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Walking and biking are essential modes of transportation,
serving critical connections and offering opportunity and
choice in Oregon’s multimodal transportation system. Walking
is the most basic form of transportation, whether using a
mobility device or strolling. Everyone is a pedestrian, and while
some choose to take their entire trip by foot, others connect
to different modes by walking, such as to and from their car
or the bus stop. While walking and biking are similar in many
ways, in that they are both active forms of transportation and
low cost travel options, biking is also the most energy efficient
form of transportation.

Oregon has demonstrated that walking and biking are viable
and desirable modes of transportation and boasts one of the
highest walking and biking rates in the nation (7). A significant
number of people rely on walkways and bikeways to travel
to and from home, school, and work; or to access shopping,
downtowns, critical services, or other destinations. Individuals
who do not drive often depend on walking or biking to meet their
daily needs, and for some, these modes are the only affordable
means of travel. Oregonians have recognized the health benefits,
reduced environmental impacts, improved quality of life, and
the cost savings that these modes offer; and have chosen to
walk or bike as their primary means of travel. Those who do
not report walking or biking as their primary means of travel
may still use these modes to make critical connections in a trip,
such as bicyling to the nearest bus stop or walking from where
they’ve parked to their destination.
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The potential for and interest in walking and biking
continues to grow. Oregon’s population is also
expected to grow, putting greater demands on the
transportation system overall. In addition, studies
done in Oregon’s Portland metropolitan area show
around 56 percent of residents are interested in biking
but are concerned (2,3), indicating untapped potential
mode share. In addition, nationally, 41 percent (4) of all
trips are three miles or less, which walking and biking
opportunities could help serve. These are important
data points to consider in understanding how the use
of these modes may grow among all Oregonians, and
recognizing walking and biking are important travel
choices for everyone. Specific to certain demographic
groups, interest and potential utilization are even higher.
Societal and demographic trends indicate a growing
interest in and utilization of walking and biking modes.
Younger generations are seeking a broader array
of transportation options, and demographic trends
show much higher rates of walking and biking among
millennials when compared to previous generations.
In addition, as people age they tend to stay in the
location they live and age in place. Aging individuals
who are not able to drive must still have access to
medical services, daily amenities, and social activities
either by walking or public transportation. Walking and
biking are essential modes needed to serve different
generations’ interests and the needs of all Oregonians.
These modes play an essential role in moving people,
providing travel options, and supporting recreational
travel.

Over the next 25 years, Oregon'’s population
is expected to increase by nearly 30%

total population 2012

total population 2035

SOURCE: STATE OF OREGON OFFICE OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS (5)

CHANGE IN
MILLENIAL
TRAVEL PATTERNS
BETWEEN
2001-2009

=

more
biking
trips

)

+16%

SOURCE: FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ADMINISTRATION (6)

fewer
driving
trips

-23%

In addition to being essential modes of travel, walking
and biking can contribute to many personal, regional,
and statewide benefits. Walkways and bikeways
are critical transportation access points, connecting
people to jobs and businesses. In addition, the
economy is dependent on Oregonians and visitors
alike that travel across the state on foot or by bike to
enjoy Oregon’s scenic beauty and tourist destinations.
Cycle tourism is especially popular, attracting people
outside Oregon to bike and spend their money locally,
bringing in millions annually to support the people,
places, communities, and overall economy of the state
(7). Societal benefits are also noticeable from these
carbon neutral modes. For example, walking and
biking can result in improved public health. Chapter
2 further describes the benefits of walking and biking
and provides evidence on the importance of these
modes to the overall transportation system.

Benefits of walking and biking investments, along
with increased use of these modes and barriers for
those interested, all feed into understanding the
opportunities and challenges for Oregon’s walking
and biking system moving forward. While Oregon
is a leader among its peers and has developed
a strong walking and biking culture, there are still
issues, barriers, and opportunities which need to
be considered in the next 25 years, and that are
explored in this Plan. As more Oregonians choose to
walk and bike, opportunities to improve the safety for
these vulnerable users continues. Pedestrians and
cyclists are vulnerable because they have little to no
protection in a crash, such as the protection offered
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by the exterior of a vehicle, and are exposed to rain,
snow, and other weather related factors. Recent data
indicates that fatalities and serious injuries for bicyclists,
and especially for pedestrians, have increased (8). A
number of factors contribute to these safety issues,
which necessitates an evaluation and revision of
Oregon’s approach to safe walking and biking facilities
to eliminate deaths and serious injuries.! In addition
to crashes, other safety issues and perceptions of
safety or security affect the number of people who
choose to walk or bike. The comfort level of walking
and biking facilities often varies depending on the
speed of adjacent traffic, roadway characteristics, and
degree of separation from motor vehicle traffic, among
other factors.? Recent studies show that a significant
portion of Oregonians are thought to be interested in
biking, but are concerned about safety, availability of
facilities, or other issues (2,77,72). Similar barriers may
exist for those interested in walking.

In addition, a reexamination of walking and biking from
a systematic standpoint is needed, and is identified
as the key initiative Defining the System in Chapter
5. The majority of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
share the public right-of-way with cars, freight trucks,
and other vehicles. To ensure safety for all modes,
it is important to consider the interaction between
them and to strive for a seamless transportation
system that minimize conflicts. In some instances,
greater separation of walking and biking facilities,
design treatments, or technologies may be needed
where appropriate, to enhance multimodal safety.

To achieve a well-connected seamless system,
transportation professionals and decision makers
should also consider the connections between walking
and biking facilities and other modes in order to
improve access and provide enhanced travel options.
Throughout the walking and biking network numerous
gaps exist that prevent connections to other modes
and destinations. For example, state and local network

analysis show that the walking and biking network
are incomplete. System investments should promote
continuity and provide easy transitions from one
network to the next. Walking and biking trips often cross
invisible boundaries of ownership. A user may take a
city’s neighborhood greenway to a sidewalk or bike lane
on a state highway and then to a county trail,
unaware that ownership of their route changed.
Opportunities  exist to  coordinate  between
neighboring jurisdictions that will help to achieve
a more seamless walking and biking network.

In recognizing benefits and challenges, the state as a
whole can determine how to best achieve a more safe
and efficient pedestrian and bicycle system, through
prioritization processes, partnerships, and strategic
investments. This will help to further integrate these
modes as vital parts of the transportation network.

