
transit station are between 4 and 5 times more 

likely to use transit (Cervero 2007; Cervero 
1993). Making it easy and convenient for 
users to get to these stations is key.

Transit catchment areas are those areas 
around transit stations that draw in riders and 
are often thought of as the distance people are 
willing to walk to take transit. Conventionally, 
transit catchment areas are considered the 
one-half mile radius around a transit station. 

Because transit users may additionally 
access the stations via bicycle, bus or car, a 
larger catchment area is sometimes useful to 
consider. The Federal Transit Administration, 
for example, provides grants for bicycle 
improvement projects within a 3-miles radius 
of a transit stop and to pedestrian projects 
that fall within the standard one-half mile 
radius.

Improving biking and walking conditions 
within the transit catchment areas has great 
potential in reducing car trips. According 

>ŽĐĂƟŶŐ�ďŝŬĞƐŚĂƌĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ŶĞĂƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ŝƐ�Ă�ǁŝŶͲǁŝŶ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƟŽŶ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ�ĮƌƐƚ�ŵŝůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ůĂƐƚ�ŵŝůĞ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂŶĚ�
ǁŝĚĞƌ�ƚƌŝƉ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ĨŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘�
WŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌ�ƵŶŬŶŽǁŶ͘�^ƵďŵŝƩĞĚ�ƚŽ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ���ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ǀŝĂ�&ůŝĐŬƌ͘
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&ĂĐƚŽƌ >ŝŵŝƚ��ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ �ǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ��ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ

^ƚĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ
/ŵƉĞĚŝŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�Žƌ�
ƐƚŽƉ�;ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ůŽƚƐ�Žƌ�ŵĂũŽƌ�
ďƵƐ�ŝŶƚĞƌŵŽĚĂů�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐͿ͘

/ŶƚĞŐƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�Žƌ�ƐƚŽƉ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ�
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�;ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŶŐ�
ƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐ�Žƌ�ĂƚͲŐƌĂĚĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐͿ͘

^ƚƌĞĞƚ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟǀŝƚǇ >Žǁ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ͕ �ĚŝƐĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ĐƵůͲĚĞͲƐĂĐƐ͘

�ŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚ�ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƟŽŶƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƉĂƚŚƐ

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ WŽŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďůĂŶŬ�
ŐƌŽƵŶĚ�ŇŽŽƌ�ǁĂůůƐ͕�ŶŽ�ďƵīĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞƐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ƵŶƐĂĨĞ�Žƌ�ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ�Žƌ�ƉŽŽƌůǇ�ůŝƚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚ�ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƐ͘�WĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�
ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͘

WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĂĐƟǀĞ�ŐƌŽƵŶĚ�
ŇŽŽƌ�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů�ƵƐĞƐ͕�ŚŝŐŚ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶĐǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĂů�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƚĂŝů͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ůŝŐŚƟŶŐ͘�WĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�
ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͘

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ WŽŽƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ŚŝŐŚͲ�
ƐƉĞĞĚ�ĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞ�ƚƌĂĸĐ͕�ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ͕�ƐƚĞĞƉ�ƚŽƉŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ͕ �ƉŽŽƌ�ƉĂǀĞŵĞŶƚ�
ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ͕�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ƐĞĐƵƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƐƚŽƌĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚͬ
Žƌ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ďƌŝŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ͘�
WĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�
ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂƐ͘

,ŝŐŚͲƋƵĂůŝƚǇ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�ǁĞůůͲ
ŵĂƌŬĞĚ͕�ĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĂĨĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌŽƵƚĞƐ͕�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ƐĞĐƵƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ůĞǀĞůƐ͘�WĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�
ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͘

tĂǇĮŶĚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ >ĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ǁĂǇĮŶĚŝŶŐ�ƐŝŐŶĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝĸĐƵůƚ�
ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͘

tĂǇĮŶĚŝŶŐ�ƐŝŐŶĂŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŵĂƉƐ�ĂƐƐŝƐƟŶŐ�
ƵƐĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ũŽƵƌŶĞǇƐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ͘�
WĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�
ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͘

^ĂĨĞƚǇͬƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ WŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�ǌŽŶĞƐ�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͲŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ�
ůĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞ�ďĞŶĞĮƚƐ�ǁŝůů�ďĞ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ͘

'ŽŽĚ�ǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĂďƐĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ͘

dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ >ĂƌŐĞ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�ůŝŵŝƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�
ĂƌĞĂ�ďǇ�ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ďǇ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͘

^ŵĂůů�ĂŵŽƵŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�ĞǆƉĂŶĚ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽƌĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ďǇ�
ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ͘

&ĂĐƚŽƌƐ�dŚĂƚ�>ŝŵŝƚ�Žƌ��ǆƉĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�dǇƉŝĐĂů��ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ

Source͗��ŽƚŚ�ĮŐƵƌĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉĂŐĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚĂƉƚĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ��Wd��ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶ�Η�ĞĮŶŝŶŐ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ��ƌĞĂƐ�ŽĨ�/ŶŇƵĞŶĐĞΗ�;^h�^Ͳh�ͲZWͲϬϬϭͲϬϵ͕�ϮϬϬϵͿ͘�hƐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͘�

tŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ��ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ͍
dŚĞ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�WƵďůŝĐ�dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�^ǇƐƚĞŵ�ĚĞĮŶĞƐ�
ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ƚǇƉĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƐƉĂƟĂů�ĂƌĞĂƐ�
ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĨŽƌŵ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ�ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌŝĐ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�
ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ͘

dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�>ŝŶĞ

dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�^ƚŽƉ�
Žƌ�^ƚĂƟŽŶ

�ŽƌĞ�^ƚĂƟŽŶ�
Area

WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�
�ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ

^ĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�
�ĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ��ƌĞĂ

�ŽƌĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ĂƌĞĂ͗�dŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�
ǁŚŝĐŚ�ůĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƵƌďĂŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽŶ�
ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ǁŝůů�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ�Ă�ǀĞƌǇ�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ�
ƉŽƌƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ͘

WƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͗�dŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ůĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ƵƌďĂŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĂƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ďŽƚŚ�ŚĂǀĞ�Ă�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂů�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ǁŝůů�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ�Ă�ƐŝŐŶŝĮĐĂŶƚ�ƉŽƌƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ƚŽ�
ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ͘

^ĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�ĐĂƚĐŚŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞĂ͗�dŚĞ�ĂƌĞĂ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�
ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ĞĂƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�
ŚĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƌŝĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ�
ŽĨ�Ăůů�ƚƌŝƉƐ�ƵƟůŝǌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ�ĂƌĞ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ͘�tŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ͕�
ďŝŬĞ͕�ĨĞĞĚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵƚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ŵŽĚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�
ƚŚĞ�ƐƚŽƉ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶ͘
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COnnECTing TO TRAnsiT

to the American Public Transportation 
Association, conditions that can influence 
transit ridership include street connectivity, 
station infrastructure, and pedestrian and 
bicycle environments. 

Within the catchment area, a street network 
ideally exists with frequent intersections 
and pedestrian paths that connect directly 
to the transit stations. Commercial activity, 
architectural interest, wayfinding signage, 
and lighting can improve the walking 
environment. Well-marked bicycle routes and 
lanes and secure bike parking (both at the 
station and within the catchment area) and 
improve the bicycling environment. 

While transit ridership can benefit from 
bicycle and walking improvements, biking 
and walking levels can likewise be enhanced 
through transit improvements and network 
connectivity (such as intersecting transit 
lines). 

Factors that limit transit accessibility and 
connectivity to the surrounding area for 
bicyclists and pedestrians can include large 
parking lots, freeways, disconnected streets, 
cul-de-sacs, warehouses, gated subdivisions, 
high-speed traffic, and poor pavement 
conditions.

Providing relief for peak-period demand on 
transit systems

In large cities, public transit can be congested 
at certain times of day. Increasing bicycling 
and walking opportunities can help relieve 
that daily spike in demand, by offering 
alternative options for transportation.

A survey from the Mineta Transportation 
Institute studied the effects of bicycle sharing 
systems in four North American cities and 
found that the availability of bikeshare saw 
ridership migrate from buses and trains to 
bicycles. On average, respondents reported 
that they used rail and bus less because of 
the bike share availability (43% and 38%, 
respectively, reported this decrease) (Shaheen, 
et. al. 2012).(1)

This trend of shifting between public 
transportation modes (transit to bike share) 
was seen in the three cities with high density 
population and high public transit demand: 
Washington DC, Toronto, and Montreal.  In 
the Twin Cities, MN, which are generally 
lower density and have less public transit 
availability, 15% of bikeshare users surveyed 
actually increased their use of rail (Shaheen, 
et. al. 2012).  

These findings illustrate the benefit of 
bikeshare systems in cities of all sizes; they 
offer an alternative to congested bus and rail 
systems in densely populated areas and make 
getting to rail and bus lines more appealing in 
less dense areas.

Note: (1) An additional study, still to be released, has found similar trends with the Capital Bikes program in Washington DC (Buehler, 
et al. Forthcoming).
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�ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ
�ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ��ŶĚƌĞĂ�,ĂŵƌĞ͕�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ�dĞĐŚ

/ŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ŶŽŶŵŽƚŽƌŝǌĞĚ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ŵƵĐŚ�ůĞƐƐ�ĞǆƉĞŶƐŝǀĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ�ĂŶĚ�
ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ�ĞƋƵŝƚĂďůĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĐĂƌƐ͘�dǇƉŝĐĂů�ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƐĞĐƵƌĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ͕�ƉĂƚŚƐ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĐĂƌ�ƚƌĂĸĐ͕�ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͕�ĐƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ͕�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ďĞŶĐŚĞƐ͕�ƌŽůůͲ
ŽŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ďƵƐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ͕�ŽŶͲďŽĂƌĚ�ƐƉĂĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ͕�ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů�ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ�ŽŶ�ďƵƐĞƐ͕�ďŝŬĞƐŚĂƌĞ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌĞŶƚĂů�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ŶĞĂƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͘�

Bike parking�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�
ĐǇĐůŝŶŐͲƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƟŽŶ�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ�
ŐůŽďĂůůǇ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĐŽƐƚƐ�ůĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ă�ƚĞŶƚŚ�
ĂƐ�ŵƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƉĂƌŬͲĂŶĚͲƌŝĚĞ�ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�
ĨŽƌ�ĂƵƚŽŵŽďŝůĞƐ�ŽŶ�Ă�ƉĞƌͲƉĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌ�
ďĂƐŝƐ͘�^ĞĐƵƌĞ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞƐƐĞŶƟĂů�
ďƵƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŐƌĞĂƚůǇ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ƐŚĞůƚĞƌ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�;ƌŽŽĨ�ĂŶĚ�
Žƌ�ĨƵůůǇ�ĞŶĐůŽƐĞĚͿ�Žƌ�ǁŝƚŚ��ďŝŬĞ�ůŽĐŬĞƌƐ�
Žƌ�ƐŚĞůƚĞƌƐ�;ĨƵůůǇ�ĞŶĐůŽƐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞĐƵƌĞͿ�
ƚŽ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ�ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ďŝŬĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŐĞƫŶŐ�ǁĞƚ�Žƌ�ƐƚŽůĞŶ͘�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ŶĚƌĞĂ�DŝůŶĞ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��͘�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ŝŬĞƐƚĂƟŽŶ

Bike share and bicycle rental ĨĂĐŝůŝƟĞƐ�ŶĞĂƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�
ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĞŶĂďůĞ�ƉĂƐƐĞŶŐĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�
ƚƌŝƉƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƐŚŽƌƚͲ�ĂŶĚ�ůŽŶŐͲƚĞƌŵ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƌĞŶƚĂůƐ͘�
�ŝŬĞƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƟŽŶ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ďǇ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ�
ƚŽ�ŵƵůƟƉůĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ĚĂǇ͘

^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ͕�dy͘�
WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�'ƌĞŐ�'ƌŝĸŶ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ǁǁǁ͘ƉĞĚďŝŬĞŝŵĂŐĞƐ͘ŽƌŐ

�ŝŬĞ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ͕�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͕�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�
ƚŚĞ��ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ�ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�;ƐŚĞůƚĞƌĞĚ͕�ƐĞĐƵƌĞ͕�
ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌĞĚͿ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�
ƌĞƉĂŝƌ�ƐŚŽƉƐ͕�Ăŝƌ͕ �ĂŶĚͬŽƌ�ƚŽŽůƐ͘
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^ĞĂƩůĞ͕�t�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^ŽƵŶĚ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ͘�
�ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ǁǁǁ͘ƉĞĚďŝŬĞŝŵĂŐĞƐ͘ŽƌŐ

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ͕�E�͘�
WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�>ĂƵƌĂ�^ĂŶĚƚ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ǁǁǁ͘ƉĞĚďŝŬĞŝŵĂŐĞƐ͘ŽƌŐ

�ƵƐƟŶ͕�dy͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�WĞŽƉůĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞƐ

Separated paths and bike lanes, sidewalks, and 
crosswalks�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ďŽƚŚ�
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͘�^ĂĨĞ�ZŽƵƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕�
ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚ�ĐƌŽƐƐǁĂůŬƐ͕�ŵŝĚͲĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐ�ƌĞĨƵŐĞƐ͕�
ĂĚǀĂŶĐĞĚ�ƐŝŐŶĂů�ƟŵŝŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ�ďŝŬĞ�ůĂŶĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ĐǇĐůĞ�ƚƌĂĐŬƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂĨĞƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ�ŽĨ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ͘

Shelters and benches Ăƚ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ƌĞĨƵŐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ǁĞĂƚŚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞƌ�
ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚ͘�EŝŐŚƫŵĞ�ůŝŐŚƟŶŐ͕�ŚĞĂƟŶŐ͕�ƐĐŚĞĚƵůĞƐ͕�ƌĞĂůͲ
ƟŵĞ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞƌ�ƵƉĚĂƚĞƐ͕�ŵĂƉƐ͕�ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ�ǁĂǇĮŶĚŝŶŐ�
ƐŝŐŶĂŐĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĂƌƟƐƟĐ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶƐ�Ăůů�ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŽŽƌͲƚŽͲ
ĚŽŽƌ�ƚƌĂǀĞůĞƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ͘�/Ŷ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶͲĂƌĞĂ�
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ƐŽŵĞ�ũƵƌŝƐĚŝĐƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƟŶŐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ƌĞĂůͲƟŵĞ�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐĐƌĞĞŶƐ�Ăƚ�ůŽĐĂů�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐ͘

Roll-on bicycle service and on-board bike 
parking space ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŝŶ�ĐĂƌƐ ĞŶĂďůĞƐ�ĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�
ƌŝĚĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�Ăƚ�ďŽƚŚ�ĞŶĚƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�
ƚƌŝƉ͘��ŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ�ŽŶ�ďƵƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŝŶ�EŽƌƚŚ�
�ŵĞƌŝĐĂ�;ŽǀĞƌ�ϳϬй�ŽĨ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�ĂŶĚ�ϴϬй�ŽĨ�
�ĂŶĂĚŝĂŶ�ďƵƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞƋƵŝƉƉĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƌĂĐŬƐͿ͘�
�ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ƉĞƌŵŝƩĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ůŝŐŚƚ�ƌĂŝů�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ�ŽĨ�ƉĞĂŬ�ƚƌĂǀĞů�ŚŽƵƌƐ͘�
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�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ͕�/>͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�DĂŐŐŝĞ�DĞůŝŶ
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�ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ŽŶ�WƵďůŝĐ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ

Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�
Notes͗��ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďƵƐ�Žƌ�ƌĂŝů�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͕�ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘��ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƐƵďŵŝƚ�Ă�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ �ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘

�ŝƚǇ�ZĂŝů
й�ďƵƐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ

local rail 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͍

η�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǁĞĞŬ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ�ƌƵŶ

η�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǁĞĞŬ�ďŝŬĞƐ�
ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�ƌŽůůͲŽŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ

й�ƟŵĞ�ďŝŬĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�
ŽŶ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ

η�ďŝŬĞƐ�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�
ŽŶ�Ă�ƚƌĂŝŶ�ĐĂƌ

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 100% 9 126 126 100% 8
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 100% 9 145 145 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
�ƵƐƟŶ 100% 9 74 74 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 100% 9 120 120 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 95% 9 140 110 79% 2

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 100% 9 137 137 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 100% 9 168 128 76% 2

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 100% 9 154 154 100% 2
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 100%

Columbus 100%
Dallas 100% 9 150 150 100%
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 100% 9 168 168 100% 4
El Paso 100%

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 97% 9 103 103 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� 100%

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 100%
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 100% 9 139 97 70% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 100%
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 100%

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 100%
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 100%

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 100% 9 163 163 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 100% 9 137 137 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

Louisville 100%
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 100% 9 168 168 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

Mesa 100% 9 100 100 100%
Miami 100% 9 140 140 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 100%
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 100% 9 168 168 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 75% 9 55 55 100%
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 100% 9 168 0 0% ĨŽůĚŝŶŐ�ďŝŬĞƐ�ŽŶůǇ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 0% 9 168 168 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 100% 9 140 120 86%
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 100%

KŵĂŚĂ� 100%
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 100% 9 133 103 77% 2

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 100% 9 140 140 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 100% 9 150 150 100% 14

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 100%
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 100% 9 42 42 100% 4
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 100%
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 100% 9 168 168 100% 2

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 100% 9 134 134 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 100% 9 139 139 100% �ĂůƚƌĂŝŶ�ϰϬͬĐĂƌ͖�
>ŝŐŚƚ�ZĂŝů�ϰͬĐĂƌ

^ĞĂƩůĞ� 100% 9 131 131 100% 2
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 100%

Tulsa 100%
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 100%

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 100% 9 135 105 78% 4
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^ 100%

,ŝŐŚ 100% 168 168 100% ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

>Žǁ 0% 42 0 0%
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Commuting by transit in cities
In the 52 most populous U.S. cities, 17% of 
commuters take public transportation to 
work, a consistent trend over the last decade. 
Of those commuters, approximately 52% are 
women and 48% are men. New York City has 
the highest transit commuting rate at 56%, 
followed by Washington D.C. at 38%, Boston 
at 33% and San Francisco at 33%. All of the 
large cities surveyed for this report have bus 
service, except for Arlington, TX and 31 cities 
have a local rail service. 

Bike racks

Bike racks on buses have the potential to 
increase transit ridership and reduce car use. 
They offer the ability for commuters to take 
public transit with their bike when distances 
between a bus stop and a destination are too 
great for a convenient or comfortable walk. 
Many cities are aware of the benefits of bike 
racks on buses with 46 cities reporting that 
100% of their city buses are equipped with 
bike racks, up from 41 cities two years ago. 
New York City, with the country’s largest 
transit system, remains the only large city in 
this report with no bicycle racks on buses. 

Bike access to trains in cities

Thirty-one of the most populous cities report 
having light rail systems. Twenty-four of these 
31 cities (77%) allow bikes on their trains 
100% of the time while they are operational. 
Six of these cities allow bike access except 
during certain hours, in many cases during 
peak commuting hours. New Orleans 
reported to only allow folding bikes on their 
rail system at any time. A slight majority of 
the 31 cities with light rail limit the number 
of bikes per train car. Fourteen cities allow an 
unlimited number of bikes including Atlanta, 
Austin, Baltimore, Charlotte, Houston, Fort 
Worth, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Memphis, 
Minneapolis, Miami, New York City, Phoenix, 
and San Francisco. 

Bike parking spaces near transit in cities

At transit stops, cities average 9.5 bicycle 
parking spaces for every 10,000 residents. 
Oakland tops the list with 111 bicycle 
parking spaces per 10,000 residents followed 
by Portland with 24, Wichita with 20 and 
Chicago with 19 spaces per 10,000 people. 
New York City has the greatest number of 
bike parking spaces near transit at 8,332 
spaces but has less than 4 bike parking spaces 
per 10,000 residents.
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ChAPTER 7

�ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�EĞĂƌ�WƵďůŝĐ�dƌĂŶƐŝƚ

Sources͗�;ϭͿ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�;ϮͿ��Wd��ϮϬϭϭ�;ϯͿ���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ͘�Note͗��ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďƵƐ�Žƌ�ƌĂŝů�ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͕�ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘�

dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�^ƚŽƉƐ�(1) dƌĂŶƐŝƚ�^ƚĂƟŽŶƐ�(2)

# bus 
stops

η�ĐŝƚǇ�ƌĂŝů�
stops

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
spaces at 

ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚŽƉƐ
η�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ�

ƉĞƌ�ϭϬŬ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ(3)
η�ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ�ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�
;ďƵƐ͕�ƌĂŝů�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞƌƌǇͿ

η�ďŝŬĞ�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�
ƐƉĂĐĞƐ�Ăƚ�ďƵƐ͕�
ƌĂŝů͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞƌƌǇ

η�ƉĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƉĂĐĞƐ�
ƉĞƌ�ϭϬŬ�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ(3)

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 100 15
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ ϱ͕ϯϱϬ 24 213 4.9 38 180 4.3
�ƵƐƟŶ Ϯ͕ϵϬϬ 7 150 1.8 35 192 2.4

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ ϯ͕ϲϯϯ 27 248 4
�ŽƐƚŽŶ ϰ͕ϬϬϬ 78 280 Ϯ͕ϭϮϱ 34.2

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ ϯ͕ϴϬϬ 15 23 137 1.9
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ ϭϭ͕ϰϵϯ 199 ϱ͕ϬϬϬ 18.5 384 ϳ͕ϰϵϯ 27.8

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� Ϯ͕ϴϬϬ 23 125 3.2 86 58 1.5
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� ϭ͕ϭϴϬ 60 1.4 5

Columbus ϰ͕ϵϯϵ 604 7.6 5 54 0.7
Dallas ϴ͕Ϯϯϵ 44 481 3.9 64 44 0.4
�ĞŶǀĞƌ ϵ͕ϲϮϬ 31 880 14.2 23 953 15.8
Detroit ϲ͕ϬϬϬ 13 5 0.1
El Paso ϯ͕Ϭϲϯ 280 4.2 8 74 1.1

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ ϭ͕ϵϰϳ 4 35 0.5 11 48 0.7
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� ϭ͕ϴϲϬ 4 30 0.6

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ ϰ͕ϬϬϬ 140 4.1 10 18 0.5
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� ϵ͕ϭϴϴ 16 67 462 2.2

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ ϰ͕ϬϬϬ 40 0.5
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ ϱ͕ϳϮϬ 12 139 1.7

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK ϰ͕Ϭϭϯ 51 1.1 5 18 0.4
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� ϭ͕Ϯϴϰ

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� ϭ͕ϴϬϬ 7 100 2.2 5 28 0.6
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� ϭϱ͕ϭϭϱ 45 153 Ϯ͕ϬϵϬ 5.5

Louisville ϲ͕ϬϬϬ 1
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� ϱ͕ϱϬϬ 36 75 1.2 39

Mesa 175 1 496 11.1 2
Miami ϭ͕ϴϲϵ 10 248 6.1 64 100 2.5

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ ϯ͕ϳϱϱ
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ Ϯ͕ϳϳϵ 19 400 10.3 64 488 12.7

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 3 10
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ Ϯ͕ϭϭϯ 174 10 0.3 35
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ ϭϱ͕ϬϬϬ 468 ϴ͕ϯϯϮ 3.4 747 18 0.02

KĂŬůĂŶĚ� ϭ͕ϴϮϲ 10 ϰ͕ϯϴϲ 110.8 60 ϰ͕Ϯϳϳ 109.2
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 925 3

KŵĂŚĂ� ϰ͕ϬϬϬ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ ϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ 104 274 72 0.5

WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� ϱ͕ϴϯϮ 19 41 214 1.5
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ ϯ͕ϲϯϰ 96 ϭ͕ϰϬϯ 23.6 95 ϭ͕ϱϰϴ 26.4

ZĂůĞŝŐŚ ϭ͕ϰϯϬ
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� ϴ͕Ϭϴϭ 336 2.5 11 8 0.1
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� ϰ͕ϳϳϵ 61 348 2.7

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 45 607 7.5
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� ϭ͕ϴϭϮ 39 562 5.8 78 501 5.3
^ĞĂƩůĞ� ϯ͕ϲϬϬ 20 105 Ϯ͕ϲϯϬ 43.1
dƵĐƐŽŶ� ϭ͕ϴϬϬ 60 1.1 29 59 1.1

Tulsa 174 16 0.4
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 452 26 0.6

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� ϯ͕ϰϵϮ 40 86 ϯ͕ϭϭϲ 51.6
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^ 762 19.8

,ŝŐŚ ϭϱ͕ϭϭϱ 468 ϴ͕ϯϯϮ 110.8 747 ϳ͕ϰϵϯ 109.2
>Žǁ 100 1 10 0.3 1 5 0.02
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Source͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�Note͗�;ϭͿ��ŝŬĞƐŚĂƌĞ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͘

�ǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ŝŬĞƐŚĂƌĞ�^ǇƐƚĞŵƐ
�ŝŬĞƐŚĂƌĞ�

ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ͍
η�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�
ƐƚĂƟŽŶƐ

η�ďŝŬĞƐ�
available

η�ďŝŬĞƐ�ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƉĞƌ�
ϭϬϬ<�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy

9(1) 30 7 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
9 40 400 49 �ƵƐƟŶ
9(1) 25 250 40 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
9 72 ϭ͕Ϭϲϰ 170 �ŽƐƚŽŶ
9 20 200 27 �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9 400 ϰ͕ϬϬϬ 148 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
9(1) �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�

�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�
9 30 300 38 Columbus 

Dallas
9 80 800 129 �ĞŶǀĞƌ

Detroit
9(1) El Paso 
9 30 300 39 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ

&ƌĞƐŶŽ�
9 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
9 22 182 8 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
9(1) /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
9 12 85 18 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK

>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
9 25 400 86 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9(1) 400 ϰ͕ϬϬϬ 105 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
9 Louisville
9(1) DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
9(1) 20 200 45 Mesa
9(1) 50 500 122 Miami 
9(1) 25 250 42 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
9 170 ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 387 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
9 31 290 48 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
9(1) EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
9 330 ϲ͕ϬϬϬ 73 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
9(1) KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
9 7 95 16 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
9 8 43 10 KŵĂŚĂ�
9(1) 150 ϭ͕ϬϬϬ 65 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
9(1) 500 34 WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�
9(1) 75 750 126 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
9(1) ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
9(1) ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
9 52 450 33 ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�
9(1) ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
9 35 350 43 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
9 14 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�
9(1) 220 Ϯ͕ϮϬϬ 35 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
9(1) dƵĐƐŽŶ�
9(1) Tulsa

sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9 300 Ϯ͕ϱϬϬ 405 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

tŝĐŚŝƚĂ͕�<^
400 ϲ͕ϬϬϬ 405 ,ŝŐŚ

7 30 7 >Žǁ
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Making transit connections in midsized cities
Most buses in midsized cities are capable 
of carrying bikes with 14 of these cities 
reporting that 100% of their bus fleet have 
bike racks. While all of the midsized cities 
have bus service, only Pittsburgh, St. Louis, 
and Salt Lake City have a local rail service.. 
All three cities with local rail allow bicycles 
on train cars during all operating hours. St. 
Louis is the only city that allows an unlimited 
number of bikes on the train.
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й�ďƵƐĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 100%
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 100%
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 100%
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 100%
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 100%
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 100%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� ŶĞĂƌůǇ�ϭϬϬй
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 100%
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 100%
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 100%
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 100%
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 100%
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 100%
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 100%
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 100%

�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� Ϭй�ŝŶƚĞƌĐŝƚǇ�ďƵƐĞƐ͕�
ϭϬϬй�ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů�ďƵƐĞƐ

DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 80%
High value

DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 100%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ 100%

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 80%
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 0%

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�

�ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ŽŶ��ƵƐĞƐ

local rail 
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͍

η�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǁĞĞŬ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚƌĂŝŶƐ�ƌƵŶ

η�ŚŽƵƌƐ�ƉĞƌ�ǁĞĞŬ�
ďŝŬĞƐ�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�
ƌŽůůͲŽŶ�ĂĐĐĞƐƐ η�ďŝŬĞƐ�ĂůůŽǁĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƚƌĂŝŶ�ĐĂƌ

WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 9 130 130 2
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 9 152 152 ƵŶůŝŵŝƚĞĚ

^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 9 138 138 ϭϲ�ŽŶ�ĐĂƌƐ�ǁͬ�ďŝŬĞ�ƌĂĐŬƐ͖�ϰ�ǁͬŽ

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�

�ĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ�ŽŶ�dƌĂŝŶƐ
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ChAPTER 7

Since 2005, the Safe Routes to Transit (SR2T) 
program has helped San Francisco Bay Area 
residents make crucial last-mile bicycle and 
pedestrian connections to regional transit. 
SR2T promotes bicycling and walking to 
transit stations by funding projects and 
plans that make nonmotorized trips easier, 
faster, and safer. The concept was inspired by 
successful programs in Japan, Germany, and 
the Netherlands that routinely link bicycling 
and walking improvements with transit 
operations.

Funded by a $1 bridge toll increase, the 
program has awarded over $16 million in 
four competitive grant cycles to projects with 
improvements such as:

�� Bulb-outs at pedestrian crossings
�� Wayfinding signage
�� New or improved lighting
�� Bike lanes
�� Pedestrian tunnels
�� Secure bike storage
�� Bike stations
�� Bike plans
�� Station area plans 

The Bay Area program has a lot of ground to 
cover: 9 counties, 29 transit operators, and 
101 cities. Each two-year cycle, TransForm 
has received about 30 applications, three 
times as many as funding can support. 

Capital project awards can be as large 
as $500,000 while planning projects are 
smaller ($25,000-$100,000). TransForm 
encourages applicants to work together – 
maximum awards are 50-100% higher when 
agencies and other potential partners submit 
collaborative proposals. As more cities are 
embracing the complete streets framework, 
many projects have succeeded through a 
combination of SR2T grants and other funds.

Unique Funding Strategy

In 2002, California State Senator Don Perata 
approached TransForm and key regional 
agencies with the idea to create a ballot 
measure to raise tolls on seven regional state-
owned bridges, the funds of which would 
support public transportation. TransForm 
and allies quickly mobilized to develop top 
priorities for this nearly $4 billion opportunity 
and to build support for the toll increase. 

Early on, TransForm teamed up with the East 
Bay Bicycle Coalition (EBBC) to propose a 
$200 million SR2T program. After over a year 
of advocacy, the final ballot measure included a 
scaled back version at $22.5 million. Soon after, 
the measure garnered broad-based support of 
over 300 organizations, cities, and agencies, 
leading to voter approval in March 2004. 

An unusual feature is that the voter approved 
ballot measure specified TransForm and EBBC, 
a pair of nonprofits, to manage the SR2T 
grant program. The two groups manage the 
SR2T Advisory Committee of transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian staff from public agencies 
across the region. The committee scores and 
recommends applications for funding, and 
both groups monitor projects to completion. 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
distributes funds to recipient agencies. 

Goals

SR2T is the first competitive grant program 
of its kind. Projects must include connection 
to a bridge and demonstrate they will remove 
congestion on one or more state bridges by 
facilitating walking or bicycling to regional 
transit that serves trips between counties.

From its outset, the program has helped 
agency staff think big and try out new 
ideas. The program’s launch event included 
representatives of several manufacturers of 

on the roadTransForm: Providing Safe Routes to Transit
by Clarrissa Cabansagan, TransForm
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innovative products as well as bicycle and 
pedestrian experts. Project selection has 
rewarded innovative projects that provide 
benefits to low-income and minority 
households, incorporate new design features 
which can be replicated regionally, and boost 
the real and perceived safety of walking and 
cycling to transit.

Results

Along the way, TransForm and EBBC have 
learned the benefits of allowing for longer 
grant timelines and additional flexibility 
for pilot projects. The first four grant cycles 
funded 40 projects including 2 new bike 
stations, the reconfiguration of 54 rail cars 
to accommodate bicycles, 68 bike lockers, 
and hundreds of miles of marked crosswalks, 
bulbouts, bike routes, lanes, and trails. 

BART Bike Station in Downtown Berkeley

A bike station is a good solution when a rail 
station has high demand for bike parking 
but little outdoor space for lockers. At 
Downtown Berkeley BART, the old bike 
cage had bikes hanging from cage walls and 
crowding in the aisles. The cage was also 
located inconveniently underground at the 
far end station of the station. The new bike 
station now has street-level access, a retail/
repair shop, and ample secure bike parking. 

Another SR2T funded bike station is planned 
for Oakland’s 19th Street BART Station.

Coaxing Regional Bike Share

SR2T initially funded the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) for a pilot 
bike share project focused on bridging 
gaps from high-ridership Caltrain stations 
to popular nearby destinations. This was 
later combined with Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District funding into a larger 
share.  In August 2013, Bay Area Bike Share 
launched with 700 bikes near transit in five 
cities from San Francisco to San Jose. 

By maintaining an eye for innovation and 
flexibility in program management, SR2T has 
had a regional impact. 

SR2T projects are improving the travel 
experience for Bay Area pedestrians and 
cyclists and giving commuters new options 
to leave their cars at home, living car-free 
or car-light. Regions, residents, and transit 
systems nationwide stand to benefit from 
increased access to transportation options 
through creative funding mechanisms like 
SR2T. TransForm and EBBC hope word of 
SR2T allows for similar strategies to take root 
across the nation.

For more information visit TransForm’s 
website: www.transformca.org/campaign/sr2t. 

COnnECTing TO TRAnsiT
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Education and 
Encouragement8

Both bicyclists and motorists need education on how to safely share the 
road and navigate traffic. Widespread education efforts can contribute to 
safer roadways for all. Encouragement is also needed to promote the spread 
of bicycling and walking as means of transport, recreation, and physical 
activity.
Many states and cities have implemented programs and events with these 
aims but have had no way to evaluate their success compared to others. 
This report builds on data from the previous report to track progress of 
these efforts.
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EDuCATiOn AnD EnCOuRAgEMEnT

Educating the public 
Making sure all roadway users understand 
their rights and responsibilities is a critical 
component of creating bicycling and walking 
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. 

Driver Education

Driver education is a unique opportunity 
to instill knowledge about traffic laws and 
safety that individuals will use to form 
habits for years to come. This year the state 
survey collected information on whether 
bicycling is included in the state driver’s 
manual and whether questions on sharing 
the roadway with bicyclists are included on 
the state driver’s exam. All 50 states include 
information on bicycling in its state driver’s 

manual. Thirty-eight states include driver’s 
license test questions on bicyclists, up from 
33 states two years ago. It should be noted 
that many states reported that their state’s 
driver’s license test randomizes questions so a 
question about bicyclists does not appear on 
all tests. 

Pedestrian and Bicyclist Education

Although nearly everyone must have some 
form of driver’s education before receiving 
a license, there is no education requirement 
to ride a bicycle. Yet having knowledge and 
skills to properly handle a bicycle in traffic 
can improve safety for bicyclists and as 
some studies have shown, even make them 
better motorists. 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.



Alliance for Biking & Walking194

ChAPTER 8

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞ WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�
ĐŽƵƌƐĞ�ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ

�ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ��ĂǇ�
ĞǀĞŶƚƐ

KƉĞŶ�ƐƚƌĞĞƚƐ�
ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞ

�ŝƚǇͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�
ďŝŬĞ�ƌŝĚĞĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ for adults

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ 9 9 9 9 9
�ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy 9 9 9

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵƐƟŶ 9 9 9 9 9

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ 9 9 9 9 9
�ŽƐƚŽŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9

�ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ 9 9 9 9
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ 9 9 9 9 9 9

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ� 9 9 9 9
�ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ� 9 9 9 9 9

Columbus 9 9 9 9 9
Dallas 9 9 9 9 9
�ĞŶǀĞƌ 9 9 9 9 9
El Paso 9 9 9 9

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ 9 9 9 9 9 9
&ƌĞƐŶŽ� 9 9 9

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ 9 9 9 9 9
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ� 9 9 9 9

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 9 (1) 9
:ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ 9 9

<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK 9 9 9 9 9 9
>ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ� 9 9 9

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ� 9 9 9 9 9
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ� 9 9 9 9 9 9

Louisville 9 9 9 9 9 9
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ� 9 9 9 9 9

Mesa 9 9 9 9
Miami 9 9 9 9 9 9

DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ 9 9 9 9
DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ 9 9 9 9 9 9

EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ 9 9 9 9
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ 9 9 9 (1)

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ 9 9 9 9 9 9
KĂŬůĂŶĚ� 9 9 9 9

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ 9 9
KŵĂŚĂ� 9 9 9 (1) 9

WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9
WŚŽĞŶŝǆ� 9 9 9 9

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ 9 9 9 9 9 9
ZĂůĞŝŐŚ 9 9 9 9

^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ 9 9 9
^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ� 9 9 9 9 9
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ� 9 9 9 9 (1)

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ� 9 9 9 9 9
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ� 9 9 9 9 9 9
^ĞĂƩůĞ� 9 9 9 9
dƵĐƐŽŶ� 9 9 9 9 9

Tulsa 9 9 9 9 9
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ� 9 9 9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕��� 9 9 9 9 9
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ 9 9 9

# of states 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 46 50 26 51 32 33

�ĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ��ŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ�Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘�
�ĞƚƌŽŝƚ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƐƵďŵŝƚ�Ă�ƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ �ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘�;ϭͿ�dŚĞƐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ�ĂŶ�KƉĞŶ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�ŝŶŝƟĂƟǀĞ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϯ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ƐƵƌǀĞǇƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƐƵďŵŝƩĞĚ͘
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The Alliance survey on youth and adult 
bicycle education courses reveals that 50 
cities (96% of cities surveyed, up from 41 
cities two years ago) have adult bicycle 
education courses, and 46 cities or 88% of 
cities surveyed have youth bicycle education 
courses (up from 36 cities two years ago). 
These education courses vary in that some are 
sponsored by the local government, some by 
a local nonprofit or advocacy organization, 
some by local hospitals or local bike shops, 
and others are the result of partnerships 
between multiple agencies. 

Surveys also reveal that city adult bicycle 
education courses averaged one participant 
per 800 adults in 2011 and 2012, a three-fold 
improvement from two years ago with one 
participant for every 2363 adults.  In 2012 
Chicago reported the greatest participation 
rate of 10,000 adults or one adult participant 
per 209 adults residents. Youth courses 
averaged one participant per 39 youth 
residents in 2011 and 2012, an improvement 
from one participant per 59 youth in 2009 
and 2010. Long Beach and Austin had 
the greatest youth participation rates in 
2012. Long Beach had nearly 37,000 youth 
education participants or one participant per 
3 youth in the city, and Austin had just over 
47,000 youth participants or one participant 
per 4 youth.

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 multi-media campaigns with 

'ƌŽǁƚŚ�ŽĨ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
�ĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ��ŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Sources͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇƐ͗�ϮϬϬϱͬϮϬϬϲ͕�ϮϬϬϳͬϮϬϬϴ͕�ϮϬϬϵͬϮϬϭϬ͕�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘
Note͗�;ϭͿ�zŽƵƚŚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ǁĞƌĞ�ŽŶůǇ�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ϮϬϭϭ�ĂŶĚ�ϮϬϭϮ͘

η�ǇŽƵƚŚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ
η�ǇŽƵƚŚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ
η�ĂĚƵůƚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ

ϰϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϯϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϯϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϮϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϮϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϭϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ

ϱϬ͕ϬϬϬ

0
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/Ŷ�ϮϬϭϮ͕�ϱϬ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŽīĞƌĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂĚƵůƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�ƚŽƚĂů�ŽĨ�
Ϯϴ͕Ϯϭϱ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͘�ϰϲ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŽīĞƌĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ ĂŶĚ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�
ƚŽƚĂů�ŽĨ�ϭϴϯ͕Ϯϰϯ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͘�Ϯϲ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŽīĞƌĞĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ 
ĂŶĚ�ŚĂĚ�Ă�ƚŽƚĂů�ŽĨ�ϭϲϴ͕Ϯϳϴ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͘
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ChAPTER 8

^ŚĂƌĞͲƚŚĞͲZŽĂĚ�
�ĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ

DŽƚŽƌŝƐƚ�ͬ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�
ĚƌŝǀĞƌƐ�ŵĂŶƵĂů

�ƌŝǀĞƌƐ�ůŝĐĞŶƐĞ�
ƚĞƐƚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�
ĂďŽƵƚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ

State 
ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚ�
ŵĂŶƵĂů

�ŶŶƵĂů�
ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�
ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ�
ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ�ƉŽůŝĐĞ�
ĐŽŶƟŶƵŝŶŐ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ

�ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ�

ƉŽůŝĐĞ�ĂĐĂĚĞŵǇ�
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚ

Alabama 9 9
�ůĂƐŬĂ 9 9 9
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 9 9 9 9

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 9 9 9
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ 9 9 (1) 9 9
Colorado 9 9 9 9 (1) 9 9

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9 9 9 9 9
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 9 9 9 9 9

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 9 9 9
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 9 9 9 9 (1) 9
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 9 9 9 9
/ĚĂŚŽ 9 9 9 9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 9 9 9 9 9 9
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9 9

/ŽǁĂ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 9 9 9

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 9 9 9
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 9 9 9 9 9

DĂŝŶĞ 9 9 9 9
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 9 9 9 9 (1)

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 9 9 9 9 9 9
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 9 9 9 (1) 9 9
Mississippi 9 9

Missouri 9 9 9 9 9
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 9 9 9 9
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 9 9 9 9

Nevada 9 9 9
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 9 9 9 9

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 9 9 9 9 9 9
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 9 9 9

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 9 9
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 9 9 9 (1)

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9
KŚŝŽ 9 9 9 9 9

KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 9 9 9 9 (1)

KƌĞŐŽŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9 9 9 9 9 9
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 9 9 9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 9 9 9 (1) 9
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 9 9 (1)

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 9 9 (1) 9
Texas 9 9 9 9 9 9
hƚĂŚ 9 9 9 9 (1) 9 9

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 9 9 9
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9 9 9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 9 9

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 9 9 9 9
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 9 9 9

# of states
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ 38 50 38 19 26 22 26

^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ��ĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ��īŽƌƚƐ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘�;ϭͿ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ŽŶůǇ͘



2014 Benchmarking Report 197

EDuCATiOn AnD EnCOuRAgEMEnT

^ƚĂƚĞͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ĞǀĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�

ĂŶĚ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ

^ƚĂƚĞͲƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�
ĞǀĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�

ĂŶĚ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĂĐƟǀŝƚǇ

�ŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ��ĂǇ�
or commuter 
ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞ

Alabama
9 �ůĂƐŬĂ
9 �ƌŝǌŽŶĂ
9 �ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ

9 9 �ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
9 9 Colorado

9 �ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
9 9 �ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ

9 &ůŽƌŝĚĂ
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ

9 ,ĂǁĂŝŝ
9 9 9 /ĚĂŚŽ
9 9 9 /ůůŝŶŽŝƐ

9 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂ
9 /ŽǁĂ
9 <ĂŶƐĂƐ
9 <ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ

>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ
9 9 DĂŝŶĞ

9 DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
9 9 9 DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ
9 9 DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
9 9 DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ

9 Mississippi
9 9 9 Missouri

9 DŽŶƚĂŶĂ
9 EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ

9 9 9 Nevada
9 EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
9 EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
9 EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ
9 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ

9 9 EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
9 KŚŝŽ
9 KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ
9 KƌĞŐŽŶ
9 WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ
9 ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ
9 ^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ
9 9 dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ
9 9 9 Texas
9 9 hƚĂŚ

9 sĞƌŵŽŶƚ
9 sŝƌŐŝŶĂ
9 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ

9 9 9 tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ
9 9 9 tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ

9 tǇŽŵŝŶŐ

17 8 45 # of states 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ΗǇĞƐΗ

^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ��ŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ��ǀĞŶƚƐ

Source͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͘�Notes͗�ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ΗŶĂΗ�ĂŶĚ�ΗƵŶŬŶŽǁŶΗ�ǁĞƌĞ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĞĂŶ�ΗŶŽ͘Η��ůů�ĞŵƉƚǇ�ĐĞůůƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ΗŶŽΗ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ͘
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public service announcements including ads 
on buses, billboards, radio, and television. The 
basic message is always the same, encouraging 
bicyclists and motorists to obey traffic laws 
and show respect to other road users. Thirty-
eight states, the same total as two years ago, 
report having a Share the Road or similar 
public safety campaign.