This language is consistent with the Federal Highway Administration’s ‘Vision Zero — Toward Zero Deaths’ referring to the “vision of eliminating
fatalities and serious injuries on our Nation’s roadways,” affirming that “even one death on our transportation system is unacceptable.” (9)

“This is reflected in the Multimodal Level of Service (MMLOS) methodology, Level of Stress analysis, as well as pedestrian level of comfort indices

in the research (70).
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Overview of the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan provides a decision-making
framework for walking and biking efforts in the State within the context

of the overall transportation system.

ThePlanis part of asuite of statewide policy plans, under
the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP), that facilitate an
integrated and interconnected transportation system
to meet the diverse and changing needs of Oregon
(see sidebar). The policies and strategies herein direct
the work of the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOQOT) and guide a variety of entities throughout the
state. Local, regional, and state agencies all have
important roles in implementing the Plan and achieving
its vision. Regional and local plans must be consistent
with the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan policies
and strategies.

The Plan examines walking and biking from an
infrastructure and user perspective and recognizes
issues, opportunities, and needs. It includes all
aspects of delivering a transportation system, including
policies and strategies that cover planning, investing,
constructing, and maintaining walking and biking
facilities and programs. The Plan recognizes that
Oregon is a geographically large and diverse state,
with communities ranging from small coastal cities
and rural counties in Eastern Oregon to urbanized
metropolitan areas in the Willamette Valley. Policies
and strategies apply to varied contexts across the
state and as a result, the scale of solutions or design
treatments may vary. When fully implemented, the Plan
envisions a future that builds upon Oregon’s strong
existing foundation by further increasing walking and
biking connections to critical destinations and other
modes of transit. In turn, this will help bring about a
safer system for all users that leverages opportunities
to enhance the system and creates more equitable
access for all users.
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The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan encapsulates the bike and walk
modal elements of the OTP. The policies
and strategies in this plan are written to
refine the OTP and be consistent with the
other mode and topic plans, such as the
Oregon Highway Plan (OHP). For example,
while the OHP has policies and strategies
for driveway distances, this Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan enhances those policies
by including a strategy to minimize sidewalk
elevation changes at driveway locations. In
this way, the suite of mode and topic plans
under the OTP complement and build upon
one another and provide comprehensive
policy direction for the State.
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Specifically by 2040, the Plan envisions that:

In Oregon, people of all ages, incomes, and abilities can access destinations in urban and

rural areas on safe, well-connected biking and walking routes. People can enjoy Oregon’s

scenic beauty by walking and biking on a transportation system that respects the needs

of its users and their sense of safety. Bicycle and pedestrian networks are recognized as

integral, interconnected elements of the Oregon transportation system that contribute to our

diverse and vibrant communities and the health and quality of life enjoyed by Oregonians.

The Plan establishes nine goal areas
that support the vision:

e Safety

¢ Accessibility and Connectivity

¢ Mobility and Efficiency

e Community and Economic Vitality

e Equity

® Health

e Sustainability

e Strategic Investment

e Coordination, Cooperation, and Collaboration.

A description of these nine goal areas is included in
Chapter 3: Policies and Strategies.
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THE VISION

ODOT developed the Plan through
extensive stakeholder involvement and
public outreach.

A Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) was formed to
guide the process and review plan content. Elected
officials, local agency representatives, business
people, the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC),
walking and biking advocates and other stakeholders
across the state, including statewide, urban, suburban,
and rural interests comprised the 16-member PAC.
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) included
regional and local transportation agency staff and other
practitioners serving various areas of the State. The
public outreach and involvement included early input
through statewide listening meetings, surveys, and
interviews to inform issues and opportunities for policy
development; presentations to the Area Commissions
on Transportation (ACT); and a formal public review
period of the draft Plan. A description of the public
involvement processes are further detailed in Appendix
B: Plan Development Process and Stakeholder
Outreach.



Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Outline

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan consists
of the following chapters:

CHAPTER 1! Introduction

CHAPTER 2: Background

CHAPTER Z: Policies and Strategies
CHAPTER 4: Investment Considerations
CHAPTER 5: Implementation

Additionally, the Plan includes appendices for further Plan background,
research, and documentation of consistency with state requirements.
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Oregon has built a strong foundation for walking
and biking through investments in infrastructure and
programs. Moving forward, it is recognized that network
gaps exist and system needs remain. Addressing these
gaps and needs for walking and biking not only help to
increase the utilization of these modes, but also improve
the safety, accessibility, and mobility of current and
future users of the system. It is important to consider
how trends, challenges, and opportunities impact the
continuous evolution of the system and its users, and
affect what needs to be done moving forward.

To provide context for how Oregon continues to
support and advance walking and biking, it is important
to understand the benefits of these modes, as well as
challenges and opportunities, all of which frame what
needs to be achieved moving forward (the vision) and
how to get there (policies and strategies). This chapter
describes the recognized benefits of walking and biking
investments and mode choices; provides an overview of
existing conditions and trends; identifies who is walking
and biking; who could be and who wants to be; and
illustrates the condition of Oregon’s walking and biking
networks. This information informs the opportunities
and challenges, which act as the drivers for the policies
and strategies included in Chapter 3.




Benefits of Walking & Biking

Walking and biking are vital to Oregon’s
transportation system, helping to provide
travel choices that support people,
places, and the economy.

Investing in walking and biking can help to create a
safer, more connected, and accessible system. There
are also statewide, regional, local, and personal
benefits, and while most benefits are universal,
solutions may vary in urban and rural parts of Oregon.
In some ways, benefits may be greater in smaller
towns and cities, where transportation options may
be limited and walking and biking are essential modes
of travel. Benefits can also occur on a statewide scale,
such as overall improvements to the environment or to
public health.

The broader benefits of walking and biking investments
throughout Oregon include impacts on economic
vitality, healthy communities, and tourism. Existing
literature was reviewed to identify demonstrated
benefits to the local economy, as well as to health,
safety, sustainability, and accessibility resulting from
walking and biking networks.

Research in the Portland
metropolitan area found that
people who bike or walk may spend
more money locally, through more
frequent trips to the store, when
compared to their car-driving

counterparts.
SOURCE: CLIFTON (37)

A 2012 study, commissioned by
- =1 Travel Oregon, found that Oregon
.@ bicycle tourism brought in $400
million and supported 4,600 jobs

within the state. According to the

report, the share of total travel expenditures (of
bike-related travel) is 4.4% statewide. However,
this figure varies across the state—expenditures
from bike-related travel make up 11.6% of travel
expenditures in Central Oregon and 14.8%
of travel expenditures in the Gorge/Mt Hood
area. The same study also found that in 2012
the statewide bicycle industry employed 2,645
jobs, with total gross earnings of $83.8 million.