Police training 

Police officers without training in bicycle 
laws may not understand or uphold bicyclists’ 
or pedestrians’ rights in traffic crashes, 
incorrectly stop or ticket bicyclists, or set a 
bad example of the law for other motorists. 
Education of law enforcement in bicycle 
safety and laws pertaining to bicycling is 
critical to furthering bicycling safety and 
rights.

According to the state surveys, 22 states 
include bicycling enforcement as a Police 
Academy requirement (up from 20 states two 
years ago) and 26 states include bicycling 
enforcement as part of their Police Officer 
Standards and Training (POST) course.

Professional conferences

Bicycle and pedestrian professionals need 
opportunities for continuing education, 
networking, and collaboration to further their 
work and profession. Many states now hold 
annual bicycle and pedestrian conferences or 
summits that provide bicycle and pedestrian 
professionals an opportunity for learning 

networking and planning. Fifteen states 
report having hosted a statewide bicycle and 
pedestrian conference and another 11 have 
hosted a statewide bicycle-specific conference. 

Programs and Events
Studies have shown that programs that 
promote bicycling and walking, such as Bike 
to Work days, open streets initiatives, and Safe 
Routes to School, have the ability to increase 
long-term healthy habits in participants 
(Dill, et al. 2013). A study conducted in five 
states with Safe Routes to School programs 
concluded that active travel to school by bike 
or foot increased by 37% from 12.9 percent 
to 17.6 percent after implementation of the 
program (WSDOT, 2012)

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 open streets (ciclovia) 
initiatives. This report also looked at 
participation levels of these efforts to establish 
benchmarks and baseline data to measure 
progress among cities going forward.

More than any other age group, young 
adults (ages 18-29) say they are more likely 
to bicycle if they have someone to ride with 
(LAB 2013).
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Promotional Bicycle Rides

Promotional bicycle rides are another popular 
encouragement activity that many states, 
cities, and advocacy organizations sponsor. 
While temporary in nature, these events can 
promote bicycling as a healthy and fun way to 
get around, and can raise awareness around 
local bicycle routes, issues, and groups. They 
are often an excellent entry point for new 
bicyclists who are not yet comfortable 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 forging new partnerships between 
bicycling organizations and other government 
and community groups.

Seventeen states and 33 cities report having 
government-sponsored rides to promote 
bicycling or physical activity (up from 31 
cities two years ago while the number of 
states stayed the same). Seven states reported 
hosting a Governor’s ride and 8 states 
reported holding a state legislator’s ride. New 

York City’s city-sponsored ride (TD Bank Five 
Borough Bike Tour) attracts 31,500 bicyclists, 
more than any other city-sponsored ride. 
Louisville’s Mayor’s Healthy Hometown Hike 
and Bike attracts one participant for every 
38 residents, making it the highest per capita 
participation of any city-sponsored ride in 
2012. 

Open Streets

Although a few cities - including Seattle, San 
Francisco and New York - have had regularly 
occurring car-free streets within parks for 
decades, a new sort of program has been 
spreading across North American in the last 
decade. These initiatives, called Open Streets, 
temporarily remove cars from the streets so 
that people may use them for healthy and 
fun physical activities like walking, jogging, 
biking and dancing. See page XXX for a more 
detailed description of Open Streets.

Of the 52 large cities covered in this report, 
28 reported having an Open Streets initiative 
in 2011/2012 (up from 20 large cities in 
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to promote bicycling as a healthy and fun 
alternative to driving. Local advocacy 
organizations and government agencies 
across North America organize bicycling 
encouragement and promotion events around 
Bike to Work Day including 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 all 52 cities 
reporting some organized event around this 
day (up from 43 cities two years ago). Both 
government and nonprofit organizations 
sponsor these events. In 2012 and 2011 cities 
averaged one Bike to Work Day participant 
for every 394 adults. In 2010 and 2009, cities 
reported greater participation with one 
participant for every 306 adults. However, 
exact trends are difficult to determine 
because not every city was able to provide 
yearly participation data. Of those cities that 
did report participation numbers in 2012, 
Washington D.C. and Portland had the 
greatest per capita participation with one out 
of every 44 and 46 adults, respectively.

2009/2010). El Paso, Kansas City, MO, and 
Philadelphia each report hosting at least 52 
open streets events per year. Four cities report 
having over 100,000 participants in 2012, up 
from only one city in 2010. San Francisco’s 
Sunday Streets drew in the most participants 
at 300,000 and New York’s Summer Streets 
drew in 256,000 in 2012. Los Angeles’s open 
streets gathered 200,000 participants and 
Portland’s events drew in 103,000 people. 
These high turnouts demonstrate a large 
interest in, and latent demand for, safe places 
to bike and walk. Cities in North America 
continue to strive for more frequent Open 
Streets that occur at regular intervals.

More information on Open Streets is available 
at OpenStreetsProject.org.

Bike to Work Day

Bike to Work Day is an annual event held 
on the third Friday in May throughout most 
of the United States and Canada. Since the 
League of American Bicyclists organized the 
first Bike to Work Day in 1956, the day has 
been a rallying point for bicycle advocates 

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂƌƌǇ�>ĞǁŝƐ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ
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Walk and Bike to School Day

Walk and Bike 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 United States. Communities can choose 
to celebrate International Walk to School Day 
for a day, a week, or an entire month. Events 
can range from simply encouraging 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 2012 nearly 4,300 schools from all 50 
states participated in Walk to School Day. 
This was a 20% increase with over 800 more 
schools participating compared to two 
years ago.  California topped the list with 
495 Walk to School events in 2012. Boston 
was the only major U.S. city in this report 
that did not either report a Walk to School 
Event or did not have any events registered 
by the National Center for SRTS in 2011 or 
2012. Portland, OR, and Nashville had more 
schools registered for Walk to School Day 
than any other major U.S. cities with 67 and 
50 registered schools, respectively. Memphis 
reported the highest number of students 
participating at 40,000 in 2012.

The first ever national Bike to School Day 
was held in May 2012. Forty-nine states 
participated with South Dakota being the 
only state that did not have any registered 
events. Twenty-seven of the most populous 
cities reported at least one Bike to School 
event. Minneapolis held the most Bike to 
School events at 18 followed by Washington 
D.C. with 16 events. 

^ĂǀĂŶŶĂŚ͕�'�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�^ĂǀĂŶŶĂŚ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ

Impact of Education and 
Encouragement on Mode Share
Many advocacy organizations and 
government agencies sponsor education and 
encouragement efforts that influence mode 
share and safety. Although some baseline 
data were collected for the 2010 and 2012 
reports, as well as for this current report, 
there is still a severe deficiency in evaluation 
of these efforts. Because many cities and 
states could not provide data on participation 
levels, and many programs are brand new, it is 
difficult to explore potential relationships. The 
Benchmarking Project will continue to collect 
data on education and encouragement efforts 
and hopes to explore the relationship further 
in future benchmarking reports.
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Open Streets initiatives, also known as 
Ciclovías, Sunday Streets, and Sunday 
Parkways, temporarily close streets to 
automobile traffic and open them for walking, 
jogging, bicycling, dancing, playing, and just 
about any other physical activity. Today, there 
are nearly 100 Open Streets initiatives in the 
United States and Canada, up from only nine 
in 2005. These initiatives are located in all 
regions of the country.

Open Streets differentiate themselves from 
block parties and street fairs by promoting 
active living, healthy lifestyle choices and 
connecting neighborhoods. Open Streets are 
typically part of a broader effort to encourage 
sustained physical activity, redefine public 
spaces and increase healthy transportation 
options. The most successful Open Streets 
occur every week, opening up miles of streets 
and engaging hundreds of thousands of 
participants. While most initiatives happen 
during the warmer months, some initiatives 
are active throughout the year.

There are a variety of benefits associated with 
Open Streets: they provide a safe space to be 
physically active, promote local businesses, 
create an opportunity for community 
interaction and civic engagement, allow 
participants to explore new parts of their 
city, and encourage participants to consider 
incorporating walking and biking into their 
daily transportation routine.   

Open Streets are also an excellent opportunity 
for advocates and officials to engage with 
new partners to promote biking and walking.  
Open Streets coalitions can include health 
partners, business leaders, environmentalists, 
community leaders, churches, transportation 
advocates and more. Biking and walking 
advocates can use Open Streets as a way 
to start conversations with individuals and 
organizations that are supportive of biking 
and walking but have not found a way to 
engage in advocacy efforts in the past.

Although larger cities like New York and Los 
Angeles may dominate the headlines related 
to Open Streets, it is a phenomenon that 
has taken root in communities of all sizes. 
The definition of a successful Open Streets 
initiative varies greatly depending on the size 
of the community and the size of the space 
being closed to car traffic. While some cities 
in Latin America close dozens of miles, North 
American cities tend to close between 1-10 
miles for each initiative.

Open streets across the U.S.
by Michael Samuelson, Alliance for Biking & Walking, Open Streets Project
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EƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�KƉĞŶ�
^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ�/ŶŝƟĂƟǀĞƐ͕�ϮϬϬϲͲϮϬϭϮ
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Open Streets Model Types

While each Open Streets initiative is 
unique to the local context in which it is 
implemented, there are elements of each 
initiative that tie them together. Several 
common models have emerged in the 
United States, based on an initiative’s lead 
organizing entity (where funding is sourced), 
and the level of supporting activities offered. 
Supporting activities vary widely by city and 
may include classes (e.g. yoga, dance, zumba), 
bike education, playground games (e.g. hula 
hooping, jump-roping) and performances. 
Thus far, six model types have been identified, 
each named in honor of the city responsible 
for pioneering the model.

Cleveland Model
�� Lead organization is a nonprofit
�� Funding support is largely sourced 

from private business or charitable 
foundations

�� Numerous supporting activities and 
initiatives are included along the route’s 
trajectory

Kentucky Model
�� Organized statewide by a coalition of 

public, private and nonprofit entities
�� Funded by public and private sector 

entities
�� Substantial supporting activities

Portland Model
�� Organization is in the hands of local 

government
�� Funding is sourced from both public and 

private sources
�� Various supporting initiatives and 

activities are included

San Francisco Model
�� Organized by a coalition of nonprofits 

and public authorities
�� Financial support sourced from private 

donations and public funds
�� Wide scope of supporting activities

�� The initiative is often held in different 
parts of the city

Seattle Model
�� The organization of the initiative is 

primarily in the hands of the local 
government

�� The routes are chosen within parkways 
or alongside parks and other natural 
features where few intersections exist;

�� Funding is sourced from the state, 
county, and/or city government

�� There are minimal or no supporting 
activities or related initiatives

�� The initiative typically occurs on a 
regular basis

Savannah Model
�� Organized by a coalition of public, 

private and nonprofit entities
�� Funded by private sector entities
�� Substantial supporting activities

Winnipeg Model
�� Organized by a nonprofit entity
�� Funded by public and private sector 

entities
�� Significant supporting activities and 

initiatives
In association with The Street Plans 
Collaborative, the Alliance for Biking & 
Walking has created a central resource for 
information on Open Streets, the Open 
Streets Project. The Project includes a website 
(www.OpenStreetsProject.org) containing 
a collection of best practices – the Open 
Streets Guide – as well as case studies on 
cities across the continent, a resources section 
and news on the latest developments related 
to Open Streets. The Open Streets Project 
offers technical assistance to interested 
communities and additionally held the first 
National Open Streets Training in August of 
2013.  For more information, contact Mike 
Samuelson, Open Streets Coordinator at 
Mike@PeoplePoweredMovement.org.
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Education and encouragement efforts in midsized cities
Over the last two years the midsized cities 
have been active in educating the public 
about biking and walking through special 
events and educational programs. In 2012, 14 
midsized cities had youth bicycle education 
courses and 9 cities had youth pedestrian 
education courses.  During the same year, 
nearly 90% or 15 of these cities reported the 
presence of an adult bicycle education course. 

All 17 midsized cities participated in a Bike 
to Work Day event in 2012 and 15 of the 
cities also sponsored a public bike ride. 
Open street events are similarly popping up 
in the midsized cities with nearly half (8) 
sponsoring an open street initiative. 

Schools

Although only 3 cities indicated that bike 
parking is required at public schools, 10 of 
the midsized cities reported having bike 
parking spaces at public schools with Fort 
Collin’s leading the count at 2,000 spaces. 
None of the midsized cities require biking 
and walking access for students and staff, but 
fortunately, 10 of the cities are enrolled in a 
city-sponsored Safe Routes to School program 
and 16 of the cities reported participating in 
the Bike and Walking to School event during 
the 2011/12 school year. 

ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ�

ĨŽƌ�ǇŽƵƚŚ
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WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 9 9 9 9
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�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
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In her Oakland, CA., community leader, 
Jenna Burton, saw many people hopping on 
their bikes to get around. However, there 
was a noticeable void. Many of these new 
bicyclists did not look like her or traditional 
Oaklanders. So, five years ago, she rounded 
up a small group of black bicyclists and went 
for a ride. That initial ride has turned into a 
multi-city movement of black bicyclists called 
Red, Bike and Green.

“When you see fifty-plus black people on 
bikes in any neighborhood it’s a symbol of 
black power,” she says. “The rides are a way 
to make a space where black love and healthy 
black living is visible.”

Red, Bike and Green (RBG) organizes 
around a three-pronged mission: improving 
health, economics and the environment. 

With a motto like, “Its Bigger Than Bikes”, 
RBG takes the approach that the bicycle 
is an increasingly powerful tool for 
building community. Through the monthly 
“Community Ride,” RBG provides a place for 
riders young and old commune and commute 
together; to support black-owned businesses; 
and to highlight issues of safety, wellness and 
access.

Red, Bike and Green is giving a voice to a 
growing contingent of black bicyclists and 
people of color around empowering their 
personal commutes and the commutes of 
those they live with.

From its programming to its branding, Red, 
Bike and Green is revolutionary. The group 
borrows some ideals from the Pan-Africanist 
theories of Marcus Garvey, adopting the 

on the roadRed, Bike, and Green
by Hamzat Sani, Red, Bike and Green

WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ZĞĚ͕��ŝŬĞ�ĂŶĚ�'ƌĞĞŶ
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colors of the Pan-Africanist flag. The use of 
these colors gives a nod to the organization’s 
efforts in predominantly black communities. 
While the group shares relationships with 
cycling advocates both local and national, 
each chapter is hyper-local in its engagement, 
mission and autonomy.

“If Red, Bike and Green’s goal is to get more 
black folks bicycling, we must think less about 
the existing bicycling community and more 
about organizations invested in the on-the-
ground livelihood of black people,” says Eboni 
Hawkins, of the group’s Chicago chapter.

Propelled by its revolutionary aesthetic 
and a commitment to empowering local 
black cyclists, the movement has spread to a 
number of cities across the country in just a 
few short years. In Oakland, the group curates 
its own traveling art exhibit with images 
featuring blacks and their bikes. In Chicago, 

KĂŬůĂŶĚ͕���͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ZĞĚ͕��ŝŬĞ�ĂŶĚ�'ƌĞĞŶ KĂŬůĂŶĚ͕���͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�ZĞĚ͕��ŝŬĞ�ĂŶĚ�'ƌĞĞŶ

Hawkins, the ride leader, has partnered 
with the Pioneers Bicycling Club and Active 
Transportation Alliance to host rides, educate 
youth on safe cycling and maintenance, and 
call for a fair distribution of transportation 
resources. 

Further East, in Atlanta, RBG has advocated 
for bike lanes in communities of color, pushed 
for a greater engagement between black 
businesses and cyclists and even starred in 
their own movie. This year, RBG-New York 
hosted riders in the first annual RBG Bike 
Tour from Washington, DC to Brooklyn, 
New York, featuring a stop at the AfroPunk 
Festival. With its newest chapter opening in 
Indianapolis early in the Fall of 2013, RBG 
continues expanding its reach to cities across 
the US.

To learn more about Red, Bike and Green, 
visit www.redbikeandgreen.com.
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The ministry of education in the Netherlands 
has made traffic education a required subject 
for students in kindergarten and primary 
school. The main goals of traffic education 
are:

rules, so that they know and are able to apply 
them as they participate in traffic.

as pedestrians, bicyclists and passengers.

The main organization that provides learning 
materials for traffic education is Veilig 
Verkeer Nederland (Save Traffic Netherlands), 
or VVN, a non-profit organization that is 
run mainly by volunteers. The organization 
gets funding from donations and government 
grants and charges small fees to schools for 
the usage of their products.

Once a year VVN holds a national theory 
exam to test students’ knowledge of traffic 
signs, rules, safety and participation, and they 
provide teaching materials and a complete 
framework of lessons to schools that organize 
a practical bicycling exam. VVN also provides 
schools with free insurance for students 
participating in the exam, so if something 
happens to one of the students during the 
exam, the VVN insurance will pay for the 
expenses. Teachers and volunteers create 
the specific exam and route for their own 
school. Schools are not required to participate 
in these exams, but the government 
recommends it.

The practical exam has two parts; the first 
part is a bicycle check. A couple days before 
the exam, students’ bicycles are checked by 
volunteers to make sure that they will be safe 
to use in traffic. A student’s bicycle must pass 
the check in order for them to participate in 
the practical exam.

The second part of the exam is a riding 
course that has been set up by the teachers 
and volunteers. VVN has developed a set of 
rules for what needs to be included in order 
to make it a qualified course. For example, the 
route must include multiple traffic situations. 
The course is around two miles long and 
volunteers observe students at different 
points along the route. The volunteers record 
whether or not students participate safely 
in traffic, and if they follow the traffic rules. 
After the exam, the teacher and volunteers 
conduct a review with the students and 
address the most common mistakes made 
during the exam. A student must score above 
80% to successfully pass the practical exam. 
If a student fails the exam, the student will be 
able the to redo it at another time.

The expenses to administer the exam are low 
and most local governments will cover the 
cost if the school communicates with them. 
About 60-70% of schools in the Netherlands 
participate in the exams yearly.

across bordersThe Netherlands: Bicycle Education in Schools
by Tijs Buskermolen, Goshen College

WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�:Ğī�DŝůůĞƌ
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My personal experience with bicycle 
education started when I entered 
kindergarten. My teachers engaged me in 
small activities, games, song singing and 
drawings related to participating in traffic.

In second grade, we received a workbook-like 
magazine from VVN, called Stap Vooruit 
(Step Forward). Stap Vooruit is published 
eight times a year, and is filled with fun 
learning exercises, pictures, and activities, 
which we would complete during class time.

In third and fourth grades we received a 
different workbook/magazine that was a little 
more challenging. Op de Voet en Fietsen 
(On Feet and Biking) is also published eight 
times a year. After working through each 
magazine, we completed a short quiz about 
the information covered.

We received Jeugd VerkeersKrant (Youth 
Traffic Newspaper) in fifth and sixth grades. 
The main goal of this magazine was to 
prepare us for the theory exam (described 
earlier), which we took in sixth grade. A 
couple weeks after the theory exam, my 
school organized a practical exam. The whole 
class biked the exam route together a couple 
of days before the real exam, and we were 
allowed to practice it by ourselves ahead 

of time. I passed my exam with one of the 
allowed three mistakes. Two students in my 
class of 25 did not pass the exam; however, 
both passed the exam on their second try, a 
couple weeks later.

VVN was started more than 80 years ago, 
and had their first big success in 1959, when 
the government required traffic education 
for elementary schools. Data from the 
European Cyclists’ Federation show that 
The Netherlands has seen a 45% increase in 
bicycling and a 58% decrease in traffic-related 
fatalities between 1980 and 2005 (ECF 2012). 
It is likely VVN’s actions have had an effect 
on these positive developments in bicycling 
safety.

The government and VVN have encouraged 
the Dutch population to adopt the philosophy 
that bicyclists are not the danger on the 
road, but cars and car drivers are. Therefore, 
car drivers should take the responsibility 
for avoiding collisions with bicyclists. The 
government has enacted a law that makes 
car drivers almost always liable in a collision 
with a bicycle. This law, as well as the traffic 
education efforts, has made the Netherlands 
one of the safest and most bicycling-friendly 
countries in the world.

EDuCATiOn AnD EnCOuRAgEMEnT

/ŵĂŐĞ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�^ĂǀĞ�dƌĂĸĐ�EĞƚŚĞƌůĂŶĚƐ�ǁŽƌŬďŽŽŬƐ͘
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Powered 
Movement9

Bicycle and pedestrian advocacy is on the rise. When the Alliance for 
Biking & Walking was formed in 1996 as the North American coalition of 
grassroots bicycle and pedestrian advocacy organizations, there were just 
12 member organizations. Today the Alliance includes over 200 state and 
local advocacy organizations in 49 U.S. states, five Canadian provinces, and 
two Mexican states. 
These organizations work to educate, inspire, and hold accountable 
community leaders and decision makers, transforming our communities 
into more vibrant, healthy, and livable places. The presence and capacity 
of these organizations are both indicators of the growing prominence of 
bicycling and walking in communities across the U.S. 
And these advocate voices are being heard. Government staff and advisory 
committees at the local, state and national levels are working to improve 
policy and implement projects that make communities more bicycle and 
pedestrian friendly. 
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Advocacy Organizations
Grassroots advocacy is one of, if not the, most 
certain ways for communities to become 
better places to bike and walk. Advocacy 
groups understand the issues on the ground 
and are often best able to stir up community 
support and offer creative solutions to some 
of the barriers that often limit governments. 
Their presence in both large and small 
communities is crucial.

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 progressive 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 involvement in the public policy 
discourse.

Measuring the capacity of advocacy 
organizations is not an easy thing to do.  
Some organizations with strong leaders 
and a dedicated base, can and do win great 
victories for bicycling and walking with few 
financial resources. However, in the Alliance’s 
experience, organizations 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. More staff means greater capacity, more 
growth and greater results.

^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd͘ �WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ��ŝŬĞ�WĂƌƚǇ�ͬ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ
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Organizations are represented in this 
section by the state or city they serve. In 
the cases where more than one advocacy 
organization serves a particular state or city, 
the organizations are combined to show the 
capacity within the city or state. Appendix 
4 contains the list of 50 states and 52 cities 
studied in this report and identifies the 
advocacy organization(s) representing each 
city or state. 