SOURCE: TRAVEL OREGON (7)

Economic Growth Benefits

A growing body of research has shown that walking
and biking can contribute to a healthy economy.
Benefits range from relatively direct impacts for users,
such as reductions in travel costs, to more indirect
impacts, such as growth in businesses related to the
bike industry or congestion relief for converting short
trips to walking or biking. Increases in walking and
biking have potential direct and indirect impacts to the
state or local economy through:

e Growth in active transportation related industries
(e.g. bike shops, bike and walking tour companies)
(7).

e Jobs created through design and construction

projects related to pedestrian and bicycle
improvements (73).

¢ The ability for people to access employment through
what may be their only source of transportation (74).

¢ Increased ability for some industries to attract
and retain employees due to the presence of
transportation choices (75).

¢ The attraction of out-of-state spending from visitors
who participate in walking or bicycle tourism (7).

¢ Improved livability and community attractiveness
(16).
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Walking and biking modes are often collectively
referred to as “active transportation,” because people
who walk or bike are engaging in physical activity.
Physical inactivity is known to be a strong risk factor
for chronic disease and premature death in the U.S.
(77). The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) recommends at least 30 minutes of moderate
physical activity five days per week. This threshold
is often unmet, as illustrated by 2009 data which
showed that 44 percent of Oregon adults did not meet
the minimum physical activity recommendations (78).

Some of the main health benefits due to physical activity
include improved personal health and increased
life expectancy (79,20). Investing in pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, supporting educational and

Every point greater than 70 of
Walk Score, the website ranking
the walkability of any address in

America, results in increased

rent of....

IEEE

90¢ /
SQ. FT.

COMMERICAL
BUILDINGS WITH
A WALK SCORE

GREATER THAN 70.

$20/
SQ. FT.

FOR RESIDENTIAL
BUILDINGS WITH
A WALK SCORE

GREATER THAN 70.

SOURGE: METRO (16)
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“Providing facilities for walking or
bicycling increases the comfort and
opportunities of residents to walk or
bike to employment opportunities
or to more readily access transit to
increase employment options.”

SOURCE: METRO, M.P.O (16).

encouragement programs, and supporting active
transportation options helps to encourage physical
activity for better health and may reduce health care
costs by decreasing rates of chronic disease. In
addition to walking and biking, connections to transit
are also essential to health, as access to transit is
critical in helping those who cannot or choose not to
drive, reach needed health services such as medical
care.

For older adults, accessibility is a critical issue. This
need will continue as the population of older adults is
expected to increase significantly across the state. By
2040, the population over 75 years of age is predicted
to increase anywhere from 70 percent (Baker County)
to 400 percent (Deschutes County) (22). In addition,
having places for older adults to walk and bike may
help to maintain their muscle mass, which can prevent
falls and reduce hospitalizations.

Beyond access to health services and the benefits
of physical activity, access to walking or biking can
be important in creating transportation options that
allow for increased mobility, reducing the possibility of
isolation which can lead to mental and physical health
issues.

Safety also plays a role in overall community health
and healthcare costs, where safety improvements can
help to reduce personal injuries and deaths.

Other important findings about the correlation of
walking and biking to improved health include:

¢ Active transportation facilities that are designed
to be comfortable, safe, accessible, and near
desirable destinations are more likely to attract a
wide range of users, including people who suffer
from an increased health risk due to inactivity (23).



25-33% of Oregon adults have chronic disease
"]" preconditions and over 40% of Oregon
o adults do not meet CDC physical activity
b} recommendations.
SOURCE: OREGON HEALTH AUTHORITY (27)

A 2011 study estimated that Portland, OR
could see between $388 and $594 million in
health cost savings attributable to new bicycle
infrastructure and programs by 2040. Every $1
invested in bicycling yields $3.40 in health care
cost savings. When the statistical value of lives
is considered, every $1 invested yields nearly
$100 in benefits.

SOURCE: ALLIANGE FOR BIKING & WALKING, GOTSCHI(7,23)

¢ Physical activity and health care cost benefits are
greatest if people with increased health risks use
walking and biking facilities (24).

Walking and biking are zero emission modes that play
an important role in reducing fuel consumption, air
and noise pollution, and carbon emissions. Increasing
walking and biking for transportation is a key strategy
in helping Oregon achieve its greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction goals (25). As transportation is one of the
highest emitting sectors, contributing to about one-
third of all GHG emission in the state (26), approaches
for reducing transportation-related emissions are
essential.

ODQOT’s Statewide Transportation Strategy: A
2050 Vision for Greenhouse Gas Reduction (STS)
identifies walking and biking as having measurable
GHG reduction benefits (26). To achieve the
substantial reductions envisioned in the STS, several
different reduction strategies are needed, including
advancements in fleets and fuels, pricing mechanisms,
land use changes, and transportation options like
walking and biking. No one solution achieves Oregon’s
GHG reduction goals, but in combination they lead
to substantial reductions. For pedestrian and bicycle
strategies, the STS estimates the potential for people
to walk or bike 20 miles or less round trip is great,
and that it would take approximately 40 percent of

people who currently drive this distance to walk or
bike instead in order to achieve the GHG reduction
levels shown in the STS vision. According to the US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), for every one-
mile pedaled or walked instead of driven, nearly one
pound of carbon dioxide is saved (28).

The role walking and biking can play in reducing
emissions is further emphasized in research
which shows that motor vehicle trips contribute to
disproportionately high levels of per-mile emissions
(29) and if short trips shift from driving to walking or
biking, the amount of air pollutants can be reduced.

For pedestrians and cyclists, high levels of mobility
result from safe and appropriate facilities that offer direct
connections to destinations and routes, and provide
end-of-trip accommodations such as bicycle parking.
Improving or preserving ease of movement on walking
and biking networks also promotes accessibility to key
destinations and improved connectivity to other modal
systems, such as public transportation (74).

Transportation disadvantaged, including but not
limited to, mobility-limited individuals, low-income
households, communities of color, seniors, youth,
persons with disabilities, and those with Limited
English Proficiency, often do not have access to a
car or cannot drive. In Oregon, over 7 percent of the

2 40-50%
,* ~of trips are
7 3 miles
- or less
1 mile 11b
pedaled or of CO»
walked saves

Ay =&

SOURCE: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (28)
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population does not have access to a car, 16 percent
of the population is in poverty (49), 15 percent of the
population is over aged 65 (5), and over 15 percent of
the population is documented to have a disability (50),
making the availability of walking and biking options
critical to meeting this population’s needs.