Membership and engagement

A strong membership base is often a 
critical component for successful advocacy 
organizations. Members provide a volunteer 

pool, means for political leverage, and donors. 
In 2013, statewide organizations averaged 
one member per 3,188 residents. This is an 
increase from 2011, when states averaged 
one member per 4,975 people. Wyoming and 
Colorado have the highest rate of members 
to population with one member for every 523 
Wyoming and 566 Colorado residents. 

Organizations serving cities have also seen an 
increase in membership and, on average, have 
higher membership rates than states. Overall, 
these locally-focused organizations have 
one member per 436 residents (previously 
one member per 1,522 residents). Seattle 
has the highest membership rate with one 

�ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�DĞŵďĞƌ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�^ƚĂƚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϯ

�ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ
^ƚĂƚĞ�ŚĂƐ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ ^ƚĂƚĞ�ŚĂƐ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ

^ƚĂƚĞ͕�ŶŽ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ
�ŝƚǇ͕ �ŶŽ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ

�ŝƚǇ�ŚĂƐ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ

�ŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�
ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ;ƐͿ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ

�ŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�EKd�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ�ďǇ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�
ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ;ƐͿ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ
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Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϯ

DĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ZĂƚĞƐ͗��ŝƚǇͲ&ŽĐƵƐĞĚ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ
ϭ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŝŶ�ĂŶ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĐŝƚǇͲĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ŚŽǁ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͍

^ĞĂƩůĞ
^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ
DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ
>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ

�ƚůĂŶƚĂ
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
�ŽƐƚŽŶ

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ

�ƵƐƟŶ
<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK

DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ

^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ
Columbus

dƵĐƐŽŶ
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

�ĞŶǀĞƌ
�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ

Louisville
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ

с�ϭϬϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ

41
64
91
113
119
198

322
327
385
398
419
436

525
539
578
592

749
806

909
ϭ͕ϭϳϮ

ϭ͕ϱϭϬ
Ϯ͕ϭϳϯ
Ϯ͕ϯϱϱ
Ϯ͕ϰϴϬ
Ϯ͕ϱϭϯ
Ϯ͕ϲϴϮ

ϯ͕ϬϭϬ
ϰ͕Ϭϳϱ

ϰ͕ϰϮϭ

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
Dallas

tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ

с�ϱϬϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ

ϭϮ͕ϲϳϵ
ϮϬ͕ϯϵϬ

Ϯϱ͕ϲϮϵ
Ϯϲ͕ϴϮϰ
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KŶ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ϭ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĐŝƚǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�
ĨŽƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ϰϯϲ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�ůĂƌŐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ϭ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�
�ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ϯ͕ϭϴϴ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�h͘^͘
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DĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ZĂƚĞƐ͗�^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ
ϭ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ŝŶ�ĂŶ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ�ŚŽǁ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͍

Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϯ

ϰϵ͕ϵϭϬDŽŶƚĂŶĂ�

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ

sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ

'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ

Nevada

ϱϴ͕ϳϲϬ
ϱϵ͕ϴϵϯ

ϳϯ͕ϲϬϱ

ϴϭ͕Ϭϱϱ

ϭϮϮ͕ϲϵϬ

ϱϰϰ͕ϲϲϰ

с�ϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ

с�ϱϬϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
hƚĂŚ�

EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ
&ůŽƌŝĚĂ

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
Texas

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ

Alabama
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ

ϭϰ͕ϲϰϳ
ϭϰ͕ϲϲϬ
ϭϱ͕Ϭϰϱ

Ϯϱ͕ϲϳϱ
Ϯϵ͕ϭϰϭ
Ϯϵ͕ϰϬϰ

ϯϮ͕Ϭϭϴ
ϰϭ͕Ϭϵϭ

ϴ͕ϭϮϮ
ϵ͕ϯϱϴ
ϵ͕ϯϵϭ

с�ϭϬϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ

KƌĞŐŽŶ
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ
Colorado
tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ

/ŽǁĂ
,ĂǁĂŝŝ
DĂŝŶĞ

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
^ƚĂƚĞ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ

/ĚĂŚŽ
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ

/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ

349
523
566

ϭ͕Ϭϳϴ
ϭ͕Ϯϱϲ

ϭ͕ϳϭϱ
ϭ͕ϵϳϲ
Ϯ͕ϭϭϱ

Ϯ͕ϲϱϲ
ϯ͕ϭϴϱ
ϯ͕ϭϴϴ

ϰ͕ϭϭϰ
ϰ͕Ϯϲϭ

ϲ͕Ϭϰϴ
ϲ͕ϰϯϱ
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member for every 41 residents. San Francisco 
ranks second with one member for every 64 
residents.

Along with membership, number of contact 
addresses indicate the reach an organization 
potentially has with the community. Both 
state and local organizations reported more 
mail contacts, on average, than email contacts 
for the 2012 Benchmarking Report. However, 
for this update, only three organizations 
reported mail contacts, likely in response 
to the shifting preference for electronic 
communication. Statewide organizations 
average one email contact for every 804 
residents (1663 residents two years ago). 
Local organizations average one email contact 
for every 108 residents (299 residents two 
years ago).

Funding advocacy organizations

The Alliance for Biking & Walking asked 
its member organizations for their revenue 
sources from the most recent budget year. 
Data indicate that, on average, statewide 
Alliance organizations operate on 4 cents per 
capita, an increase from 2 cents per capita in 
2010. The state with the highest per capita 
income for advocacy is Hawaii, with a budget 
of 52 cents per capita, followed by Maine with 
a budget of 42 cents per capita.

Organizations that represent cities have 
significantly higher incomes per capita than 
statewide organizations and have also seen an 

increase in recent years. On average, Alliance 
organizations representing cities earned 69 
cents per capita in 2012(1), compared to just 15 
cents per capita in 2010. Seattle ranks highest 
in per capita earnings of all cities surveyed at 
$7.87 per capita (combining the revenue of 
four local advocacy organizations).

The range is wide among states and cities in 
part because some advocacy organizations 
are new and are being compared to longer-
established organizations. Also, some 
organizations have full-time staff for 
fundraising.

In addition to increases in revenue overall, 
state- and city-focused Alliance organizations 
are also operating with more diversified 
revenue sources. About a quarter of the 
combine income comes from memberships 
and donations, another quarter from program 
fees and events, and another quarter from 
government grants and contracts. The final 
quarter of revenue is split between income 
from bicycle shops and manufacturers, 
foundation grants, fee-for-service activities, 
and other income.

This is an improvement in revenue diversity, 
since 2010, when states were relying more 
heavily on membership fees and donations 
(36%) and government grants and contracts 
(28%). Citywide organizations were relying 
more heavily on income from events and 
programs (33%) and government grants and 
contracts (27%) (2012 Benchmarking Report).

Note: (1) This average includes all organizations/cities listed in this table. Organizations in Seattle and Portland, OR, reported very high incomes per 
capita. Removing the organizations in these cities, brings the average per capita income down to $0.50. Removing Seattle organizations, alone, brings the 
average per capita income down to $0.56.
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�ƌĞĂŬĚŽǁŶ�ŽĨ��ǀĞƌǇ��ŽůůĂƌ��ĂƌŶĞĚ�ďǇ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ

'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ�ŐƌĂŶƚƐ�
ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƐ

�ǀĞŶƚƐ͕�ƌŝĚĞƐ͕�ŐĂůĂƐ͕�
ĂŶĚ�ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌƐŚŝƉƐ

DĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉƐ
ĂŶĚ�ĚŽŶĂƟŽŶƐ

&ŽƵŶĚĂƟŽŶ�
ŐƌĂŶƚƐ

KƚŚĞƌ�
ŝŶĐŽŵĞ

&ĞĞͲĨŽƌͲƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ�
ĂĐƟǀŝƚĞƐ

�ŝĐǇĐůĞ�ƐŚŽƉƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ŵĂŶƵĨĂĐƚƵƌĞƌƐ

>ĞŐĞŶĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ĐŚĂƌƚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉĂŐĞ

Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϮ�DĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ͘�Note͗�'ƌĂƉŚƐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ�ŽŶůǇ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂƚĞƐ�Žƌ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ϱϮ�ƐƚƵĚǇͲĂƌĞĂ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͘�dŽ�ƐĞĞ�Ă�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�
ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂƚĞ͕�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ��ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ�ϱ�ŽŶ�ƉĂŐĞ�yyy͘

^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ�
�ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�

KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ

27¢ 24¢

23¢

10¢
4¢

4¢
8¢

�ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�
KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�
ŝŶ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

24¢ 24¢

24¢

10¢
6¢

3¢

9¢

�ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ
�ƵƐƟŶ

�ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
�ŽƐƚŽŶ
�ŚŝĐĂŐŽ

�ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ
Columbus

Dallas
�ĞŶǀĞƌ

&Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
&ƌĞƐŶŽ

,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ

/ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
<ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK

>ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ
>ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ
DĞŵƉŚŝƐ

Mesa
DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ

DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ

KĂŬůĂŶĚ
WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ
^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ
^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ

^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ
^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ
^ĞĂƩůĞ
dƵĐƐŽŶ

Tulsa
tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶΖƐ�ƚŽƚĂů�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ

ZĞǀĞŶƵĞ�^ŽƵƌĐĞƐ�ŽĨ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ
Alabama
�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ
Colorado
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ
,ĂǁĂŝŝ
/ĚĂŚŽ
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ

/ŽǁĂ
DĂŝŶĞ

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ
DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ

DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ
DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ

Nevada
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
KƌĞŐŽŶ

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ
dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ

Texas
hƚĂŚ

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
WĞƌĐĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶΖƐ�ƚŽƚĂů�ƌĞǀĞŶƵĞ
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'ƌŽƐƐ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�
2012

Per capita
ƚŽƚĂů�ŐƌŽƐƐ�

ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ϮϬϭϮ
η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂī�
;&d�Ϳ

η�^ƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ # of members

η�ŽĨ�^ƚĂƚĞ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ƉĞƌ͗

Member �ŵĂŝů�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ

Alabama Ψϭϴ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 1.0 0.2  150 �ϯϮ͕Ϭϭϴ� �ϭϭ͕Ϭϭϱ�
�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ Ψϱ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0 0.0  50 �ϱϴ͕ϳϲϬ� �Ϯ͕Ϭϵϵ�
�ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ Ψϲϳϵ͕ϴϳϭ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 4.0 0.1 �ϯϬ͕ϬϬϬ� �ϭ͕Ϯϱϲ�  370 
Colorado ΨϳϮϴ͕ϴϴϳ� ΨϬ͘ϭϰ� 7.0 1.4 �ϵ͕Ϭϰϯ�  566  569 

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ Ψϴϭ͕ϭϲϲ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 1.0 0.3  238 �ϭϱ͕Ϭϰϱ�  942 
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ ΨϮϰ͕ϰϰϳ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϯ� 1.0 1.1  150 �ϲ͕Ϭϰϴ�  861 

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ ΨϮϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 2.8 0.2 �ϭ͕ϯϬϬ� �ϭϰ͕ϲϲϬ� �ϵ͕ϱϮϵ�
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ ΨϭϭϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 1.0 0.1  80 �ϭϮϮ͕ϲϵϬ� �ϯ͕ϵϮϲ�
,ĂǁĂŝŝ ΨϳϮϬ͕Ϯϰϯ� ΨϬ͘ϱϮ� 7.0 5.1  650 �Ϯ͕ϭϭϱ�  509 
/ĚĂŚŽ Ψϭϲ͕ϳϴϳ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 0.5 0.3  372 �ϰ͕Ϯϲϭ� �ϰ͕ϯϱϰ�
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ ΨϮϰϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 2.1 0.2 �Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ� �ϲ͕ϰϯϱ�
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ ΨϭϬϳ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 1.0 0.2 �ϯ͕ϴϬϬ� �ϭ͕ϳϭϱ� �ϭ͕ϲϮϵ�

/ŽǁĂ ΨϯϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϭϬ� 3.0 1.0 �ϭ͕ϱϱϬ� �ϭ͕ϵϳϲ� �ϭ͕ϳϯϬ�
DĂŝŶĞ Ψϱϲϲ͕ϳϵϳ� ΨϬ͘ϰϯ� 6.0 5.0  500 �Ϯ͕ϲϱϲ�  190 

DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ ΨϮϳϬ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϱ� 3.0 0.5  200 �Ϯϵ͕ϭϰϭ�  224 
DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ ΨϮϵϯ͕ϲϴϵ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 4.1 0.6  927 

DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ Ψϯϳϱ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 3.0 0.3 �ϭ͕Ϯϭϲ� �ϴ͕ϭϮϮ� �ϵ͕ϳϭϭ�
DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ Ψϱϰϭ͕ϲϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϭϬ� 6.0 1.1 �ϭ͕ϲϳϴ� �ϯ͕ϭϴϱ�  677 
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ Ψϭϰ͕ϮϱϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 1.0 1.0  20 �ϰϵ͕ϵϭϬ� �Ϯ͕ϵϯϲ�

Nevada ΨϬ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ 0.0 0.0  5 �ϱϰϰ͕ϲϲϰ� �ϱ͕ϰϰϳ�
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ Ψϭϳ͕ϳϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 1.0 0.8  90 �ϭϰ͕ϲϰϳ� �ϭ͕ϯϭϴ�

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ Ψϭϰ͕ϮϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 1.0 0.1  300 �Ϯϵ͕ϰϬϰ� �ϯ͕ϴϯϱ�
EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ ΨϭϬϯ͕ϰϬϬ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 1.5 0.1  325 �ϱϵ͕ϴϵϯ� �ϭϮ͕ϵϳϳ�

EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ ΨϮϵ͕ϭϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0 0.0  235 �ϰϭ͕Ϭϵϭ�
KƌĞŐŽŶ Ψϭ͕Ϭϴϳ͕ϴϰϰ� ΨϬ͘Ϯϴ� 14.0 3.6 �ϭϭ͕ϬϵϮ�  349  605 

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ Ψϵϰ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 2.0 0.4  500 �ϵ͕ϯϱϴ�
dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ Ψϳ͕ϴϴϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0 0.0  79 �ϴϭ͕Ϭϱϱ� �ϱϯ͕ϯϲϭ�

Texas Ψϭ͕Ϭϯϲ͕ϳϴϯ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 13.0 0.5 �ϭ͕ϬϬϬ� �Ϯϱ͕ϲϳϱ� �ϭ͕ϴϵϱ�
hƚĂŚ Ψϲϱ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 0.8 0.3  300 �ϵ͕ϯϵϭ� �ϯ͕ϱϮϮ�

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ Ψϱϭ͕ϲϰϱ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϴ� 0.8 1.2  218 
sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ ΨϲϭϬ͕ϬϬϳ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϴ� 4.5 0.6  110 �ϳϯ͕ϲϬϱ�  666 

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ Ψϲϳϲ͕ϬϬϬ� ΨϬ͘ϭϬ� 6.5 1.0 �ϭ͕ϲϲϬ� �ϰ͕ϭϭϰ� �Ϯ͕ϬϮϭ�
tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ Ψϭ͕ϭϯϰ͕ϰϬϱ� ΨϬ͘ϮϬ� 12.0 2.1 �ϱ͕ϯϬϬ� �ϭ͕Ϭϳϴ�  122 
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ Ψϭϯϯ͕ϭϵϳ� ΨϬ͘Ϯϯ� 2.5 4.4 �ϭ͕Ϭϴϳ�  523  631 

State Total ΨϭϬ͕ϯϱϯ͕ϴϵϴ�  114.0 �ϳϱ͕ϬϴϬ�
^ƚĂƚĞ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ ΨϯϬϰ͕ϱϮϲ� ΨϬ͘Ϭϰ� 3.5 0.5 �Ϯ͕ϯϰϲ� �ϯ͕ϭϴϴ�  804 

DĞĚŝĂŶ Ψϭϯϯ͕ϭϵϳ� ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 2.1 0.5  436 �ϵ͕ϯϳϰ� �ϭ͕ϲϮϵ�
,ŝŐŚ Ψϭ͕ϭϯϰ͕ϰϬϱ� ΨϬ͘ϱϮ� 14.0 5.1 �ϯϬ͕ϬϬϬ� �ϱϰϰ͕ϲϲϰ� �ϱϯ͕ϯϲϭ�
>Žǁ ΨϬ� ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0 0.0  5  349  122 

�ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ��ĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�^ƚĂƚĞǁŝĚĞ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ

Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϯ
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'ƌŽƐƐ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�
2012

Per capita
ƚŽƚĂů�ŐƌŽƐƐ�

ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ϮϬϭϮ
η�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂī�
;&d�Ϳ

η�^ƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ # of members

η�ŽĨ��ŝƚǇ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ƉĞƌ͗

Member �ŵĂŝů�ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚ

ΨϬ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 1.0 1.8  220 �Ϯ͕ϱϭϯ� �Ϯ͕ϱϭϯ� �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
Ψϯϰϰ͕ϯϯϮ ΨϬ͘ϴϬ� 3.5 8.1 �ϭ͕ϭϮϯ�  385  101 �ƚůĂŶƚĂ
Ψϭϱϰ͕ϳϰϮ ΨϬ͘ϭϵ� 4.0 4.9 �ϭ͕ϱϮϮ�  539  97 �ƵƐƟŶ

Ψϯ͕ϭϭϬ ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 1.0 1.6  885 �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ
ΨϯϮϮ͕ϱϴϰ ΨϬ͘ϱϮ� 10.0 16.0 �ϭ͕ϰϵϭ�  419  48 �ŽƐƚŽŶ

Ψϯ͕ϵϱϱ͕ϭϵϱ Ψϭ͘ϰϲ� 35.0 12.9 �ϲ͕ϴϬϬ�  398  146 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
Ψϭϴϱ͕ϯϰϱ ΨϬ͘ϰϳ� 1.0 2.5  336 �ϭ͕ϭϳϮ�  246 �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
ΨϮϵϴ͕ϮϯϮ ΨϬ͘ϯϳ� 4.3 5.3  527 �ϭ͕ϱϭϬ�  159 Columbus 
ΨϭϮ͕ϭϱϮ ΨϬ͘Ϭϭ� 0.0 0.0  60 �ϮϬ͕ϯϵϬ� �ϭ͕ϭϱϭ� Dallas

ΨϮϮϲ͕ϰϴϱ ΨϬ͘ϯϳ� 2.7 4.3  250 �Ϯ͕ϰϴϬ�  207 �ĞŶǀĞƌ
ΨϭϮ͕ϭϱϮ ΨϬ͘ϬϮ�  60 �ϭϮ͕ϲϳϵ�  716 &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
ΨϭϬ͕ϭϯϱ ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 3.0 6.0  151 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�

ΨϰϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭ͘ϭϳ� 5.0 14.7  650  525  487 ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
ΨϰϮ͕ϱϱϴ ΨϬ͘ϬϮ� 0.0 0.0  80 �Ϯϲ͕ϴϮϰ� �ϰ͕ϳϲϵ� ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�

ΨϮϳϵ͕ϰϭϵ ΨϬ͘ϯϰ� 3.0 3.6  350 �Ϯ͕ϯϱϱ�  278 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ
ΨϰϮϯ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘ϵϭ� 6.0 13.0  801  578  116 <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
ΨϲϱϬ͕ϳϭϱ Ψϭ͘ϰϬ� 10.0 21.5 �ϭ͕ϰϮϰ�  327  72 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
Ψϳϯϭ͕ϵϴϵ ΨϬ͘ϭϵ� 11.5 3.0 �ϭ͕ϰϮϰ� �Ϯ͕ϲϴϮ�  448 >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
ΨϮϬ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘Ϭϯ� 0.0 0.0  200 �ϯ͕ϬϭϬ� �Ϯ͕ϬϬϳ� Louisville

Ψϭϴϰ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘Ϯϴ� 2.0 3.1  160 �ϰ͕Ϭϳϱ�  513 DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
ΨϮϯ͕ϳϵϭ ΨϬ͘Ϭϱ� 0.0 0.0 �ϭ͕ϵϰϭ� Mesa

Ψϭ͕ϭϯϰ͕ϰϬϱ Ψϭ͘ϵϬ� 12.0 20.1 �ϱ͕ϯϬϬ�  113  13 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ
ΨϲϲϬ͕ϳϴϬ Ψϭ͘ϳϬ� 6.0 15.5  655  592  50 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
ΨϭϮϯ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘ϯϰ� 3.0 8.3  397  909  113 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

Ψϯ͕ϯϳϭ͕ϴϯϳ ΨϬ͘ϰϭ� 36.0 4.4 �ϭϭ͕ϬϬϵ�  749  824 EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ
Ψϱϭϲ͕ϴϬϬ Ψϭ͘ϯϭ� 5.4 13.6 �ϰ͕ϯϯϬ�  91  48 KĂŬůĂŶĚ�

ΨϬ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0.0 0.0 �Ϯ͕ϬϬϱ� KŵĂŚĂ�
Ψϴϰϱ͕ϴϱϮ ΨϬ͘ϱϱ� 10.5 6.8 �ϰ͕ϳϲϱ�  322  192 WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ

ΨϮ͕ϱϴϬ͕ϴϰϰ Ψϰ͘ϯϰ� 39.0 65.5 �ϯ͕ϬϬϬ�  198  15 WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
ΨϰϰϮ͕ϮϬϯ ΨϬ͘ϵϰ� 7.0 14.8 �ϭ͕ϴϴϵ� ^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ

Ψϰ͕ϳϰϴ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 2.0 1.5  300 �ϰ͕ϰϮϭ� �ϯ͕ϯϭϱ� ^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�
Ψϭ͕ϲϵϬ͕ϬϬϴ ΨϮ͘Ϭϴ� 16.0 19.7 �ϭϮ͕ϲϳϲ�  64  30 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
Ψϱϵϳ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘ϲϮ� 7.0 7.2 �ϭ͕ϮϬϬ�  806  342 ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�

Ψϰ͕ϴϴϲ͕ϯϲϲ Ψϳ͘ϴϳ� 52.0 83.7 �ϭϱ͕Ϯϭϰ�  41  9 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
Ψϱϵ͕ϮϬϰ ΨϬ͘ϭϭ� 2.3 4.3  242 �Ϯ͕ϭϳϯ�  572 dƵĐƐŽŶ�

ΨϭϱϬ͕ϬϬϭ ΨϬ͘ϯϴ� 1.0 2.5 Tulsa
ΨϵϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭ͘ϰϲ� 11.5 18.6 �ϱ͕ϮϬϬ�  119  19 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���

Ψϭ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ�  15 �Ϯϱ͕ϲϮϵ� �ϯ͕ϴϰϰ� tŝĐŚŝƚĂ
ΨϮϲ͕Ϯϰϯ͕ϵϴϰ 310.6 ϴϭ͕ϳϴϭ >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�dŽƚĂů

ΨϲϵϬ͕ϲϯϭ ΨϬ͘ϲϵ�(1) 8.6 8.3 Ϯ͕ϱϱϲ 436 108 >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
ΨϮϴϴ͕ϴϮϲ ΨϬ͘ϯϴ� 4.1 5.7 728 776 246 >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

Ψϰ͕ϴϴϲ͕ϯϲϲ Ψϳ͘ϴϳ� 52.0 83.7 ϭϱ͕Ϯϭϰ Ϯϲ͕ϴϮϰ ϰ͕ϳϲϵ ,ŝŐŚ
ΨϬ ΨϬ͘ϬϬ� 0 0.0 15 41 9 >Žǁ

�ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ��ĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�^ĞƌǀŝŶŐ�>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ

Source͗��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϯ�Note͗�;ϭͿ�dŚŝƐ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ�Ăůů�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐͬĐŝƟĞƐ�ůŝƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�^ĞĂƩůĞ�ĂŶĚ�WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ͕�ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ǀĞƌǇ�ŚŝŐŚ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞƐ�ƉĞƌ�
ĐĂƉŝƚĂ͘�ZĞŵŽǀŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ͕�ďƌŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ƉĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�ΨϬ͘ϱϬ͘�ZĞŵŽǀŝŶŐ�^ĞĂƩůĞ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ͕�ĂůŽŶĞ͕�ďƌŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ�ƉĞƌ�ĐĂƉŝƚĂ�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�ĚŽǁŶ�ƚŽ�ΨϬ͘ϱϲ͘
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The Impact of Advocacy

The Alliance’s coalition of grassroots advocacy 
organizations is constantly influencing public 
policy and helping to create more bikeable and 
walkable communities. But can this be proven? 