The availability, quality, and connectivity of walking and
biking facilities is especially important for older adults
and people with disabilities. These individuals may
not drive due to issues of poor health, limited physical
or mental abilities, concerns with safety, or because
they have no car. Access to modes of travel other than
driving is essential to not only their mobility, but also
their independence. These non-driving groups are
more isolated than their driving counterparts, especially
those living in rural or suburban communities and/or
communities of color (30).

To ensure pedestrians’ mobility, the transportation
systemrequires frequent crossings and short distances

18 | Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

between desirable origins and destinations. For
cyclists, enhanced mobility may result from dedicated
bike lanes, bicycle parking, and other transit-oriented
amenities that make it easier to integrate a bicycling
trip with use of public transportation, which can be
essential in making longer trips.

To further assure mobility for all users, the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires that walking and
biking routes be accessible, including requirements
specific to design and keeping routes free of
obstructions. As law, this Act directs decision making
to assure mobility and accessibility across the
transportation system. ADA requirements are not
repeated in this Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan,
as policies and strategies are intended to support and
build upon this law. Together, ADA requirements and
this Plan work to make walking and biking options
available and accessible to all.



Walking and Biking in Oregon Today

Many of the benefits of walking and biking mentioned
in the section above are, in part, responsible for
driving the investments Oregon has made to date.
In addition, the Oregon Bike Bill (ORS 366.514),
established in 1971, has been instrumental to the
advancement of investments in walking and biking
over the past four decades. The bill requires that
walkways and bikeways be constructed as a part of
roadway improvement projects, and directs at least
one percent of the state highway trust fund dollars to
be invested in projects that support walking and biking.
Another foundational driver of walking and biking is the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
(OBPAC), which serves as a statewide committee to
discuss pedestrian and bicycle issues and provides
advice to ODOT about the regulation of pedestrian

TRENDS

and bicycle traffic and the establishment of walkways
and bikeways. Other groups such as Oregon Walks,
the Bicycle Transportation Alliance, Cycle Oregon, and
Travel Oregon also support walking and biking in the
state, primarily through promotional and/or advocacy
efforts.

Through these investment drivers, decision making
processes, and user interest groups, Oregon has
evolved its walking and biking network and culture to
what it is today. Looking at existing conditions helps to
illuminate who uses the system, how they use it, and
the current state of the walking and biking system.
This knowledge is essential for understanding the
issues, opportunities and gaps that exist today, and
what needs to be addressed moving forward.

A PROFILE OF USERS

Oregon’s provision of walking and biking travel choices
has helped elevate Oregon to the walk commute
mode share of 4.0 percent (7), and the highest bicycle
commute mode share of any state at 2.4 percent.
Higher rates of walking and biking were found in
Oregon’s metropolitan areas (Portland, Salem-Keizer,
Corvallis, Bend, and Rogue Valley MPOs), where 12.5
percent of weekday trips were made by walking and
3.1 percent were made by bicycling.

Location Gender Age
Urban households Women make School aged
walk and bike walking trips at people from

at higher rate
than households
in rural areas
(urban: 21% walk
and 7% bike; and
rural: 16% walk
and 3% bike).

a slightly higher
rate than men,
especially in
urban areas, while
men are twice as
likely as women
to make a bicycle
trip.

10-15 years old
account for 22%
of all walking
trips made on a
typical weekday,
while the age of
people making
bicycle trips is
evenly distributed
from people in
their early teens to
those in their fifties.

This data, representing a snapshot of travel habits of
Oregon residents, was further analyzed to understand
the characteristics of those who walk and bike today
according to various factors such as urban or rural
environment, gender, age, race and income. The
following profile of walkers and cyclists in Oregon
emerges (only those results found to be statistically
unique are shown):

Ability Income Housing
In rural areas, Walking trips Household
people with are more members who rent
a disability common among are more likely to
make more households make a walking
walking trips than  with higher (above  trip than those who
those without $75,000) and own their home,
a disability, lower (below and members of
while the $15,000) incomes, households living

converse is true in
urban areas.

while bicycle trips
are more common
among mid to
upper income
households.

in single family
homes or duplexes
are more likely to
make a bicycle trip.

SOURCE: CLIFTON AND SINGLETON, OREGON HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITY SURVEY ANALYSIS (37)
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Influencing Factors and Perceptions

Many different factors influence the mode choices of
Oregon residents, and affect a person’s decision to
walk or bike. The density of the built environment, the
distance between destinations, and the availability of
convenient, well-connected, and safe facilities greatly
influences mode choice. Most walking trips are less
than a quarter mile, while the majority of bicycle
trips are two miles or less (32). Studies in places
like Portland, Oregon (33), however, found that many
people bike longer distances, which is why ODOT’s
STS selected a walking and biking threshold of 20
miles or less round trip (26). Additionally, the terrain
and amount of hills impact people’s choices to walk
and bike as does the weather.

Beyond physical factors, perceptions about walking
and biking play a role in people choosing to use those
modes. The 2015 Oregon Transportation Needs and
Issues survey, a statewide random sample survey of

Oregonians conducted by ODQOT every two years,
found that most respondents feel they have the
necessary facilities to walk safely in their community
(65%), but less than half felt they had the necessary
facilities to bike safely (44%). If improvements
were made to walking or biking routes within their
community, 35 percent of respondents in the same
survey said they would consider walking or biking to
school or work. This sentiment was strongest in more
populated areas, where respondents were twice as
likely to indicate that their mode choices would change.

Beyond perceptions impacting use, data from the
survey also suggests that support for investing in
walking and biking facilities is very high, with 75
percent of respondents indicating it is important to
fund improvements to walking and biking facilities on
existing streets. Support for investments was highest
among the lowest income groups.
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The Existing System

Oregon’s urban pedestrian and bicycle systems are
comprised of sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian
signals, bike loop detectors, marked Dbike lanes,
shared-use paths, and other facilities on local streets,
county roads and state highways. In rural areas,
highway shoulders often serve as walkways and
bikeways, and bike lanes and sidewalks may or may
not be present in rural communities. In addition, parts
of the State have shared-use paths, which serve non-
motorized travelers in both urban and rural areas. Even
urban and suburban areas, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and industrial centers may lack
sidewalks or have incomplete sidewalk coverage,
and there are recognized gaps in walking and biking
networks. These system gaps exist across the state,
making overall completeness of the walking and biking
system a top consideration. The existing network of
walkway and bikeway facilities influences the overall
safety of users and their ability to access recreational
or key destinations such as school, work, medical
services, and local businesses.

The presence, condition, and accessibility of walkways
and bikeways not only impact the ability of people to
walk or bike on these routes, but also impacts access
to other modes, such as transit. High quality, well-
connected walkways, bikeways, and crossings can
increase the distance people are willing to travel to
reach a transit stop (34,35,36), thus increasing the
potential for ridership.

Key Components to Infrastructure

Otherimportant walking and biking facility components
include lighting, street design, and the availability of
bicycle parking. Appropriate lighting can encourage
a safe and secure atmosphere for pedestrians and
cyclists and improve night time visibility of street
crossings. Bike parking in the right locations, with
well-designed racks, supports those who choose to
bike. While information on the presence or absence
of these components is scarce, there are recognized
opportunities for adding lighting and bicycle parking in
appropriate locations across the state, and identifying
the right street design for the right locations.
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Ownership

Lastly, the existing system should be recognized for its
varied ownership. The pedestrian and bicycle systems
in Oregon are owned by many jurisdictions, including
state agencies, such as ODOT and the Oregon Parks
and Recreation Department (OPRD), cities, counties,
and private entities. The decentralized nature of
ownership in transportation infrastructure can cause
difficulties in planning, constructing, and maintaining
facilities, resulting in system gaps or inconsistencies in
quality. As with users of other modes, users of walking
and biking facilities desire a seamless system with
high-quality facilities, regardless of ownership.

By looking at the state of the existing system and with
a clear understanding of the users and uses, issues,
opportunities, and gaps emerge. These have been
further supplemented with research reviewed as well
as extensive outreach to transportation practitioners
at all levels of government and the general public,
which are described in the next section.
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Issues & Opportunities

A review of state and local plans, policies and
programs, and a review of current literature helped
identify the issues and opportunities impacting
walking and biking in Oregon. This research was
supplemented with stakeholder interviews, statewide
listening meetings, and PAC conversations about
barriers, gaps, and opportunities to better support

walking and biking. Organized by the goal areas of
this plan, the primary issues and opportunities are
described, which form the rationale for the policies
and strategies that follow in Chapter 3. While there
are other issues and opportunities identified that
drove policy development, the ones described below
represent the primary themes.

Safety

Safety is fundamental to the entire transportation
system and carries unique connotations for those
who walk and bike, especially because they are
“vulnerable users.” Unlike people who travel by
car or bus, who are shielded from a crash by their
vehicle, those who walk or bike are fully exposed.
This vulnerability is one of the reasons that roadways
adjacent to schools and urban centers have lower
speed limits in order to reduce the severity of injury
to children should an incident occur. Data has shown
that the risk of fatality increases from 5 percent at
20 miles per hour (MPH); 37-45 percent at 30 MPH,;
and 83-85 percent at 40 MPH (37). Although crash
frequency involving pedestrians and cyclists may be
relatively low, crash severity is often a concern with
higher proportions of fatalities and serious injuries
among pedestrians and cyclists (38). Over recent
years fatalities and serious injuries for bicyclists have

From 2009-2013, there was an
annual average of 52 pedestrian
fatalities and 8 bicyclist fatalities in
Oregon.

SOURCE: ODOT FISCAL TRAFFIC SAFETY PERFORMANCE PLAN, 2009-2013 (39)
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remained fairly steady, showing a continuing concern
for these roadway users. Pedestrian incidents,
however, have generally been on the rise (39). While
lack of volume data makes it difficult to determine
overall pedestrian and bicycle use in relation to crash
rates, it is likely that when looking at overall exposure
to fatalities and serious injuries, walking and biking
safety risks are relatively high. These statistics
indicate that safety is a continuing, and in many
ways, growing, concern for Oregon and actions are
needed to strive towards eliminating fatalities and
Serious injuries.
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From the engineering aspect, practitioners and
system users raised concerns on how the system
is designed and built, ultimately affecting the safety
and comfort of users. Users want to be able to move
efficiently on the system while feeling safe and being
seen. For example, a mother and child crossing the
street would benefit from a well-connected and safely
designed intersection that included street lighting, a
marked crossing, and a rapid flash beacon to alert
drivers of their crossing. In addition to system safety
enhancements like visible crossings, other engineering
themes included separation of facilities on higher
speed routes, examination of reduced motor vehicle
speeds (both design and posted speeds), and a look
at roadway cross-sections for the safest multimodal
designs.

Related to enforcement, Oregon has laws to govern
the safe movement of all modes and different types
of devices (e.g. electric bikes) on walking or biking
networks. Stakeholders raised concerns about the
lack of knowledge by both practitioners and users of
the system and indicated further need for enhanced
law enforcement to ensure rules are followed by all
users of the system. In addition to law enforcement, the
idea of enforcing local codes which govern safety and
security emerged. Most cities and local jurisdictions
have code language that governs the placement and
management of walking and biking facilities, which
when enforced, can help to keep the system secure
and safe. For example, local codes can enforce
designated bicycle parking, so that people have a
secure place to leave their bike when they reach their
destination. As another example, local codes dictating
maintenance policies can be enforced to ensure that
sidewalks are kept clear of impediments.

Education and encouragement were also common
issues raised in the plan development process.
This includes education of individual groups, such
as school aged children or staff at public agencies
involved in transportation issues, and education on
rules of the road to all users of the system. Continued
funding and support for Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
type programs were commonly noted, especially as
these programs no longer receive dedicated federal
funding. These types of programs often target school
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children at a young age, teaching them that they should
wear a helmet when biking, cross at a crosswalk, and
how to obey other laws and generally be safe walking
or biking. Research has demonstrated that learning
this at a young age is essential to long term behavior
(40), creating a lasting safety culture and protecting
Oregon’s children. Education and encouragement
are also linked, in that education about road safety
could also encourage people to walk and bike more
frequently.

In addition to the issue noted above, inconsistencies
in how safety influences project prioritization was a
concern noted throughout the State, where some
jurisdictions prioritize safety and others do not,
creating a potential disconnect in how projects get
selected and prioritized. Some other challenges cited
included availability, consistency, or quality of data to
support decision-making. A need was recognized to
collect data on safety perceptions, as people’s sense
of safety greatly impacts their willingness to walk or
bike.