A look at organizational capacity (mainly, 
membership and funding levels) suggests a 
connection to bicycling and walking 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.

This report compared per capita income 
(organization revenue / city population) and 
staffing levels of organizations to levels of bicycling 
and walking. Results indicate a positive correlation 

'ĞƫŶŐ�ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ�ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ
�ĞƐŝĚĞƐ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌĞ�ŚŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬ�
ŽŶ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƟŶŐ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕�ĞǀĞƌǇ�ĚĂǇ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ�
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͘�DŽďŝůĞ�ƉŚŽŶĞ�ĂƉƉƐ�ĂƌĞ�
ƉŽƉƉŝŶŐ�ƵƉ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĂŶ�ĞĂƐǇ�ǁĂǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�
ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽĂĚ�ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞ�
ƵŶƐĂĨĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ͘�
tĂůŬ^ĐŽƌĞ͘ĐŽŵ�ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚ�Ă�ƐŵĂƌƚ�ƉŚŽŶĞ�
ĂƉƉ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂůůŽǁƐ�ƵƐĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂƉ�Ă�ůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ�Žƌ�ĞŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚ�ďǇ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�Ă�ƉŚŽƚŽ�
ĂŶĚ�ĂĚĚŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ͘�

^ĞĞ��ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ�ϱ�ĨŽƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�
ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�tĂůŬ�^ĐŽƌĞ�

�ŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ�ŽĨ��ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ��ĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�>ĞǀĞůƐ�ŽĨ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�tŽƌŬ

Sources͗���^�ϮϬϬϵͲϮϬϭϭ͕��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬŝŶŐ�Θ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ�
2013. Notes͗�ƌ�с�Ϭ͘ϱϭ�;ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�ŝŶĐŽŵĞ�
ƉĞƌ�ϭϬ�ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ͬ�й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�
ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬͿ�ƌ�с�Ϭ͘ϰϵ�;ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ƐƚĂĸŶŐ�ƉĞƌ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ�ͬ�й�ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ďŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ǁŽƌŬͿ
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between levels of bicycling and walking 
to work and the standardized income (r = 
0.51) and staffing levels (r = 0.49) of Alliance 
organizations. Although one cannot assume 
that advocacy capacity and bicycling and 
walking levels are causally related, comparing 
the two at least suggests that the presence 
of a strong advocacy organization can be an 
indicator of a city’s bicycling and walking 
levels. Causation could go in either direction. 
Cities with higher bicycling and walking 
rates are great proponents to encourage 
more infrastructure, education, events, 
and supporting activities, and are likely to 
experience growth in bicycling and walking.

State and Municipal Staff

The number of Full Time Equivalent (FTE) 
staff working in each city ranges between 
zero and 33 FTE and in each state between 1 
and 59.5 FTE. San Francisco had an average 
of 33 FTE in 2011 and 2012 followed by 
Portland, OR with 23.2 FTE. New Jersey 
leads the states with 59.5 full time staff hours 
working on bike/ped followed by Michigan, 
Massachusetts, and Texas with an average of 
32.9, 25.9 and 25 FTE respectively.

Advisory Committees

In many states and cities, bicycle and 
pedestrian advisory committees assist with 
the planning, development, prioritizing, and 
implementation of bicycling and walking 
programs and facilities. These committees are 
typically comprised of volunteer community 
stateholders such as concerned citizens, 
bicycle and running club leaders, bicycle 
shop owners, and advocacy leaders. Groups 
typically meet monthly or quarterly to review 
and make recommendations to city or state 
staff and planners about facilities, programs, 
and issues relating to bicycling and walking 
in their state / community. Twenty-one 
cities and 19 states that were surveyed report 
having a combined bicycle and pedestrian 
advisory committee. Twenty-two cities have 
a separate bicycle advisory committee, as do 
six states. Missouri as well as 11 cities report 
having a standalone pedestrian advisory 
committee.

^ƚĂƚĞ�ƐƚĂī�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ
�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�&d��ŝŶ�

2011/2012
η�ƐƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭ�ŵŝůůŝŽŶ�

ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

Alabama 11.5 2.1
�ůĂƐŬĂ 4.0 5.5
�ƌŝǌŽŶĂ 10.0 1.5

�ƌŬĂŶƐĂƐ 5.0 1.7
Colorado 10.0 2.0

�ŽŶŶĞĐƟĐƵƚ 9.0 2.5
�ĞůĂǁĂƌĞ 8.5 7.7

&ůŽƌŝĚĂ 11.0 0.6
'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ 5.5 0.6
,ĂǁĂŝŝ 2.0 1.5
/ĚĂŚŽ 2.8 1.9
/ůůŝŶŽŝƐ 5.5 0.4
/ŶĚŝĂŶĂ 2.3 0.4

/ŽǁĂ 5.0 1.6
<ĂŶƐĂƐ 2.5 1.4

<ĞŶƚƵĐŬǇ 3.2 0.7
>ŽƵŝƐŝĂŶĂ 5.0 1.1

DĂŝŶĞ 7.0 5.3
DĂƌǇůĂŶĚ 77.0 13.2

DĂƐƐĂĐŚƵƐĞƩƐ 25.9 2.6
DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ 32.9 3.6

DŝŶŶĞƐŽƚĂ 16.5 2.9
Mississippi 6.5 2.4

Missouri 8.0 1.3
DŽŶƚĂŶĂ 2.0 2.0
EĞďƌĂƐŬĂ 1.5 0.8

Nevada 6.0 2.2
EĞǁ�,ĂŵƉƐŚŝƌĞ 3.0 2.3

EĞǁ�:ĞƌƐĞǇ 59.5 6.8
EĞǁ�DĞǆŝĐŽ 2.0 1.0

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ 4.0 0.2
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 2.5 0.2
EŽƌƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 3.0 4.4

KŚŝŽ 4.0 0.4
KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ 4.7 1.4

KƌĞŐŽŶ 13.9 3.5
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ 9.9 0.7
ZŚŽĚĞ�/ƐůĂŶĚ 3.0 2.9

^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂƌŽůŝŶĂ 5.0 1.1
^ŽƵƚŚ��ĂŬŽƚĂ 1.0 1.2

dĞŶŶĞƐƐĞĞ 5.3 0.8
Texas 25.0 1.0
hƚĂŚ 11.0 3.6

sĞƌŵŽŶƚ 12.0 19.2
sŝƌŐŝŶĂ 7.0 0.9

tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ 15.0 2.2
tĞƐƚ�sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ 1.8 0.8

tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ 16.0 2.8
tǇŽŵŝŶŐ 2.0 3.5

 State Total 496.4 129.8
^ƚĂƚĞ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 9.9 1.6
^ƚĂƚĞ�DĞĚŝĂŶ 5.5 1.7

,ŝŐŚ 59.5 19.2
>Žǁ 1.0 0.2

^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƚĂī�ĨŽƌ��ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ

Sources͗�^ƚĂƚĞ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͕���^�ϮϬϭϭ͘�Note͗��Ŷ�&d��ŽĨ�ϭ͘Ϭ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĨƵůůͲƟŵĞ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌ͕ �ǁŚŝůĞ�ĂŶ�&d��ŽĨ�Ϭ͘ϱ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌ�ŝƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ŚĂůĨͲƟŵĞ͘��ĂůŝĨŽƌŶŝĂ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ͕�ƐŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘
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�ŝƚǇ�ƐƚĂī�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞͬƉĞĚ ^ƚĂī�ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞƐ ^ƚĂī�ŽŶ�ĨŽŽƚ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�&d��
ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ

η�ƐƚĂī�ƉĞƌ�ϭϬϬŬ�
ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�&d��
ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ

% police 
ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞƐ

й�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐƚĂī�
ŽŶ�ďŝŬĞƐ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�&d��
ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ

% police 
ŽŶ�ĨŽŽƚ

й�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐƚĂī�
ŽŶ�ĨŽŽƚ

35% �ůďƵƋƵĞƌƋƵĞ
4.0 0.7 0% �ƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�dy
4.0 1.1 50.0 100% �ƚůĂŶƚĂ

15.0 3.5 53.0 60% 40% 0.4 100% 0% �ƵƐƟŶ
2.5 0.3 43.0 100% 0% �ĂůƟŵŽƌĞ

12.0 1.9 11.0 60% 40% �ŽƐƚŽŶ
3.3 0.5 26.0 92% 8% �ŚĂƌůŽƩĞ
9.0 1.2 �ŚŝĐĂŐŽ
4.0 0.2 4.0 100% 0% 0.0 100% 0% �ůĞǀĞůĂŶĚ�
5.5 1.4 100% 0% �ŽůŽƌĂĚŽ�^ƉƌŝŶŐƐ�

19.0 4.5 111.0 52% 48% 0.5 0% 100% Columbus 
6.0 0.8 35.0 100% 0% Dallas
7.0 0.6 18.5 50% 50% 0.5 0% 100% �ĞŶǀĞƌ
4.0 0.6 125.0 100% 0% 0.0 0% 100% El Paso 
1.0 0.2 7.5 1% 1% 0.0 0% 0% &Žƌƚ�tŽƌƚŚ
2.0 0.3 &ƌĞƐŶŽ�
2.0 0.4 45.0 100% 0% ,ŽŶŽůƵůƵ
4.0 1.2 ,ŽƵƐƚŽŶ�
1.5 0.1 /ŶĚŝĂŶĂƉŽůŝƐ

22.0 2.7 22.0 55% 45% 0.5 100% 0% :ĂĐŬƐŽŶǀŝůůĞ
3.0 0.4 10.0 100% 0% 0.0 100% 0% <ĂŶƐĂƐ��ŝƚǇ͕ �DK
2.6 0.6 16.0 2% 0% 0.0 >ĂƐ�sĞŐĂƐ�
3.0 0.5 >ŽŶŐ��ĞĂĐŚ�
9.0 1.9 375.0 53% 47% >ŽƐ��ŶŐĞůĞƐ�
1.5 0.0 90.0 90% 10% 0.1 100% 0% Louisville
2.0 0.3 50.0 100% 0% DĞŵƉŚŝƐ�
2.0 0.3 3.5 0% 100% 1.0 0% 0% Mesa
5.0 1.1 55.0 50% 0% 0.0 20% 0% Miami 
5.0 1.2 DŝůǁĂƵŬĞĞ

10.0 1.7 DŝŶŶĞĂƉŽůŝƐ
4.0 1.0 EĂƐŚǀŝůůĞ
2.4 0.4 EĞǁ�KƌůĞĂŶƐ

15.0 0.2 5.5 100% 0% 0.0 100% 0% KĂŬůĂŶĚ�
1.0 0.3 9.0 100% 100% KŬůĂŚŽŵĂ��ŝƚǇ
1.0 0.2 8.0 100% KŵĂŚĂ�
3.5 0.2 100% 0% WŚŽĞŶŝǆ�

23.2 1.6 41.5 15% 85% 0.9 22% 78% WŽƌƚůĂŶĚ͕�KZ
2.5 0.4 12.0 100% ZĂůĞŝŐŚ
3.0 0.6 104.0 54% 46% ^ĂŶ��ŶƚŽŶŝŽ�

33.0 2.5 ^ĂŶ�&ƌĂŶĐŝƐĐŽ�
4.5 0.6 2.0 0% 100% ^ĂŶ�:ŽƐĞ�

12.0 1.2 ^ĞĂƩůĞ�
1.3 0.2 10.0 95% 0% 0.0 100% dƵĐƐŽŶ�
3.0 0.6 1.0 0% 0% Tulsa
1.0 0.3 sŝƌŐŝŶŝĂ��ĞĂĐŚ�
7.0 1.6 5.0 tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕���
0.0 0.0 tŝĐŚŝƚĂ

288.1 ϭ͕ϯϰϴ͘ϱ 3.8 >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�dŽƚĂů
6.3 0.6 45.0 69% 25% 0.3 53% 29% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ
4.0 0.6 20.3 92% 0% 0.0 61% 0% >ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ�DĞĚŝĂŶ

33.0 4.5 375.0 100% 100% 1.0 100% 100% ,ŝŐŚ
0.0 0.0 1.0 0% 0% 0.0 0% 0% >Žǁ

�ŝƚǇ�^ƚĂī�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ

Sources͗��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ͕���^�ϮϬϭϭ͘�Note͗��Ŷ�&d��ŽĨ�ϭ͘Ϭ�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĨƵůůͲƟŵĞ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌ͕ �ǁŚŝůĞ�ĂŶ�&d��ŽĨ�Ϭ͘ϱ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬĞƌ�ŝƐ�ŽŶůǇ�ŚĂůĨͲƟŵĞ͘�
�ĞƚƌŽŝƚ͕�EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ͕ �WŚŝůĂĚĞůƉŚŝĂ͕�^ĂĐƌĂŵĞŶƚŽ͕�ĂŶĚ�^ĂŶ��ŝĞŐŽ�ĚŝĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕�ƐŽ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐŝƟĞƐ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƚĂďůĞ͘



ChAPTER 9

Who Makes it Happen in Midsized Cities

Alliance for Biking & Walking224

Each of the midsized cities included in 
this report are represented by an Alliance 
organization. Eleven of the cities have locally-
focused Alliance member organizations, 
seven have statewide or regionalwide 
organizations. Salt Lake City is represented 
by both a city-focused organization and 
statewide organization.

Compared to the major U.S. cities, the 
midsized cities have significantly more staff 
working on bicycle and pedestrian issues. For 
the most populous cities the average number 

of bike/ped staff per 100,000 residents is 0.6 
while the average for the midsized cities is 
2.5. Burlington and Boulder lead the way 
with 31.8 staff per 100,000 and 15.8 staff per 
100,000 respectively. 

Of the 17 midsized cities, 16 have some type 
of bicycle or pedestrian advisory council. 
Eleven of these cities have a combined 
bicycle/pedestrian advisory council and the 
remaining 5 have only a bicycle advisory 
council. Three of these cities additionally have 
a SRTS council.

�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶ
&ŽĐƵƐ�ĂƌĞĂ�
;ůŽĐĂƟŽŶͿ tĞďƐŝƚĞ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< �ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ŽŵŵƵƚĞƌƐ�ŽĨ��ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬďŝĐǇĐůĞĂŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� �ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ��ŝŬĞ��ůƵď ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďĂƚŽŶƌŽƵŐĞďŝŬĞĐůƵď͘ĐŽŵͬ

�ŝŬĞ��ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞͬ�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ��ĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�^ĂĨĞ�^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďŝŬĞďƌ͘ ŽƌŐͬ
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ �ŝĐǇĐůĞ�&ĞĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�tŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁŝƐĐŽŶƐŝŶďŝŬĞĨĞĚ͘ŽƌŐͬ
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� �ŝŬĞ�WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬďŝŬĞƉŐŚ͘ŽƌŐͬ
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� �ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁĂďŝŬĞƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK dƌĂŝůŶĞƚ ƌĞŐŝŽŶ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ƚƌĂŝůŶĞƚ͘ŽƌŐͬ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� �ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ�DŽǀĞƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬĐŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶŵŽǀĞƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ

&ĞƐƟs�>K�ĚĞ��ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĨĞƐƟǀĞůŽ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE �ŝŬĞ��ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďŝŬĞĐŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ '��ZƐ�Ͳ�'ƌĞĂƚĞƌ��ƵŐĞŶĞ��ƌĞĂ�ZŝĚĞƌƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬĞƵŐĞŶĞŐĞĂƌƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K �ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ŽŽƉĞƌĂƟǀĞ�ŽĨ�&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĨĐďŝŬĞĐŽŽƉ͘ŽƌŐͬ

�ŝŬĞ�&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬďŝŬĞĨŽƌƚĐŽůůŝŶƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd �ŝŬĞ�hƚĂŚ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďŝŬĞƵƚĂŚ͘ŽƌŐͬ

^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ŽůůĞĐƟǀĞ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďŝĐǇĐůĞĐŽůůĞĐƟǀĞ͘ŽƌŐͬ

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ��ŽĂůŝƟŽŶ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŶǇďĐ͘ŶĞƚͬ
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� �ŝĐǇĐůĞ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁĂďŝŬĞƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K �ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ��ǇĐůĞƐ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐǇĐůĞƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd >ŽĐĂů�DŽƟŽŶ state ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ůŽĐĂůŵŽƟŽŶ͘ŽƌŐͬ
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� �ĂǀŝƐ��ŝĐǇĐůĞƐ͊ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ĚĂǀŝƐďŝĐǇĐůĞƐ͘ŽƌŐͬ
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd �ŝŬĞͬtĂůŬ��ůůŝĂŶĐĞ�ĨŽƌ�DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ďŝŬĞǁĂůŬŵŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͘ŽƌŐͬ

DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ�/Ŷ�DŽƟŽŶ ĐŝƚǇ ŚƩƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ŵŝƐƐŽƵůĂŝŶŵŽƟŽŶ͘ĐŽŵͬ

�ĚǀŽĐĂĐǇ�KƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƟŽŶƐ

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ
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�ĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ��ŽŵŵŝƩĞĞƐ

�ǀĞƌĂŐĞ�&d��
ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ

η�ƐƚĂī�
ƉĞƌ�ϭϬϬŬ�
ƉŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ

�ŽŵďŝŶĞĚ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĂŶĚ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů�

^ƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞ�ďŝĐǇĐůĞ�
ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů�

^ƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞ�ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ�
ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů�

^Zd^�
ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ�ĐŽƵŶĐŝů

WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�х�ϮϬϬ<
�ŶĐŚŽƌĂŐĞ͕��< 9
�ĂƚŽŶ�ZŽƵŐĞ͕�>� 1.0 0.4 9 9
DĂĚŝƐŽŶ͕�t/ 3.5 1.5 9
WŝƩƐďƵƌŐŚ͕�W� 3.0 1.0
^ƉŽŬĂŶĞ͕�t� 1.0 0.5 9
^ƚ͘�>ŽƵŝƐ͕�DK 0.5 0.2 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�ϭϬϬͲ�ϮϬϬ<
�ŚĂƌůĞƐƚŽŶ͕�^� 1.5 1.2 9 9
�ŚĂƩĂŶŽŽŐĂ͕�dE 4.0 2.4 9
�ƵŐĞŶĞ͕�KZ 2.6 1.7 9 9
&Žƌƚ��ŽůůŝŶƐ͕��K 2.5 1.7 9 9
^Ăůƚ�>ĂŬĞ��ŝƚǇ͕ �hd 5.5 2.9 9
WŽƉƵůĂƟŽŶ�фϭϬϬ<
�ůďĂŶǇ͕ �Ez 0.5 0.5 9
�ĞůůŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕�t� 2.0 2.5 9
�ŽƵůĚĞƌ͕ ��K 15.5 15.8 9
�ƵƌůŝŶŐƚŽŶ͕�sd 13.5 31.8 9
�ĂǀŝƐ͕��� 2.3 3.4 9
DŝƐƐŽƵůĂ͕�Dd 4.8 7.2 9
High value

DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 15.5 31.8
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƚĞƐ 33.0 4.5

>Žǁ�ǀĂůƵĞ
DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 0.5 0.4
ϱϮ�>ĂƌŐĞƐƚ�ĐŝƟĞƐ 0.0 0.0

>ĂƌŐĞ��ŝƟĞƐ��ǀĞƌĂŐĞ 6.3 0.6
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�ŝƚǇ�^ƚĂī�ĨŽƌ��ŝĐǇĐůŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�tĂůŬŝŶŐ

Source͗�DŝĚƐŝǌĞĚ��ŝƚǇ�^ƵƌǀĞǇ�ϮϬϭϭͬϮϬϭϮ
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on the roadAdvocacy Organizations: Making it Happen!
by Mary Lauran Hall, Alliance for Biking & Walking

Georgia Bikes
Georgia Bikes has built a comprehensive 
network of savvy local advocates and riders 
who have accumulated an impressive number 
of statewide legislative and policy wins.

The organization’s very first victory, soon 
after its 2003 founding, was creating “Share 
the Road” license plates. Revenue from the 
plates fed a fund for bicycle safety education 
and outreach, enabling the organization 
to hire Brent Buice as its first Executive 
Director in 2009. Under Buice’s leadership, 
the organization spent its first staffed year 
building relationships with two-dozen local 
advocacy organizations and riding clubs 
around the state.