Accessibility and Connectivity

Accessibility and connectivity is well supported by
the state’s coordinated approach to land use and
transportation planning, including the requirements
of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and “Bike
Bill,” which both direct some level of coordination
and consideration of pedestrian and bicycle modes.
However, issues were raised relating to system gaps
for both pedestrians and cyclists and the need to
connect to different modes.

The incompleteness of the walking and biking system
was raised as one of the top issues by stakeholders

throughout the plan development process. Gaps
are known to exist around schools, shopping areas,
downtowns and other critical connection points. In
areas where sidewalks end abruptly, foot paths are
often evident, showing the frequency of use and need
for infrastructure in such locations. In other areas,
space constraints may force pedestrians into travel
lanes, creating safety risks in addition to connectivity
issues. Even where there are well connected
walking and biking infrastructure, these areas can
be isolated, leaving islands of connectivity (77).
These types of issues and the lack of a systematic
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approach in planning, construction, and maintenance
were mentioned in research and interviews. The
construction of walking and biking facilities vary by
jurisdiction resulting in confusion regarding system
responsibility. For example, some communities
require property owner responsibility for sidewalk
maintenance where other communities use a utility fee
to help provide sidewalks. At a regional scale, system
gaps in connecting communities was an emerging
challenge, especially for more rural communities who
strive to provide additional options for community to
community travel. These communities are recognizing
the need for more regional pathways and trail systems
that provide travel options for transportation and
recreation alike.

Another key challenge was access to other modes,
including public transportation and air transportation,
and the need to recognize the importance of intermodal
connections. People who utilize public transportation
(i.e. passenger rail, buses, etc.) often need to walk
or bike to the transit stop and from the stop to their
destination, but may experience barriers when facilities
are in poor condition or are non-existent.

Mobility and efficiency addresses how well people
are able to move on the system, as opposed to
accessibility which discusses how people get to the
system. Background research highlighted the role
that planning, project identification, construction,
and maintenance play in facilitating mobility, as well
as acknowledgment that different mobility devices
use the walking and biking system and that mobility
should be balanced between modes.

Keeping the existing system maintained so that people
can easily move on it was regularly mentioned at both
the local and state level. Several examples were cited
where street furniture, mailboxes, or utility poles were
located in the sidewalk, impacting pedestrian travel,
particularly people using mobility devices. These
types of impediments were sometimes traced to lack
of enforcement of local codes or lack of coordination
between utility companies and transportation
agencies, for example.
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In addition, sidewalk and roadway cracking and
upheaval were cited as potentially impacting both
safety and mobility. Maintenance activities, such as
street sweeping and snow and ice removal, also
came up as key to maintaining mobility.

Stakeholders identified several other themes around
the use of different devices on the walking and biking
system. This not only included mobility devices such
as wheelchairs, but also other methods of travel on
the walking and biking system, such as skateboards,
non-motorized scooters, electric bikes, or other
electric devices. These challenges related to the lack
of uniform application, such as communities who do
or do not allow skateboards on sidewalks, or relate
to the understanding of comfort for these users of
the system and minimizing physical barriers when
possible.

Mobility also includes the balance of mobility needs
between other modes, such as transit or freight,
similar to the need to balance other goals across
modes like safety.




Community and economic vitality, in relation to
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, is identified
in a number of state policies and is an emerging
discussion point. A variety of communities throughout
the state are recognizing the need to have walking
and biking facilities in order to assure their community
members can access jobs and services, as well as
provide people choices for travel and recreation.
Cycle tourism is a growing industry in Oregon and a
recognized component of the economy. Communities
often promote access to natural areas, and benefit
from tourists passing through. Some communities also
promote themselves through historic walking tours of
their towns and opportunities to connect with their
community on foot. Beyond tourism and recreation,
the private sector is recognizing the connections
of walking and biking to attracting customers
and employees. For example, some realtors have
advertised walk scores with house listings to help
illustrate the value of the home. As another example,
some shops have sought certification as a “Bike
Friendly Businesses” (see photo), in order to bring
in more customers. For employees, the availability
of walking and biking options is essential, especially
where other transportation options are limited. For
members of the community, walking and biking are
also essential for those who cannot or choose not
to drive, or where public transportation options, for

Oregon has the only Bicycle Friendly Business program in
the US that is geared toward visitors.

Walking and biking facilities can also benefit from the
community landscape, conducive land uses, and
the support of local codes. Communities are more
commonly incorporating pedestrian and bicycle
requirements within their local code to enhance
walking and biking through land use or amenities like
bike parking. Stakeholders often noted the importance
local communities play in helping Oregon be a more
attractive place to walk and bike.

example, are limited.

Scenic Bikeways
Oregon’s Scenic Bikeways program currently totals over

980 miles of bikeways across the state.

® People who rode on Oregon Scenic Bikeways spent over
$12 million in 2014, supporting over 150 jobs.

e Over 80 percent of Scenic Bikeway users live in Oregon.

SOURCE: TRAVEL OREGON (7)
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Equity concerns were raised in relation to differences
in access to transportation options across
communities with different racial, ethic, or socio-
economic compositions. When included in plans and
policies, equity was generally described at a high
level in documents from more urban areas, but often
did not include any detailed equity analysis to inform
decision making. In addition, the need to better
identify transportation disadvantaged populations,
defined as those who have limited options in travel,
often relying on biking, public transit, or walking to
get to their destination, was a consistent theme,
particularly when prioritization processes were
discussed. Overall, there was a general consensus
on the need to bring more consistency in the
consideration of equity issues for transportation
planning, prioritization, and project delivery.

Healthis emerging as a consideration in transportation
planning, but has yet to be well integrated into
Oregon’s transportation decision making. Topics like
aging in place and the mobility of older generations
were raised early in Plan development, as these
issues relate to people who need to access services
but are often dependent on walking to reach their
destination and can be left in isolation if connections
are not readily available. In addition, while

connections between health and transportation have
been made at the statewide level, such as through a
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COMMUTE TO WORK

For Oregonians without a car,
20% walk to work and
12% bike to work

And 65 - 75% of these people
were at or above 150% of the
poverty level.

SOURCE: 2013 AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY (42)
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Memorandum of Understanding between ODOT and
the Oregon Health Authority (OHA), there is a lack
of consistent application in transportation decision
making. Opportunities noted were to continue
partnerships between ODOT and OHA, increase
interagency collaboration at the region and local level,
share data and information, making health a goal
area in transportation (considering health analysis in
decision making), and communicating connections
between health and transportation.

Sustainability in the context of the Plan is defined
as the contribution of walking and biking to the
environment. The themes of financial and social
sustainability are addressed in other sections, such
as Strategic Investment, Equity, and Community and
Economic Vitality. Walking and biking modes provide
zero emission means of travel and are important for
reducing transportation related GHG emissions. The
Plan identifies opportunities to strengthen the link
between walking and biking modes and issues of air
quality and climate change, reinforcing Oregon STS’s
call for walking and biking solutions, among other
reduction strategies.



Strategic Investments

Strategic investments recognizes that funding for
the entire transportation system is limited and that
all investments should be made to get to the highest
returns and greatest benefits. Being strategic is
important so that the highest need investments
can be made first and holistic funding needs and
opportunities are considered. In this way, the idea
of strategic investments for walking and biking was
identified as the need to develop a project prioritization
process and to secure additional funding. In times of
funding uncertainty, pedestrian and bicycle projects
often compete with other transportation needs, so
it becomes more important to recognize the need
to leverage funding with other projects or funding
sources. Along with funding constraints, prioritization
processes vary within agencies and between different
communities, often making it difficult for decision-
makers and associated advisory bodies (e.g. ACTSs)
to best prioritize investments.

Coordination, Cooperation, and Collaboration

Coordination, cooperation, and collaboration
between municipalities and between all levels
of government is of critical importance to the
successful implementation of the Plan. This includes
data and information sharing, collaboration, and
leveraging of resources. Key issues identified by
stakeholders included the need to coordinate efforts
between local and state agencies at every level of
project development, including planning, design,
construction, and maintenance. Training among
agency staff, locals and the state alike, was also
noted as important, especially as leveraging projects
and funds become more necessary. In addition, data
collection and sharing were among key issues.

Other Issues and Opportunities

Other Issues and opportunities were identified that
cross several of the goal areas above, such as
data collection and the inclusion of performance
measures to track walking and biking progress.
Some of the considerations raised for these issues
and opportunities are described on the following

page.
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Data

This Plan recognizes that the lack
of data, or the inconsistency in how
existing data is collected and applied
provides challenges for pedestrian and
bicycle efforts, including the support of information
such as: safety, transportation disadvantaged
populations, critical connections and system needs,
and use and volume data. While data sources for
walking and biking efforts exist, data is collected
sporadically and is often housed in a multitude
of locations, making it difficult to find and utilize
consistently across the state. Opportunities identified
consisted of better sharing of data between agencies,
private and public alike, and using technological
advancements to improve data collection.

il

Performance Measures
The inclusion of performance measures
into planning and project delivery
is an opportunity for transportation
professionals and decision makers
to evaluate how projects and programs support
statewide goals for walking and biking. There exists
a wide range of performance measures designed to
evaluate programs, outcomes, and polices. However,
the practice of performance-based planning and
programming is emerging within the transportation
industry. As a result, transportation professionals are
still examining the appropriate use and context for
many measures. A key challenge is the availability
of data to support such performance measures and
even when available, the ability to apply such data
at a statewide level. In addition, some measures
cannot be applied due to data constraints, such
as incomplete data and expensive data collection
methods.

This Plan aims to address the variety of issues as
they relate to the above mentioned Goal areas and
feed into the development of policies and strategies.
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Tocontinue to supportwalkingand biking
in Oregon, the trends, challenges and
opportunities presented in the previous
chapter must be taken into account
when determining how to move forward.
This section includes the direction for
moving forward, with over 20 policies
and associated strategies designed
to help sustain and improve walking
and biking networks, conditions, and
use. The policy direction herein is long-
range, including policies and strategies
that would need to be implemented
in the short, medium, or long term.
The bulk of policies and strategies are
designed to inform decision-making as
situations arise, while others will result
in specific deliverables or drive direction
for investments and project selection.




=

Walking and biking in the context of the entire
transportation system was considered in the
development of policies and strategies, and several
address modal interactions or seek to enhance
intermodal connections. In addition, the policy
direction is inclusive of all aspects of delivering a
transportation system, including: planning, investing,
constructing, and maintaining. The policies and
strategies are the actions designed to help achieve
each of the identified plan goals, which in turn refine
the plan vision. The goals of the plan include:

e Safety

e Accessibility and Connectivity

¢ Mobility and Efficiency

e Community and Economic Vitality

* Equity

® Health

e Sustainability

e Strategic Investment

e Coordination, Cooperation, and Collaboration

Policies and strategies are organized under the most
relevant goal but often relate to or benefit other goals.
In particular, goals such as Equity, Sustainability,
Health, and Community and Economic Vitality are
benefited by most of the policies and strategies in
this Plan and the policies and strategies are written
to contribute to these outcomes. Another area of
significant overlap is data, although it is not a goal
area. The collection, process, dissemination, and use
of data are important to each of the goal areas and
a singular data source can be informative to a variety
of issues. Some specific data strategies are included
under goal areas and needs are discussed more
thoroughly in the Implementation Considerations
chapter of this plan.

The policies and strategies below focus on confirming
existing practice, setting new direction, and providing
support for decision-making for state, regional,
and local implementation. Federal and state laws
or regulations pertaining to walking and biking are
not duplicated in the policies or strategies, as they
are already in effect. The policies and strategies are
consistent with such requirements and are intended
to be supportive.
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The policies and strategies below are intentionally written to be broad and encompassing of all transportation
agencies (state and local) unless otherwise stated as “ODOT” or “local jurisdictions” (MPQO, county, or city).
These policies and strategies must be implemented taking into consideration the appropriateness of context

in which they may apply.
Goal 1: Safety

Eliminate pedestrian and bicycle fatalities
and serious injuries, and improve the
overall sense of safety of those who bike
or walk.®

Policy 1.1:

Provide safe and well-designed streets and highways
to accommodate a variety of users.

Strategy 1.1A: Continue to update the ODOT
Design Guidelines and Highway Design Manual
to identify appropriate pedestrian and bicycle
design features (e.g. level of separation or
buffers) suitable for different contexts, including
consideration of: vehicle speed, roadway
characteristics and constraints, planned land
uses, users and uses, and latent demand.

Strategy 1.1B: Refer to the latest statewide
guidance* when selecting roadway cross
sections, determining level of separation or
buffers needed, or for other design features.
Consider vehicle speeds, facility type, adjacent
land use attractors, and the safety and comfort
of all users in order to facilitate multimodal use
of the transportation system and desired safety
outcomes.