Laying a grassroots foundation proved 
to be hugely important. In 2011, Georgia 
Bikes championed a bundle of pro-bicycling 
legislation, including a 3-foot passing law. 
Every state representative and senator 
heard from at least one constituent in favor 
of the legislation, allowing the bill to pass 
both chambers seamlessly and earn a quick 
signature from the governor.

Since then, Georgia Bikes has been on a roll, 
racking up policy wins in both proactive and 
defensive battles.

The organization’s first major legislative 
challenge came from State Senator Butch 
Miller, who introduced a single-file bill that 
would have made it illegal for bicyclists to 
ride two abreast. Georgia Bikes responded 
immediately. The group lined up parents and 
bike shop owners to testify against the bill in 
committee, while also engaging with Miller’s 
staff behind the scenes. In short order, the 
bill was dropped, and Senator Miller agreed 
to work with the advocates to craft a state 
Complete Streets policy.

The winning didn’t stop there. A few weeks 
later at Georgia Bikes’ annual Ride to the 
Capitol, the chief engineer of the Georgia 
Department of Transportation found himself 
surrounded by bicycle advocates chanting, 
“Complete the streets!” 

In response to the surge of public support and 
Senator Miller’s stated intentions, Georgia 
Department of Transportation (GDOT) 
decided to take a proactive approach towards 

�ůĞĐƚĞĚ�ŽĸĐŝĂůƐ�ƌŝĚŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϭϮ�ĂŶŶƵĂů�Η'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ�ZŝĚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ��ĂƉŝƚĂůΗ
�ƚůĂŶƚĂ͕�'�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ�dŝŵŽƚŚǇ�:��ĂƌƌŽůů�Λ&ůŝĐŬƌ
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Complete Streets. Advocates worked with 
the agency to create GDOT’s own Complete 
Streets policy, earning Georgia Bikes the 
Alliance’s 2012 Campaign of the Year award. 
GDOT has since worked with advocates to 
address Complete Streets implementation on 
routine resurfacing projects.

Georgia’s new policy is paying off. In April 
of 2013, a Georgia Bikes board member 
successfully worked to incorporate 
bidirectional bicycle lanes on a new bridge in 
the Atlanta suburbs. 

Yet, Georgia Bikes’ most public 
accomplishment lay in exhibiting leadership 
during an unexpected statewide surge of 
outrage about an anti-bicycling bill. The 
legislation, introduced in 2013, would have 
instituted bicycle registration and would have 
banned bicycling from some roads. During 
the outcry, Georgia Bikes positioned itself 
as the expert entity fighting for bicyclists’ 
rights. Legislators facing angry calls from 
constituents quickly realized that they had 
kicked a hornets’ nest, and Georgia Bikes 
tripled their membership and racked up 
hundreds of new social media followers.

Visit www.GeorgiaBikes.org to learn more 
about Georgia Bikes.

WalkBoston 
Despite their name, WalkBoston reaches far 
beyond Massachusetts’ biggest metropolis. 
From consulting with planners and 
commenting on proposed designs to leading 
walking audits and creating walking maps, 
WalkBoston advocates will go the extra mile 
to make sure that public spaces throughout 
the Bay State are designed with people in 
mind. 

“I think of our work as being a bridge 
between neighborhood groups and municipal 
or state agencies,” said Executive Director 
Wendy Landman. “We speak both languages.”

As part of their work to improve community 
walkability, WalkBoston advocates often hold 
workshops and presentations for municipal 

staff and facilitate public input forums for 
community members. 

But the most effective work is often done out 
on the street. Advocates bring municipal staff 
out of the office, onto their communities’ 
streets to experience and identify challenges 
for pedestrians. These “walkability 
assessments” are a powerful tool: in the 
transportation field where planning is often 
done from a desk, pounding the pavement 
can help city staff understand how their 
policies and plans impact peoples’ everyday 
experiences traveling through the community. 

WalkBoston Advocates have focused 
particularly on former industrial cities 
where incomes are lower and people of color 
and new immigrants make up much of the 
population. In one such community, design 
plans for a new school prioritized parking 
lot access over walkability even though over 
85% of students walked to school. Advocates 
intervened by making recommendations to 
the design teams about how to better protect 
students walking to school. Advocates also 
regularly help communities develop and 
deepen Safe Routes to School programs. 

tĂůŬĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ϮϬϭϯ��ŶŶƵĂů�tĂůŬ
�ŽƐƚŽŶ͕�D�͘�WŚŽƚŽ�ďǇ��ĂƌůĂ�KƐďĞƌŐ͘��ŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�tĂůŬ�ŽƐƚŽŶ
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Local Spokes (New York City, NY)

Comprised of nine organizations working on 
various issues — including Alliance members 
Transportation Alternatives and Recycle-A-
Bicycle — Local Spokes has shown the power 
of starting conversations without an agenda 
and letting community members lead the way.

The coalition works in New York City’s 
Chinatown and the Lower East Side, two 
of the city’s most economically challenged 
and ethnically diverse neighborhoods. 
The area represents a large population of 
public housing residents, boasts a large 
foreign-born population, and registers a 
median income of $35,000. Parts of the 

At the state level, WalkBoston is deeply 
involved in helping the state implement pro-
walking policies. “Massachusetts has been 
putting in place some terrific policies around 
modes of travel other than driving,” Landman 
explained. “We’ve been working with the state 
and with lots of other organizations to set the 
stage for change in the coming years.”

In 2012, the Massachusetts Department of 
Transportation set a goal to triple the number 
of walking, biking, and transit trips by 2030. 
And in 2013, the Secretary of Transportation 
issued the Healthy Design Directive, 
stipulating that state transportation projects 
must take walking and transit into account. 
Advocates at WalkBoston are working with 
other organizations to make sure that these 
plans are implemented with every new 
project. 

“We’re hopeful that the 10,000 foot big-
picture policies, like the modeshift goal and 
the healthy transportation compact, will be 
pulled down into the department and will 
change the way the department works, and 
then be further extended to municipal public 
works and engineering departments” said 
Landman. 

WalkBoston posts downloadable maps of 
walking routes on their website at 
WalkBoston.org/Resources/Maps.

neighborhoods lack public transit access and 
see heavy traffic congestion, leading to poor 
air quality. Importantly, the city has invested 
in substantial bicycle infrastructure in these 
neighborhoods and throughout the city, and 
the new CitiBike program is centered in this 
vibrant area.

Local Spokes engages local residents in 
planning and actualizing the neighborhood’s 
bicycling future, breaking down barriers 
to bicycling through its work as a coalition 
of diverse organizations. In addition to 
transportation advocacy and planning 
organizations, the nine-organization coalition 
includes Good Old Lower East Side, a 
housing and preservation organization; 
Asian Americans for Equality, a social 
service and development organization; Green 
Map System, a civic engagement mapping 
platform; and Two Bridges Neighborhood 
Council, a local neighborhood association.

The coalition spent several years working 
to “engage, understand and advocate for 
the community’s various perspectives on 
bicycling through multilingual outreach, 
public participation activities, and a Youth 
Ambassadors program” (Local Spokes, 2013).

Each year, coalition members worked with 
ten Youth Ambassadors — high school 
students who live or attend school in the 
Lower East Side or Chinatown. The students 
explored their neighborhoods by bicycle, 
met people who were involved in designing 
New York’s streets, and learned the power of 
their own voices through conversations about 
urban planning and transportation.

Local Spokes also held visioning workshops, 
community events, and distributed 1,200 
surveys in their two focus neighborhoods. 
During these sessions, local residents 
shared their ideas and visions for their 
neighborhoods. The coalition then 
distilled community members’ ideas into a 
Neighborhood Action Plan. Released in May 
of 2012, the plan serves as a blueprint and 
resource for ongoing neighborhood advocacy.
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Local Spokes’ fearless approach to creating 
community partnerships has forged a 
successful model for transportation advocates 
and community organizations across North 
America. The coalition distilled their 
experiences in community-led planning into 
a downloadable toolkit, which advocates hope 
will spur similar initiatives in other cities.

For more information, and to download the 
toolkit, visit LocalSpokes.org.

EĞǁ�zŽƌŬ��ŝƚǇ͕ �Ez͘ �WŚŽƚŽ�ĐŽƵƌƚĞƐǇ�ŽĨ�>ŽĐĂů�^ƉŽŬĞƐ

Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
The counties south of San Francisco that 
make up Silicon Valley are not just home 
to some of the world’s most booming tech 
companies — they are also fertile ground 
for bicycling. And the region’s growing 
population of riders is lucky that Silicon 
Valley Bicycle Coalition is there to work 
across the region to advocate for more 
bicycle-friendly policies and improvements. 

Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition, or SVBC, 
is pioneering a highly collaborative Vision 
Zero campaign to find solutions to some of 

the tough problems the area faces. While 
other organizations around the country have 
taken on Vision Zero campaigns — initiatives 
that aim to eliminate fatal bicycle crashes — 
SVBC’s initiative stands out for the unique 
ways in which in involves stakeholders from 
across disciplines and jurisdictions. 

The idea emerged when the Coalition hosted 
a summit on traffic safety with Stanford 
Hospital & Clinics Trauma Center. Staff at 
the clinic were concerned about the number 
of people who were involved in fatal or life-
altering crashes while bicycling. In response, 
SVBC worked with the Hospital to convene 
a diverse cross-section of stakeholders to 
discuss the issues around serious crashes. 
Conversation at the summit was so rich 
that the event’s key stakeholders agreed to 
continue convening as a lasting group to stop 
fatal crashes. 

The stakeholders organized as the Vision 
Zero Roadway Safety Solutions Team (RSST). 
Team members are diverse in both discipline 
and local origin: the RSST includes city 
councilmembers, planners, and engineers; 
DMV staff; AAA representatives; staff from 
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California’s Department of Transportation; 
first responders; law enforcement officials; 
and public health department staff from 
throughout Silicon Valley. The RSST is 
working to encourage safer infrastructure, 
develop behavior-changing public messaging, 
and institute better bicycle and motorist 
education. 

“We’ve really built, over the last two years, a 
collaborative,” said Corinne Winter, executive 
director of Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition. 
“It’s just been phenomenal to watch.” 

The Vision Zero initiative is already 
having a positive effect on how public 
officials approach safe street design. Small 
towns within Silicon Valley’s counties 
that previously had contradictory active 
transportation policies have begun to 
coordinate their bicycle and pedestrian design 
standards to ensure a smooth ride from point 
A to B. Transportation planners, armed with 
knowledge about locations of bike crashes in 
recent years, have held numerous site visits 
and targeted the most dangerous areas for 
safety treatments. 

PEOPlE POWERED MOvEMEnT
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Involving stakeholders from many different 
professions related to biking has been 
essential, said Winter. “The law enforcement 
guys have a very different perspective on what 
happens on the roadways than the public 
works folks do.” 

Learn more about Vision Zero at 
www.VisionZeroInitiative.com/Concept 
and Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition at 
BikeSiliconValley.org.
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While many of the picture postcards from Rio 
de Janeiro show off Copacabana’s beachside 
bicycle path, the reality of bicycling in Brazil’s 
largest cities is far less sunny. Bicycle lanes 
have been rare in Brazilian cities and bicycle 
mode share in Brazil was estimated to average 
less than 1% of all trips in cities with over 1 
million people just 10 years ago (BIANCO, 
2003).

However, the pedals are beginning to turn, 
particularly in Belo Horizonte, the state 
capitol of Minas Gerais, in southeastern 
Brazil. Home to 2.5 million people, 50 
kilometers (31 miles) of new bicycle lanes 
were installed last year, and 300 additional 
kilometers (186 miles) and a bicycle share 
system are planned for installation by 2016. 
Several streets in the city center have also 
been redesigned to be pedestrian-friendly 
and walking and bicycling as a mode share is 
growing.

These changes did not happen easily. 
Dedicated, forward-thinking city staff and 
advocates led the way.

BHTrans, the city transportation agency, 
stands out among major Brazilian cities, 
not just in building bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure and encouraging people 
to bicycle and walk, but also in the way it 
is conducting long range transportation 
planning and community outreach.

While the value of planning is well-accepted 
in the U.S., in Brazil it is largely ignored. 
Manager of Mobility at BHTrans, Marcelo 
Cintra do Amaral, knew Belo Horizonte 

needed to change its ways and plan for the 
future. He guided the development of a plan 
to integrate a multi-modal transport system 
in Belo Horizonte.

Completed in 2012, the plan envisioned large 
investments in bus rapid transit, bicycling, 
and walking. The plan was not only Belo 
Horizonte’s first transportation plan, but 
also the first ever in Brazil. It was so warmly 
received that the Brazilian National Congress 
passed a National Mobility Law shortly after, 
requiring all cities in Brazil to write their 
own mobility plan, using Belo Horizonte as a 
model.

Eveline Prado Trevisan was not much of a 
bicyclist when she took her job as Project 
Manager of ‘Pedela BH,’ the name of the 
city’s bicycling program. Yet, when she 
leaves her office on Fridays, she does not go 
home. Instead, she meets up with a diverse 
group of bicyclists for a regular Friday night 
ride around the city. She rides with the city 
bicyclists, young and old, in spandex and 
in denim, to better understand the needs 
of bicyclists. Bicycle lane design standards 
are not well established in Brazil, and some 
lessons in Belo Horizonte have been learned 
the hard way.

Riding the new bicycle lanes in Belo 
Horizonte, one encounters a mix of both well-
designed lanes and some that are too narrow, 
or too close to traffic and car doors. Many 
lanes still require revision and improvement. 
But Prado and BHTrans have maintained a 
strong relationship with city bicyclists. They 

across bordersBelo Horizonte, Brazil: 
Creating Change Through People Power
by Colin Hughes, Institute for Transportation and Development Policy
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are listening to bicyclists, both informally and 
through surveys, about what currently works 
and what does not, and are developing a list of 
improvements to tackle. In addition, they are 
researching new design standards to adopt, 
with the goal of constantly improving the city 
for bicycling.

Bicycling advocates are also active in the city 
and include recreational bicycling groups like 
Mountain Bike BH, urban cycling advocacy 
groups like BH Cycle, community bicycle 
shops like Cicloficina, and gatherings like 
Critical Mass. Twenty-one-year-old Augosto 
Schmidt is active in bicycle advocacy in Belo 

PEOPlE POWERED MOvEMEnT

Horizonte and works with another bicycling 
promotion program called Bike Angels. 
Bike Angels exposes new people to bicycling 
through the use of a loaner bike, instruction 
on city bicycling, and help finding safe 
commuting routes in the city.

Thanks to the work of diverse individuals like 
Marcelo Cintra do Amaral, Eveline Prado, 
and Augosto Schmidt, Belo Horizonte is not 
only on its way to becoming a great place to 
walk and ride a bicycle; it is leading a new 
approach to sustainable mobility for the 
whole country of Brazil.

�ĞůŽ�,ŽƌŝǌŽŶƚĞ͕��ƌĂǌŝů͘�WŚŽƚŽ��ŽůŝŶ�,ƵŐŚĞƐ
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Diversify the Approach
As more and more people seek to incorporate 
active transportation into their daily lives, 
cities and states of all sizes are realizing that 
transportation is a multi-modal system that 
affects public health, workforce productivity, 
and economic development. Walking and 
bicycling are essential elements of the 
transportation mix. Our streets are “complete” 
when they accommodate people of all abilities 
and ages traveling on foot, on bicycle, in 
transit and in cars; when our streets are 
complete, they create safe, comfortable, 
and vibrant communities (Chapters 3 & 6). 
Increased pedestrian and bicyclist traffic 
improves local economies, boosts public 
health, improves air quality and helps 
improve the transportation system’s efficiency 
for everyone (Chapters 3 & 4). 

United States transportation planning 
over the last half century has prioritized 
automobile connectivity, often at the expense 
of making transportation more difficult for 
the third of Americans who do not drive. 
Significant transportation challenges exist in 
low-income communities where residents 
often cannot afford cars. Hispanic and Black 
Americans are more likely to be fatally injured 
while bicycling or walking than their white, 
non-Hispanic peers (Chapter 3). Thirty-nine 
percent of our population is too young to 
drive; many more people are either unable 
to drive or choose not to. Ensuring that the 
road network is comfortable and accessible 
for pedestrians and bicyclists helps make our 
streets navigable for all people. 

governments adopt policies and street designs 
that improve bicycling and walking for all 
people, in all communities. Public officials 
have the opportunity to institute policies and 
street designs that make it possible — and 
easy — to get around without a car (Chapters 
5 & 6).

Integrate Accessibility
Building a bike path or installing a 
pedestrian crosswalk does not, by itself, 

accomplish transportation accessibility. 
Improved mobility means thinking about 
the transportation network from the user’s 
perspective. 

Engineering public space from a windshield 
perspective has been the go-to approach 
in the U.S. since the 1950s — and remains 
pervasive and ingrained. Today, we realize 
that such planning causes multiple problems 
and often fails to match community values, 
support local economies, and keep travelers 
safe. 

Elected officials, agencies, and advocates 
are working together to put the needs of 
citizens first when planning and redeveloping 
the public transportation network. As a 
result, many communities now integrate 
bicycling and walking more successfully. 
Great neighborhoods for bicycling and 
walking boast streets, paths and networks 
with signage, safety elements and traffic 
pattern considerations for all users. By taking 
a Complete Streets approach when building 
and updating roads, communities can ensure 
that improvements for motorized traffic 
do not inadvertently make existing bicycle 
and pedestrian routes more dangerous or 
disconnected (Chapter 5 & 6). 

Improving accessibility to transportation 
education is another approach to making 
transportation systems safe and comfortable 
for all. All travelers – people riding bicycles, 
people walking, transit operators, and 
drivers – can be educated about how various 
modes of transportation work together to 
create a complete, safe, efficient system. 
Drivers must understand bicyclists’ rights. 
Bicyclists must understand their own rights 
and responsibilities, as well as the rights of 
motorists and pedestrians. Pedestrians, too, 
must understand their rights on the street and 
the rules of the road for all other modes of 
transportation they will encounter. 

Ultimately, good design will help improve 
safe behavior by all. State and city leaders 
can make this type of education accessible 
for everybody through on-street signage, 
bicyclist and pedestrian courses in schools 
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through programs such as Safe Routes to 
School, driver education including bicycle 
and pedestrian safety, consistent police 
enforcement, and correction programs that 
send road users to the classroom following a 
citation or warning (Chapter 5 & 8). 

agencies, and elected officials work together 
to leverage all eligible funding pots at the 
federal, state, and local level to fulfill the 
public desire for safe and well-designed 
bicycling and walking infrastructure. 
Advocacy Advance, a partnership of the 
Alliance and the League of American 
Bicyclists provides resources, technical 
assistance and trainings to help educate all 
community and state leaders about eligible 
funding and successful examples from 
other states, regions, and cities. See www.
advocacyadvance.org.

work with advocates and community 
organizations to implement initiatives like 
Open Streets, Rides / Walks with the Mayor, 
and other opportunities to encourage 
bicycling and walking. While some 
communities organize such initiatives as 
one-time events, there is increasing evidence 
that these encouragement initiatives lead to 
higher levels of bicycling and walking on a 
daily basis.  

Standardize the Data
The Benchmarking Project improves the 
national movement to collect previously 
unavailable data on bicycling and walking. 
This project’s continuation is essential to 
tracking new trends and progress. Because the 
Benchmarking Project draws all available data 
on bicycling and walking from many different 
sources, this effort consistently highlights 
the difficulties associated with variations in 
available data. In order to better understand 
the extent and impacts of bicycling 
and walking, researchers, agencies, and 
policymakers need standard methodologies 
for data collection.

Some data are collected equally across all 
states and municipalities for federal programs, 
yet definitions and reporting methods differ 
from agency to agency. While leadership 
on data standards is preferred at the federal 
level, the Alliance for Biking & Walking 
welcomes standard-setting by professional 
associations, such as the North American City 
Transportation Officials (NACTO) and the 
Association of State Highway Transportation 
Officials (ASHTO).

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
set standards for coding transportation 
projects so that spending on bicycling and 
walking can be more accurately tracked. 
All state departments of transportation 
report to FHWA their federal funds spent 
towards bicycling and walking improvement 
projects. However, variations in project 
coding methods often make data on funding 
inaccurate or incomparable between states. 

For example, one location may not code a 
larger project as a bicycle and pedestrian 
project even if it includes bicycle and 
pedestrian subcomponents. Another location 
may take the opposite approach by breaking 
the project out into its parts. Furthermore, 
differences in coding can make it difficult to 
identify which projects took place in which 
cities. Some projects are coded by county, 
some by standard place code, and some by 
urbanized area. If projects that spanned a 
county also included codes for the cities 
affected by the project, it would be easier to 
obtain accurate spending data at the local 
level. 

develop a more uniform method of tracking 
federal safety funding. Specifically, the 
agency could develop a tracking method 
to determine what percentage of federal 
safety funds each state uses for bicycle and 
pedestrian projects. With great disparities 
between bicycle and pedestrian mode share 
and fatality rates, it is essential that officials 
and advocates push for safety funding 
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for bicycle and pedestrian facilities that 
is proportional to bicycle and pedestrian 
fatalities (Chapter 5).

develop a framework for best practices that 
states and local jurisdictions can reference 
to conduct audits and report on bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities every 1 to 2 years. Many 
states and cities were unable to provide 
data on existing bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure, such as miles of sidewalks, 
bike lanes, trails, and number of bicycle 
racks. FHWA could collaborate with the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to audit 
access – and gaps – to public transit facilities 
(Chapters 6 & 7).

city governments produce a report every 1 
to 2 years indicating the shortfall in funding 
needed to complete their bicycle and 
pedestrian system. This would provide vital 
data on cost needs, something that has existed 
for highways and bridges but not for bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities (Chapter 5).

city governments work with advocates 
and community organizations to track 
participation levels and other outcomes 
associated with bicycle and pedestrian 
encouragement and education initiatives. 
Tracking participation levels in education and 
encouragement events is sparse, even though 
evaluation is a key component to measuring 
the success or impact of these efforts. For 
example, a city could report on how many 
people participated in Bike to Work Day and, 
through a survey sample, could ask what 
influence this event had on participants’ 
intentions to bicycle to work in the future. 
These measurements, tracked over time, help 
evaluate the program’s effectiveness. 
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Source Description Method of Data Collection Frequency of Data 
Collection

Last Date 
Available(1)

ACS American Community Survey: a survey 
conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau that 
annually collects year-round data 

Similar to Census long form; (about 
three million households)

Continuous 2011

APTA American Public Transportation 
Association—Public Transportation Vehicle 
Database: collects and summarizes data on 
transit agency vehicles

Data are from the National Transit 
Database (NTD) report published 
by the U.S. Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA). APTA 
supplements these data with special 
surveys.

Yearly 2011

BLS Bureau of Labor Statistics Average annual expenditures and 
characteristics for MSAs, Consumer 
Expenditure Survey, 2010-11

Yearly 2010/11

BRFSS Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 
System: from Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (CDC); statewide health 
information

Telephone health survey Continuous 2010 (cities)
2011 (states)

BTS RITA Bureau of Transportation Statistics: Research 
and Innovative Technology Administration

State Transportation Statistics 2011, 
a statistical profile of transportation 
in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia.

Yearly 2011

Census From U.S. Census Bureau Mailed forms, and house visit for 
nonresponders

Every 10 years 2010

FARS Fatality Analysis Reporting System: federal 
database of the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) of vehicle 
injuries and fatalities

FARS analyst from each state 
collects data from governments

Yearly 2011

FHWA - FMIS Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Fiscal Management Information System 
(FMIS)

Data reported to FHWA from state 
and local government agencies

Continuous 2012

GHSA Governors Highway Safety Association tracks 
distracted driving laws on cell phone use and 
texting while driving.

Data collected from the Insurance 
Institute for Highway Safety and 
State Highway Safety Offices

Continuous 2013

LAB League of American Bicyclists: Bicycle 
Friendly State program surveys collect 
information on statewide policies, education, 
enforcement, and other efforts aimed at 
bicycle promotion

Online surveys sent to state bicycle 
and pedestrian coordinators

Yearly 2013

NCSRTS National Center for Safe Routes to School: 
(Walk To School Day Participation) tracks 
numbers of schools signed up to participate 
(Safe Routes to School [SRTS] National 
Program): Quarterly SRTS Program Tracking 
Brief provides information about state SRTS 
programs

(Walk to School Day): online form 
completed by event organizer (SRTS 
National Program): questionnaires 
to state Safe Routes to School 
Coordinators 

(Walk to School 
Day): Continuous 
(SRTS National 
Program): Quarterly

2013

OvERviEW OF DATA sOuRCEs
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Source Description Method of Data Collection Frequency of Data 
Collection

Last Date 
Available(1)

NCSC National Complete Streets Coalition: tracks 
and assists with complete streets policies

Monitors adoption of policies 
through network, media, etc.

Continuous 2013

NHTS National Household Travel Survey: inventory 
of daily and long-distance travel; NHTS is 
a national survey, and analysis below the 
national level have problems with small 
samples; also, NHTS data is reported by 
metropolitan areas so data shown for cities are 
estimates only

Survey of 26,000 households 
(additional 44,000 from nine “add-
on” areas); 

  collected by the FHWA

Every 5-7 years since 
1969

2009

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, US Climate Normals

Precipitation and temperature data 
archived at the National Climatic 
Data Center from various sources 
including weather satelites, radars, 
airport weather stations, National 
Weather Service cooperative 
observers, etc.

Continuous 1971-2000

NTEC National Transportation Enhancements 
Clearinghouse: sponsored by the FHWA 
and Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, reports on 
funded projects

Information comes from funded 
Transportation Enhancement (TE) 
projects

Yearly 2012

RTC Rails-to-Trails Conservancy: tracks current 
information about the trails movement and 
rail-trail use at the national and state level

Monitors rail trails through media, 
interviews with trail managers, and 
network

"Periodically" 2013

SRTSNP Safe Routes to School National Partnership: 
monitors and collects benchmarking data on 
the national Safe Routes to School program 
and produces quarterly "State of the States" 
report

Secondary data collection: from the 
Federal Highway Administration 
and other sources

Quarterly 2012

STN School Transportation News: inventory of 
U.S. transportation data elements on a state-
by-state basis, specifically including student 
enrollment and school bus information

Surveys to the pupil transportation 
section of state departments of 
education

Yearly 2013

USDOE US Dept of Education: National Center for 
Education Statistics (2010-2011)

Public Elementary and Secondary 
School Student Enrollment and Staff 
Counts From the Common Core of 
Data: School Year 2010–11

Yearly 2010/11

USHCN United States Historical Climatology Network: 
daily and monthly meteorological data

1,000 observing stations Continuous 2004-2005

WISQARS Web-based Injury Statistics Query and 
Reporting System. Center of Disease Control's 
online database that provides fatal and 
nonfatal injury, violent death, and cost of 
injury data.

Data are from the National 
Electronic Injury Surveillance 
System - All Injury Program 
(NEISS-AIP) operated by the 
U.S. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission with CDC’s NCIPC.

Yearly 2011
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Determining how many people bicycle or 
walk is not easily answered with the limited 
data available. Currently, the most reliable 
source of data comes from the U.S. Census 
Journey to Work data and the annual 
American Community Survey. However, 
census figures are limiting and inaccurate 
for a number of reasons. The Census Bureau 
only collects data on the main mode of 
transportation to work. This measure excludes 
trips of individuals not in the workforce, such 
as children, retirees, and other unemployed 
people. 

Moreover, other trip purposes, such as 
shopping and recreational outings, are not 
captured. The Census Bureau only reports the 
main mode of transportation to work, thus 
excluding many walking and bicycling trips 
used for shorter segments of commutes. Trips 
to transit stops, between a parking garage and 
the office, or a walk down the street for lunch 
are all missed in this data set. It also misses 
people who walk or bicycle to work 1 or 2 
days a week.

Comparing Census and ACS Data 

It is also not completely accurate to compare 
data from the decennial Census to the annual 
American Community Survey. While the 
decennial Census is taken only in April, ACS 
data are collected throughout the year. The 
time of year the Census data are collected 
might influence reported bike and walk share 
of work trips. This is particularly true in cities 
such as Minneapolis and Boston, which can 
still be cold in April. Although the decennial 
Census has a larger sample size, in this case, 
the ACS may more accurately reflect bicycle 
travel because it is collected throughout the 
year. 

The biggest difference in the surveying 
between the ACS and the Census is that 
the ACS is done every year instead of every 
decade. However, the Census provides 
detailed socioeconomic data and for much 

smaller areas. There are differences in the ACS 
and the Census when it comes to residence 
rules, universes, and reference periods. 
However, comparisons can generally be made 
for most population and housing subjects. For 
some categories such as disability, income, 
and employment status, the U.S. Census 
Bureau recommends not comparing or 
comparing with caution. But according to the 
Bureau, the category “means of transportation 
to work” is comparable from the ACS to the 
Census and between the different years of the 
ACS. 

Travel Data for All Trip Purposes

The National Household Travel Study 
(NHTS) is another source of data on 
daily travel, sponsored by the Bureau of 
Transportation Statistics and the Federal 
Highway Administration. The NHTS attempts 
to collect data on all trips, not just trips to 
work. However, because it is a national survey, 
analysis below the national level has problems 
with small sample sizes. It is also difficult to 
extract data for cities from this source as it 
uses Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), 
which often stretch beyond city boundaries. 
Also, the NHTS is only collected every 5 to 7 
years. Due to these limitations, NHTS data on 
city and state levels should be considered as 
rough estimates for walking and bicycling in 
these areas. 

The NHTS methodology includes a brief 
phone survey that gathers basic demographic 
information and asks the person if he or she 
is willing to keep a travel diary for a day to 
record all trips by members of the household, 
including children. Travel diaries are 
mailed to the household and NHTS officials 
follow up to answer any questions. Survey 
participants then receive a follow-up call from 
NHTS to collect information from the travel 
diary. They are asked a number of questions 
on their travel behavior during their assigned 
travel day and during the last week including 
such questions as how many times they went 

ChAllEngEs WiTh TRiP DATA
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for a walk or bike ride, how long did they 
spend bicycling or walking, and (if they drive) 
how many minutes it takes them to walk from 
where they park to their workplace.

Other Trip Count Efforts

Because of the serious gap in reliable data on 
bicycling (and walking) trips, there have been 
numerous efforts to create a more reliable 
means to measure travel. Barnes and Krizek 
(2005) developed a formula for determining 
total bicycling trips by multiplying the 
commute share by 1.5 and adding 0.3%. 
Some cities have done their own travel counts 
in an attempt to determine the share of all 
bicycle trips. See Chapter 1, pages xxx, for an 
overview of the counting initiatives reported 
by cities and states in the benchmarking 
survey.

The National Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Documentation Project (NBPD), a joint effort 
of Alta Planning & Design and the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Council, sets detailed standards and 
guidelines and provides tools for performing 
bicycle and pedestrian counts and surveys. 
See page XXX for more information on this 
nationwide initiative to improve mode share 
count data. 

Applications

Improved collection of bicycling and walking 
data would assist transportation planners, 
public health officials, and elected officials in 
making informed decisions. Transportation 
planners would receive information regarding 
the impact of bicycling and walking facilities, 
and be able to put information on injuries in 
perspective with information on the levels 
of bicycling and walking. A robust data 
collection system could help public health 
officials target and assess community-level 
interventions for physical activity and injury 
prevention efforts. Elected officials would 
have access to the same types of data that exist 
for motor vehicles, including information on 
the cost of the projects and the subsequent 
effect on bicycling and walking.

The World Health Organization Regional 
Office for Europe has developed a promising 
tool, the Health Economic Assessment Tool 
(HEAT) for bicycling. This tool informs 
decisions about bicycling and walking 
infrastructure by providing an estimate of 
the economic value of positive health effects 
of bicycling. HEAT for bicycling requires 
information on the number of trips taken 
by bicycle and the average trip distance. The 
economic savings that result from reduced 
mortality due to the regular physical activity 
of bicycling to work can then be estimated 
based on these inputs and best-evidence 
default values. 

Tools, like HEAT, can help estimate the value 
of health effects of current levels of bicycling, 
calculate the health-related economic benefits 
when planning new bicycling infrastructure, 
or provide input into more comprehensive 
cost-benefit analyses. When bicycling 
and walking data collection is as robust as 
other modes of transportation, it assists 
professionals and the public in making more 
informed decisions about the design of their 
communities.
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NOTE: Throughout this survey, the term “city” refers to within the official 
city limits. Please do not include data from the surrounding suburbs or 
metropolitan area. 

For which city are you completing this survey? 
(dropdown menu with city names)

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN MODESHARE
1. Does your city conduct household travel surveys for all trips 
taken? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Does the survey specifically include pedestrian trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
b) Does the survey specifically include bicyclist trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
c) What year was the most recent survey conducted?
d) What percentage of all trips surveyed were by foot?
e) What percentage of all trips surveyed were by bicycle?

2. Does your city conduct counts of bike/ped commuting? 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Does the survey specifically include pedestrian trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
b) Does the survey specifically include bicyclist trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
c) What year was the most recent survey conducted?
d) How many walking commuters were counted? What 

percentage of all modes counted did pedestrians represent?
e) How many bicycling commuters were counted? What 

percentage of all modes counted did bicyclists represent?

3. Does your city conduct Cordon counts?
Definition: Cordon counts are conducted by counting vehicles and/or 
people who cross a selected location within a specified timeframe.

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Does the count specifically include pedestrian trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
b) Does the count specifically include bicyclist trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
c) What year was the most recent survey conducted?
d) How many pedestrians were counted? What percentage of all 

modes counted did pedestrians represent?
e) How many bicyclists were counted? What percentage of all 

modes counted did bicyclists represent?

4. Does your city conduct any other method of count?
If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Briefly, what was the methodology of these counts? 
b) Does the survey specifically include pedestrian trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown
c) Does the survey specifically include bicyclist trips? 

Yes/No/Unknown

d) What year was the most recent survey conducted?
e) How many pedestrians were counted? What percentage of all 

modes counted did pedestrians represent?
f) How many bicyclists were counted? What percentage of all modes 

counted did bicyclists represent?

FUNDING BIKING AND WALKING 
5. Does your city have an overall bicycle and pedestrian spending 
target? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) What is the current target as a percentage of the city’s 

transportation budget?
b) What is the timeline to reach the target? (eg. how many months 

or years?)

6. How much did your city spend on bicycle and pedestrian programs 
(infrastructure and education, including things such as sidewalk 
improvements, bike lanes, curb cuts, trails, classroom education, safety, 
literature, etc.) in the last two years?

a) Dedicated city budget funds to bike/ped in 2011:
b) Dedicated city budget funds to bike/ped in 2012

7. How much did your city spend on transportation in total
a) in 2011?
b) in 2012?

8. Please tell us about any unique bicycling or pedestrian funding 
activities in your city.

STAFFING
9. Expressed in FTE, how many city employees work on bicycle and/
or pedestrian issues as detailed in their work description in the last two 
years (including Safe Routes to School and regular contractor hours)?

10. Does your city fund staff on bikes (for example, police and EMTs)? 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions: 
a) How many total FTE staff on bikes were funded in 2011?
b) How many total FTE staff on bikes were funded in 2012?
c) Approximately what percentage of these FTE were police on 

bikes?
d) Approximately what percentage of these FTE were other staff on 

bikes (eg. EMT)?

11. Does your city fund staff on foot (for example, police and EMTs)? 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions: 
a) How many total FTE staff on foot were funded in 2011?
b) How many total FTE staff on foot were funded in 2012?
c) Approximately what percentage of these FTE were police on foot?
d) Approximately what percentage of these FTE were other staff on 

foot (eg. EMT)?

The Benchmarking Project hopes to expand the availability of bicycling and walking data to cities of all 
sizes. The following is a list of the survey questions sent to the 52 most populous cities in October 2012. 
Cities are invited to use this tool to collect local data for further research. Please credit the Alliance for 
Biking & Walking, Benchmarking Project with any use of this tool. 
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12. On average, what percentage of FTE city-funded police are on 
patrol on bike or foot at one time?

13. Please tell us about any unique staffing circumstances that have 
aided in bike/ped initiatives in your city.

EXISTING BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 
14. How many miles of each of the following does your city currently 
have in place? Do not include bicycle boulevards or cycle tracks in 
your calculations here. These are included in the next question.

a) Lane miles of on-street bike lanes
Count both directions when bike lanes are on both sides of the 
street (i.e. two miles of bike lanes on both sides of the two-way 
street = 4 miles of bike lanes)

b) Miles of multi-use paths and dedicated bike paths
These are paths that may be next to, but are physically 
separated from roads

c) Miles of on-road signed bike routes
Signed routes are on roads, but not marked as separate lanes

d) Miles of sidewalks
Count both directions when sidewalks are on both sides of the 
street

15. Which of the following innovative bike/ped infrastructure has 
your city implemented? Check all that apply

SHARED LANE MARKINGS: Such as sharrows
How many lane miles?

BICYCLE TRAFFIC LIGHTS
How many intersections?

BIKE BOXES: Advanced stop lines. For more information, see 
http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/intersection-
treatments/bike-boxes/.

How many?
BIKE CORRALS: On-street bike parking. For more 
information, see http://www.sfbike.org/?corrals

How many corrals?
How many bike spaces?

COLORED BIKE LANES: Such as green lanes
CONTRA FLOW LANES FOR BIKES: Bike lanes permitting 
two-way bike travel on one-way streets. See http://www.
bicyclinginfo.org/bikesafe/case_studies/casestudy.cfm?CS_
NUM=209 for more information.

How many lane miles?
BICYCLE BOULEVARDS / NEIGHBORHOOD 
GREENWAYS: Low-volume streets optimized for bicycle 
travel through traffic calming and diversion, signage, 
pavement markings, and intersection crossing treatment. For 
more information, see    www.bicyclinginfo.org/faqs/answer.
cfm?id=3976

How many lane miles?
CYCLE TRACKS / PROTECTED BIKE LANES: An exclusive 
bicycle facility that combines the user experience of a separated 
path with the on-street infrastructure of a conventional bike 
lane. Uses barriers, bollards or paint to distinguish bike lane 
from motorized traffic lane. For more information, see http://
nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/cycle-tracks/

How many lane miles?
HOME ZONE / WOONERFS: An area, usually residential, 
where motorists and other users share the street without 
boundaries, such as lanes and curbs. For more information, see 
http://streetswiki.wikispaces.com/Woonerf

How many designated locations?
What is the average width of the area(s)?
What is the total length in miles?

16. Does your city currently have a public bike-sharing program? 
Yes / No, but one is currently being developed / No, and there are no 
plans to develop a program / Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Who leads implementation of this program? Check all that 

apply: Government/Nonprofit organization/Unknown/Other: 
please specify

b) Does your city government provide financial sponsorship for 
this program? Yes/No/Unknown

c) How many bicycles are made available to the public at any 
given time?

d) How many stations are in operation?
e) How many total docking spaces are there?
f) Are the number of bike share check-outs tracked? 

Yes/No/Unknown
If yes, please answer the following questions:
i. How many total check-outs were there in 2011?
ii. What was the average daily check-out rate in 2011?
iii. How many total check-outs were there in 2012?
iv. What was the average daily check-out rate in 2012?

17. Please tell us about any unique bicycling or pedestrian 
infrastructure in your city.

PLANNED BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE 
18. Does your city have published goals to increase bicycle facilities? 
Yes/No/Unknown

19. Does your city have published goals to increase pedestrian 
facilities? Yes/No/Unknown

20. How many miles of planned bicycle facilities does your city 
currently have? Include those published in local transportation plans

21. Over how many years are these bicycle facilities planned? What 
is your planning horizon - e.g. over the next 5 years, over the next 25 
years, etc.?

22. How many miles of planned pedestrian facilities does your city 
have? Include those published in local transportation plans.

23. Over how many years are these pedestrian facilities planned? 
What is your planning horizon - e.g. over the next 5 years, over the 
next 25 years, etc.?

BIKE-TRANSIT INTEGRATION 
24. Does your city have bus service? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) What percent of buses servicing your city have bike racks?
b) How many bus stops are within your city?

25. Does your city have local rail service? Yes/No/Unknown
If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) How many hours per week do the trains run? (0-168 hours) 
b) How many hours per week are bikes allowed roll-on access? 

(0-168 hours)
c) What are the legal limits for how many bikes can board a train 

car?
d) How many rail stops are within your city?
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26. How many bike parking spaces are at transit stops (bus and/or 
rail) within your city?

27. Please tell us about any unique efforts to improve biking and 
transit integration in your city. 

BICYCLING AND WALKING POLICIES & PLANNING 
28. Does your city have a published goal to

a) increase walking? Yes/No/Unknown
b) increase biking? Yes/No/Unknown 
c) increase physical activity? Yes/No/Unknown
d) decrease pedestrian fatalities? Yes/No/Unknown
e) decrease bicyclist fatalities? Yes/No/Unknown

29. Does your city enforce drivers not yielding to pedestrians and 
cyclists when nonmotorized traffic has the right-of way? 

If yes, what is the fine and/or penalty associated with this 
enforcement?

30. Does your city enforce bicyclist violations of road rules? 
Yes/No/Unknown

31. Does your city enforce pedestrian violations of road rules? Yes/
No/Unknown

32. Has your city adopted
a) the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide for facility design 

standards? Yes/No/Unknown
b) a combined bicycle and pedestrian master plan? 

Yes/No/Unknown
c) a stand-alone bicycle master plan? Yes/No/Unknown
d) a stand-alone pedestrian master plan? Yes/No/Unknown
e) a trails master plan? Yes/No/Unknown
f) a mountain bike master plan? Yes/No/Unknown
g) a policy setting minimum spending levels for bicycling and 

pedestrian facilities and programs? Yes/No/Unknown
h) infrastructure project selection criteria that include physical 

activity? Yes/No/Unknown
i) performance measures that include increasing biking? 

Yes/No/Unknown
j) performance measures that include increasing walking? Yes/No/

Unknown

33. Does your city have a policy that requires
a) a MINIMUM number of car parking spaces for new 

developments? Yes/No/Unknown
b) a MAXIMUM number of car parking spaces for new 

developments? Yes/No/Unknown
c) bike parking in buildings or parking garages? 

Yes/No/Unknown
d) bike parking for new developments? Yes/No/Unknown
e) secure or valet parking at public events (such as festivals, ball 

games, concerts, etc)? Yes/No/Unknown

34. Does your city have a plan for reducing carbon emission? Yes/
No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Does it include bicycle use?
b) Does it include pedestrian use?

35. Does your city have a bicycle, pedestrian, and/or Safe Routes to 
School advisory council that meets regularly? Check all that apply.

Combined bicycle/pedestrian advisory council
Standalone bicycle-focused advisory council
Standalone pedestrian-focused advisory council
Safe Routes to School advisory council
None of the above
If your city has one or more of the above advisory councils, please 
answer the following questions:
a) How often does each council meet?
Choose one: annually, quarterly, monthly, or not applicable

Combined bicycle/pedestrian advisory council
Standalone bicycle-focused advisory council
Standalone pedestrian-focused advisory council
Safe Routes to School advisory council

b) Is there interagency participation in these councils?
Choose one: yes, no, or not applicable

Combined bicycle/pedestrian advisory council
Standalone bicycle-focused advisory council
Standalone pedestrian-focused advisory council
Safe Routes to School advisory council

c) Is there user group representation on these councils?
Choose one: yes, no, or not applicable

Combined bicycle/pedestrian advisory council
Standalone bicycle-focused advisory council
Standalone pedestrian-focused advisory council
Safe Routes to School advisory council

d) How is council membership determined?
Choose one: appointment, nomination/election, open invitation, 
or not applicable

Combined bicycle/pedestrian advisory council
Standalone bicycle-focused advisory council
Standalone pedestrian-focused advisory council
Safe Routes to School advisory council

36. Please tell us about any unique bicycling or pedestrian policies 
and planning initiatives in your city.

SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL (SRTS)
37. How many pupils (grades K-12) attend public schools in your 
city?

38. How many bike parking spaces are at public schools in your city?

39. Does your city have a policy that requires minimum acreage for 
school siting? Check with Department of Education staff. 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, what is the requirement in acres?

40. Does your city have a policy
a) that places children in schools for any reason other than 

proximity to residence? Check with Department of Education 
staff.

b) that requires biking and walking access for students and staff?
c) that requires bike parking at schools?

41. Does your city sponsor a SRTS program? Yes/No/Unknown
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42. What percentage of schools in your city participates in a SRTS 
program?

43. How many students in your city are served by a SRTS program?

44. How is the program funded? Check all that apply
Federal funds
Local funds
Regional funds
Private funds
Unknown
Not applicable
Other: Please specify

45. Please tell us about any unique efforts to create safe routes to 
school in your city.

EDUCATION AND ENCOURAGEMENT
46. Have schools in your city participated in a Bike and/or Walk to 
School event in the past two school years? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) What percentage of schools in your city participated in this 

event in the 2010/2011 school year?
b) How many students participated in the 2010/2011 school year?
c) What percentage of schools in your city participated in this 

event in the 2011/2012 school year?
d) How many students participated in the 2011/2012 school year?

47. Were youth bicycle education courses available in your city in the 
past two years? (“Youth” refers to ages <18) 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Who leads implementation of these courses? 
Check all that apply

Government
Nonprofit organization
Unknown
Other: Please specify

b) Does your city government provide financial sponsorship for 
these courses?

c) How many youth participated in these courses in 2011?
d) How many youth participated in these courses in 2012?

48. Were youth pedestrian education courses available in your city in 
the past two years? (“Youth” refers to ages <18) 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Who leads implementation of these courses? 
Check all that apply

Government
Nonprofit organization
Unknown
Other: Please specify

b) Does your city government provide financial sponsorship for 
these courses?

c) How many youth participated in these courses in 2011?
d) How many youth participated in these courses in 2012?

49. Were adult bicycle education courses available in your city in the 
past two years? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Who leads implementation of these courses? 
Check all that apply

Government
Nonprofit organization
Unknown
Other: Please specify

b) Does your city government provide financial sponsorship for 
these courses?

c) How many adults participated in these courses in 2011?
d) How many adults participated in these courses in 2012?

50. Were Bike to Work Day events hosted in your city in the past two 
years? Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) Who leads implementation of these courses? 
Check all that apply

Government
Nonprofit organization
Unknown
Other: Please specify

b) Does your city government provide financial sponsorship for 
these courses?

c) How many adults participated in these courses in 2011?
d) How many adults participated in these courses in 2012?

51. Did your city sponsor an open streets initiative (also known 
as “ciclovia,” “Sunday Streets,” or “Saturday Parkways”) in the past 
two years, where streets are closed to cars and opened to people 
to promote biking, walking, and other physical activity? Yes/No/
Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) How many open streets events occurred in 2011?
b) How many open streets events occurred in 2012?
c) How many people participated in these events in 2011?
d) How many people participated in these events in 2012?

52. Did your city sponsor a bike ride in the past two years to promote 
bicycling, walking, and physical activity? 
Yes/No/Unknown

If yes, please answer the following questions:
a) How many people participated in these events in 2011?
b) How many people participated in these events in 2012?

53. Please tell us about any unique bicycling or pedestrian education 
and encouragement efforts in your city.

ECONOMIC IMPACT 
54. Has your city studied the economic impact of the following? 
Check all that apply

Bicycling
Walking
Trails
Car-free zones in city centers
None

55. If your city has completed an economic impact study, please 
briefly describe the results. Include a link, if available, and/or the 
date when the study was published.
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ADvOCACy ORgAnizATiOns AnD sTuDy AREA MATChEs

State
Alliance organization(s)

NRO = No Representative Organization (as of December 2013)
* = Organization is a new Alliance Member since the 2012 Benchmarking Report

Alabama Alabama Bicycle Coalition
Alaska NRO

Arizona NRO
Arkansas Bicycle Advocacy of Central Arkansas
California California Bicycle Coalition, California Walks
Colorado Bicycle Colorado

Connecticut Bike Walk Connecticut
Delaware Bike Delaware
Florida Florida Bicycle Association
Georgia Georgia Bikes!
Hawaii PATH ~ Peoples Advocacy for Trails Hawaii*, Hawaii Bicycling League
Idaho Idaho Pedestrian and Bicycle Alliance

Illinois League of Illinois Bicyclists
Indiana Bicycle Indiana

Iowa Iowa Bicycle Coalition
Kansas NRO

Kentucky NRO
Louisiana NRO

Maine Bicycle Coalition of Maine
Maryland Bike Maryland

Massachusetts MassBike
Michigan League of Michigan Bicyclists

Minnesota Bicycle Alliance of Minnesota
Mississippi NRO
Missouri NRO
Montana Bike Walk Montana*
Nebraska NRO
Nevada Nevada Bicycle Coalition

New Hampshire Bike-Walk Alliance of NH
New Jersey New Jersey Bike + Walk Coalition

New Mexico NRO
New York New York Bicycling Coalition

North Carolina North Carolina Active Transportation Alliance
North Dakota NRO

Ohio NRO
Oklahoma NRO

Oregon Bicycle Transportation Alliance
Pennsylvania NRO
Rhode Island NRO

South Carolina Palmetto Cycling Coalition
South Dakota NRO

Tennessee Bike Walk Tennessee
Texas Bike Texas
Utah Bike Utah

Vermont Vermont Bicycle & Pedestrian Coalition
Virginia Virginia Bicycling Federation*, Bike Virginia

Washington Washington Bikes (formerly Bicycle Alliance of Washington)
West Virginia NRO

Wisconsin Bicycle Federation of Wisconsin
Wyoming Wyoming Pathways*, Teton Valley Trails and Pathways
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City
Alliance organization(s)

NRO = No Representative Organization (as of December 2013)
* = Organization is a new Alliance Member since the 2012 Benchmarking Report

Albuquerque BikeABQ
Arlington, TX NRO

Atlanta Atlanta Bicycle Coalition
Austin Bike Austin*, Austin Cycling Association*

Baltimore Bikemore*
Boston Boston Cyclists Union, Green Streets Initiative*, Walk Boston, LivableStreets

Charlotte NRO
Chicago The Chainlink Community LLC*, Active Transportation Alliance

Cleveland Bike Cleveland
Colorado Springs NRO

Columbus Consider Biking, Yay Bikes!
Dallas BikeDFW
Denver BikeDenver
Detroit NRO
El Paso NRO

Fort Worth BikeDFW
Fresno Bike Happy*

Honolulu Hawaii Bicycling League
Houston BikeHouston*

Indianapolis INDYCOG, Alliance for Health Promotion
Jacksonville NRO

Kansas City, MO BikeWalkKC, Revolve, Kansas City Metro Bike Club
Las Vegas NRO

Long Beach Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition
Los Angeles Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition, C.I.C.L.E.*, Los Angeles Walks*

Louisville Bicycling for Louisville
Memphis Livable Memphis

Mesa Not One More Cyclist Foundation*
Miami 

Milwaukee Bicycle Federation of Wisconsin
Minneapolis Midtown Greenway Coalition, St. Paul Smart Trips, Minneapolis Bicycle Coalition

Nashville NRO
New Orleans Bike Easy

New York Recycle-A-Bicycle*, Transportation Alternatives
Oakland East Bay Bicycle Coalition*, Walk Oakland Bike Oakland

Oklahoma City NRO
Omaha Mode Shift Omaha*

Philadelphia Bicycle Coalition of Greater Philadelphia
Phoenix NRO
Portland Bicycle Transportation Alliance, Community Cycling Center
Raleigh NRO

Sacramento WalkSacramento
San Antonio NRO

San Diego Bike San Diego*
San Francisco San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Walk San Francisco

San Jose Silicon Valley Bicycle Coalition
Seattle Cascade Bicycle Club, Undriving and Urban Sparks, Feet First, Seattle Bike Works
Tucson Living Streets Alliance
Tulsa Tulsa Hub

Virginia Beach NRO
Washington, DC Washington Area Bicyclist Association

Wichita Bike/Walk Alliance (Bike Walk Wichita)*
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The Alliance for Biking & Walking’s 
Benchmarking Project is the only focused 
effort to set benchmarks for bicycling and 
walking in the United States using data from 
all 50 states and the 50 most populous cities. 
Other benchmarking efforts from abroad 
and within the United States have provided 
examples and inspiration for this project. 

Bicycle Friendly AmericaSM 
www.BikeLeague.org/BFA

The League of American Bicyclists (LAB) 
has created a system for assessing “bicycle-
friendliness.” Communities, universities, 
and businesses interested in receiving a 
“Bicycle Friendly” designation submit an 
application to the League’s Bicycle Friendly 
AmericaSM (BFASM) program. As of early 2014, 
292 communities, 654 businesses, and 68 
universities are recognized as bicycle-friendly. 
All 50 states are ranked annually.

A national panel of bicycling experts scores 
BFA applications in consultation with 
local bicyclist reviewers. Award levels are 
determined based on a score received in 
five categories: engineering, education, 
encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation. 
The BFA program has inspired a spirit of 
competition among communities to be 
designated “Bicycle Friendly.” The program 
also requires communities to complete an 
in-depth application, which gives them an 
opportunity to evaluate where they stand and 
causes them to gather data on bicycling in 
their community. 

Walk Friendly Communities
www.WalkFriendly.org

In 2010 the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Information Center launched the Walk 
Friendly Communities (WFC) program, 
modeled after the League of American 
Bicyclists BFA program described above. 
WFC is a national recognition program 
developed to encourage U.S. communities 
to support safer walking environments. The 

WFC program recognizes places that are 
working to improve conditions for walking, 
including safety, mobility, access, and comfort. 
As of October 2013, 44 communities have 
received a WFC award.

State-level Policies and Practices
www.BikeWalk.org/pdfs/NCBWpubthereyet0203.pdf 

The National Center for Bicycling and 
Walking (NCBW) conducted a one-
time study between December 2002 
and February 2003 to evaluate state 
Departments of Transportation (DOTs) 
accommodating bicycles and pedestrians. 
“The Benchmarking Project” focused on data 
from questionnaires sent to the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Coordinator of each state DOT. 
NCBW identified four benchmarks: presence 
of statewide long-range plan for bicycle/
pedestrian elements, accommodating bicycles 
into all transport projects, accommodating 
pedestrians into all state highway projects, 
and other special programs. 

NCBW identified national standards for 
these benchmarks and assessed how each 
state measured up. Results were reported as 
“Yes” or “No” for each state meeting all or 
part of the benchmark, and summarized by 
benchmark. The report concluded that most 
state DOTs did not meet the benchmarks they 
identified for bicycle and pedestrian planning, 
accommodation (design), and special 
programs. 

Walkability and Bikeability Checklists
www.PedBikeInfo.org/Community/Walkability.cfm 

The Pedestrian and Bicycle Information 
Center’s Walkability and Bikeability checklists 
are another means of evaluating conditions 
for bicycling and walking. These checklists 
are community tools that allow individuals 
to subjectively score their communities. 
The document invites individuals to go for 
a walk or bicycle ride, survey in hand, and 
to rate their experience on a scale of 1 to 5 
while checking off potential problems. The 

OThER BEnChMARking EFFORTs in ThE u.s.
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document then goes through each question 
and offers potential solutions to common 
problems and also provides a list of resources 
at the end. This survey could be useful for 
community stakeholders wishing to gain 
insight into “bikeability” or “walkability.” 
It could also be used by advocates in 
coordinated education efforts or to raise 
public perception of a problem area. 

National Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Documentation Project
BikePedDocumentation.org

Although not a benchmarking project per 
se, the National Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Documentation Project (NBPD) is addressing 
a critical component of all benchmarking 
efforts for bicycling and walking: trip counts. 
NBPD provides guidance on measuring 
bicycling and walking trips using visual 
counts and intercept surveys. All resources 
for the methodology are freely available on 
the project’s website (BikePedDocumentation.
org).

Since the project’s beginning in 2002, 
over 60 U.S. communities have conducted 
counts using the NBPD methodology in 
more than 500 locations. NBPD requests 
that communities using the documentation 
methodology submit data back to project 
facilitators to be stored in a nationwide 

database. Cities of all sizes have sent in their 
count data. See page XXX of this report for 
more information.

Scoring Walkability and Bikeability
www.WalkScore.com

Walk Score®, launched in July 2007, calculates 
and scores the walkability and bikeability 
of a street address or city. Walkability is 
determined by distance to amenities, such 
as stores, restaurants, schools, and parks, as 
well as population density and road metrics, 
such as block length and intersection density. 
Points are awarded for closeness to amenities; 
locations within 0.25 mile (about a 5-minute 
walk) receive the maximum number of 
points allowed. A Walk Score is in a range 
from 0 (“car-dependent”) to 100 (“walker’s 
paradise”).

Bikeability is calculated using data for on-
street and off-street bicycle paths, topography, 
distance and access to amenities, and bicycle 
commuting mode share. A Bike Score is in a 
range from 0 (“somewhat bikeable”) to 100 
(“biker’s paradise”). Details on the Bike Score 
methodology is available at www.WalkScore.
com/bike-score-methodology.shtml.

The Walk Score® system also provides Transit 
Score, which determines how well a location 
is served by public transportation.
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Advocacy Organizations:
State and Local Advocacy Organizations

pedestrian advocacy organization

National Advocacy Organizations

Economic Impact:

http://www.advocacyadvance.org/site_images/content/Final_Econ_Update%28small%29.pdf

events-survey 

statistics

system/implement-a-us-bike-route/benefits-and-building-support/economic-impact/

published_study/PERI_ABikes_October2011.pdf

Economic Impact Studies

Appendix C – Every Mile Counts – An Analysis of the 2008 Trail User Surveys.

ADDiTiOnAl REsOuRCEs
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ADDiTiOnAl REsOuRCEs

Education:
files/bfa_blueprint_0.pdf

summit_guide.pdf

Share the Road

Model Bicycle Education Programs

Encouragement:
files/bfa_blueprint_0.pdf

Bike to Work Day Events

Open Streets/Ciclovias/Sunday Parkways
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Promotional Rides

HikeandBikeMHHM/

Public Bike Sharing

Engineering:
files/bfa_blueprint_0.pdf

Bicycle Parking

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design

rights-of-way

Environment:
Climate Change/Air Quality

Funding:

bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/
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ADDiTiOnAl REsOuRCEs

Infrastructure:

Sharrows

Healthy and Active Living:

thrive-campaign-showcases-the-benefits-of-the-organizations-integrated-health-care-delivery-system/

Health Impact Assessments

International Organizations:

Maps:
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Master Plans:
 Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plans

Bicycle Master Plans

Pedestrian Master Plans
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ADDiTiOnAl REsOuRCEs

Pedestrian+Master+Plan/Pedestrian+Master+Plan+2009

Policies:
Advisory Committees

subcommittee.aspx

PedestrianAdvisoryCommittee/index.htm

committees-bpac.htm

Health/Bicycle-Pedestrian-Advisory-Committee.aspx

aspx

Complete Streets

Police on Bicycles
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Safe Passing Laws

Mandatory Helmet Laws

bikepages/advocacy/mhls.htm

Staffing

Retailers/Industry:

Safety:

Safe Routes to School:

Sample Safe Routes to School Programs

SafeRoutestoSchool/tabid/442763/Default.aspx
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TiTlE

Statistics/Studies:
General Information

Mode Share (Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts)

Trainings:

saferoutesinfo.org/events-and-training/national-course
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The Alliance for Biking & Walking and our project team of advisors makes every effort to ensure 
the accuracy of data contained in this report. The self-reported nature of state and city data 
can lead to discrepancies from year to year, especially as respondents may change and interpret 
questions differently. In our effort to ensure accurate tracking and reporting of data, a number of 
responses to the surveys reported in the 2012 Benchmarking Report have been updated. These 
corrections are reflected in the data analysis contained in this report. Below is a complete list of all 
corrections to the initial printed version of the 2012 report released in January 2012. Corrections 
are organized by chapter and page number.

Chapter 2: Levels of Bicycling and Walking
Page 43:

Ethnicity of People Who Walk to Work pie chart – Percentage of “Blacks” who walk to work corrected to 10.5% and percentage of 
“Asians” who walk to work corrected to 6.5%.

Chapter 4: Policies
Page 68:

Published goals to increase bicycling - Response corrected to “no”: Florida, Virginia; Response corrected to “unknown”: Ohio

Published goals to increase walking - Response corrected to “no”: Mississippi, Nevada, Virginia; Response corrected to “unknown”: 
Ohio

Published goals to decrease bicycling fatalities - Response corrected to “no”: Delaware, Kansas

Published goals to decrease walking fatalities - Response corrected to “no”: Kansas

Mountain bike master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”:  Kansas, Virginia

Trail master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”: Hawaii, Oklahoma, North Carolina, South Dakota

Page 69:

Published goals to increase bicycling - Response corrected to “no”: Las Vegas

Published goals increase walking - Response corrected to “no”: Atlanta, Las Vegas, Long Beach

Published goals to decrease bicycling fatalities - Response corrected to “no”: Las Vegas, Long Beach, San Francisco

Published goals to decrease walking fatalities - Response corrected to “no”: Las Vegas, Long Beach

Bike & pedestrian master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”: Atlanta, El Paso

Pedestrian only master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”: San Francisco

Mountain bike master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”: Fresno

Trail master plan adopted - Response corrected to “no”: El Paso

Page 73:

Maximum number of car parking for new developments- Response corrected to “no”: Kansas City MO, Philadelphia

Bike parking in buildings/garages - Response corrected to “no”: Columbus, Oakland, Philadelphia

Bike parking in new developments - Response corrected to “no”: Honolulu, Omaha

Secure/valet bike parking at public events - Response corrected to “no”: Jacksonville. 

Page 76:

Safe Routes to School participation - Response corrected to “unknown”: Hawaii

Policy requiring minimum acreage for school siting: Response corrected to "no": Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Maine, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Utah, Virginia, Washington ; Response corrected to "yes": Arkansas, Illinois, Iowa, Michigan

CORRECTiOns TO 2012 BEnChMARking REPORT
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Provides additional SRTS funding – Response corrected to “no”: North Dakota

Page 77:

Minimum acreage for school siting - Response corrected to “no”: Fresno, Kansas City MO; Response corrected to “unknown” for Las 
Vegas. 

A policy that places children in schools for any reason other than proximity to residence - Response corrected to “no”: Fresno, Kansas 
City MO, Omaha; Response corrected to “unknown” for Las Vegas. 

Page 86:

State spending target for bicycling and walking - Response corrected to “no”: Iowa

Page 87:

City spending target for bicycling and walking - Response corrected to “no”: Honolulu, Las Vegas, San Francisco. 

Page 99:

Current miles of on-street bicycle lanes per square mile (total miles) – Chicago total miles unknown; El Paso corrected to 0.10 miles 
per square mile (26 miles); Houston total miles unknown; Jacksonville corrected to 0.30 miles per square mile (224 miles); Philadelphia 
corrected to 2.94 miles per square mile (393.67 miles); Portland total miles unknown.

Current miles of multi-use paths per square mile (total miles) – Arlington TX corrected to 0.44 miles per square mile (42 miles); 
Chicago corrected to 0.18 miles per square mile (42 miles); El Paso corrected to 0.009 miles per square mile (2.19 miles); Jacksonville 
corrected to 0.04 miles per square mile (30 miles); Virginia Beach corrected to 0.30 miles per square mile (74.7 miles).

Current miles of on-road signed bicycle routes per square mile (total miles) – Arlington TX corrected to 0 miles per square mile (0 
miles); Atlanta total miles unknown; Dallas total miles unknown; Los Angeles total miles unknown; New Orleans corrected to 0.006 
per square mile (1 mile); Portland OR corrected to 0 miles per square mile (0 miles); Raleigh corrected to 0.70 miles per square mile 
(100 miles). 

Miles of sidewalks – Atlanta total miles unknown; Columbus total miles unknown; Dallas total miles unknown; Louisville total miles 
unknown; San Antonio corrected to 4500 miles.

Miles of planned bicycle facilities – Las Vegas total miles unknown

Adopted goals to increase pedestrian facilities - Response corrected to “no”: Baltimore, Long Beach

Page 104:

Existing miles of shared lane markings – Fort Worth corrected to 0 miles; Kansas City MO corrected to 4.8 miles; San Francisco total 
miles unknown.

Woonerfs – Philadelphia corrected to 20 miles; Portland OR corrected to “no”. 

Bicycle Boulevards - Response corrected to zero: Las Vegas

Page 109:

Percentage of buses with bike racks - Las Vegas percentage unknown.

Chapter 5: Education and Encouragement
Page 113:

Info on bicycling in driver's manual - Response corrected to "no" for Rhode Island

Page 114:

Youth pedestrian education courses - Response corrected to “unknown”: Las Vegas

City-sponsored bike ride - Response corrected to “no”: San Francisco

Page 123: 

Number of Schools Participating in Bike and/or Walk to School Day - Response corrected to “unknown”: Las Vegas
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the benchmarking project tracks bicycling and walking 
trends across the United States and publishes an updated report 
every two years. This 2014 report includes data for all 50 states, 52 
of the most populous U.S. cities, and 17 midsized cities. It is intended 
DV�D�UHVRXUFH�IRU�JRYHUQPHQW�RIÀFLDOV��ELF\FOH�DQG�SHGHVWULDQ�
advocates, researchers, and the media searching for comparable 
data and means to measure bicycling and walking progress. 
Illustrations, case studies, and text summaries are compiled into 
chapters by topic:

levelS of bIcyclIng & WalkIng
HealTH & SafeTy
economIc benefITS
polIcIeS & fUndIng
InfraSTrUcTUre & deSIgn
connecTIng To TranSIT
edUcaTIon & encoUragemenT
people poWered movemenT

made possible in part by:

peoplepoweredmovement.org


	CONFIDENTIAL-2014BenchmarkingReport-FinalDraft-Feb24.pdf
	Coverpages-2014BenchmarkingReport.pdf