Strategy  1.1C:  Develop  guidance for
illumination to improve Vvisibility of bicyclists
and pedestrians. Consider pedestrian-scale
illumination at crosswalks, transit stops, high-
volume pedestrian and bicycle areas, and other
locations.

Strategy 1.1D: Improve visibility, especially at
roadway crossings, of bicyclists, pedestrians,
and motorists by assuring adequate sight
distance (e.g. removing vegetation that may
prevent people from seeing or being seen, or
by designing roadway curvatures to straighten
out or flatten alignments as appropriate or
feasible), or through visibility aids (e.g. bulb
outs, advanced stop bars, bike boxes, and
other safety countermeasures).

Strategy 1. 1E: Reduce pedestrian exposure time
by minimizing the number of lanes crossed when
possible or by minimizing crossing distances
with safety aids such as bulbs outs, pedestrian
islands, or other safety countermeasures.

Strategy 1.1F: Where speed has been a
contributor to pedestrian or bicycle crashes or
where it is thought to be a significant safety risk
factor, use design treatments to improve safety,
such as lowering vehicle speeds. Consider
intersection geometrics, lane and roadway
width, on-street parking, street trees, sidewalks,
planting strips, frequency of pedestrian
crossings and other street elements such as
bicycle parking and public art that create visual
friction.

Strategy 1.1G: Beyond design treatments to
address speed, study barriers and opportunities
for the setting of posted speed limits. Examine
implications of changing the way posted
speeds are determined for different locations
and facilities, recognizing the need to balance
multimodal interests. Develop guidance on
where and when to examine changes to posted
speed and outline next steps based on results.

SGoal language to “eliminate bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries” encapsulates the principles of “Vision Zero” and “Toward Zero Death”

initiatives at the federal and local levels.

“When taken with Strategy 1.1A, directing that ODOT design guidance be updated to consider the most appropriate treatments given different contexts,
Strategy 1.1B points to the use of such guidance in designing or redesigning roadways.
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Strategy 1.1H: Track national guidance on
emerging technologies that improve pedestrian
or bicycle safety (e.g. pedestrian detection
in crosswalks, emerging methods for bicycle
detection).

Strategy 1.11: Strengthen the ODOT Safety
Priority Index System, All Roads Transportation
Safety Program, and other prioritization
processes through analysis of crashes or safety
risk factors involving bicyclists and pedestrians
and other data sources.

Strategy 1.1J: Use pedestrian and bicycle crash
and proxy data to identify high crash corridors
and crash typologies for further analysis and
prioritization. Build upon the Oregon pedestrian
safety implementation program, highway safety
improvement plan criteria, emerging best
practices, and other resources.

Strategy 1.1K: Explore opportunities to develop
and share data for all types of pedestrian
and bicycle related crashes in order to better
understand the type and location of safety issues
and to prioritize addressing them accordingly.

Strategy 1.1L: Gather data on pedestrian and
bicycle safety risk by better estimating exposure
(use of the system). Develop an approach for
capturing pedestrian and bicycle miles traveled
and implement accordingly.

Policy 1.2:

Educate travelers on the rules of the road to promote
understanding of legal rights and responsibilities and
how all modes and users can safely and courteously
interact with each other.

Strategy 1.2A: ldentify audiences in need of
targeted education and outreach on rules of
the road. Identify existing materials or develop
new materials as needed to address targeted
audiences and seek creative distribution
methods and partnerships to disseminate
information to users.

Strategy 1.2B: Educate motorists on the risks
of distracted driving, impaired driving, and
speeding to bicyclists and pedestrians.

Strategy 1.2C: l|dentify and share educational
materials and other best practices that support
safe behaviors for bicyclists and pedestrians
and their interaction with other modes. Deliver
materials through traditional networks such
as the Safe Routes to School, Transportation
Options programs and others, and seek
innovative new partnerships and mechanisms
for delivery of materials to target audiences.

Strategy 1.2D: Research barriers, opportunities,
and best practices for safely accommodating
skateboarders, rollerbladers, and others who
use similar devices on the pedestrian and
bicycle system.
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Strategy 1.2E: Disseminate, and as needed,
update information on how to safely operate
different devices or technologies (e.g. scooters,
skateboards, and motorized personal vehicles)
on the pedestrian and bicycle system.

Strategy 1.2F: Provide information on how to
safely bike or walk when new technologies are
deployed or innovations constructed, such as
how to use a new bike box or rapid flashing
beacons, and how other modes should interact
with such technologies.

Policy 1.3:

Encourage the development and sustainability of
Safe Routes to School type programs through
funding, partnerships, model programs and other
technical assistance.

Strategy 1.3A: Build and maintain partnerships
with local schools and education districts, the
Oregon Health Authority, and local transportation
options providers through collaborative efforts to
endorse, promote and implement Safe Routes
to School Programs.

Strategy 1.3B: Inform local school districts
about Safe Routes to School eligible activities
such as model projects, programs, policies,
and technical materials available through the
National Center for Safe Routes to School,
Oregon’s  website, State  Transportation

Improvement Program eligible projects, ODOT
Transportation Safety Division funding and other

state programs.

Policy 1.4

Encourage pedestrian and bicycle users by
supporting personal security.

Strategy 1.4A: Encourage sufficient secure and
convenient bicycle parking at key destinations.®

Strategy 1.4B: Enhance personal security
through implementation of well-lit areas,
maintained vegetation, adequate opportunities
to leave the facility, and other mechanisms to
enhance Vvisibility of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities from the roadway and nearby land uses.

Strategy  1.4C: Communicate need for
enforcement of local codes as important for
enhancing personal security, such as secure
bike parking.

Strategy  1.4D: Communicate need for
enforcement of laws as they relate to pedestrian
and bicycle safety and security.

5l\/Iajor retail, grocery stores, elementary, middle and high schools, colleges, universities, hospitals, medical centers, parks and open spaces, major social
service centers, government offices that serve the public, major employers, and major sports or performance venues.
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Goal 2: Accessibility and

Connectivity
Provide a complete bicycling and
pedestrian network that reliably and

easily connects to destinations and other
transportation modes.

Policy 2.1:

Improve pedestrian and bicycle network connectivity
through the provision of planning guidance, model
programs, development code, and other technical
assistance.

Strategy 2. 1A: Provide direct connections, when
possible and safe, for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Strategy 2.1B: When local planning processes
have, in consultation with ODOT, deemed a local
parallel route as desirable to the state highway,
ODOT will work with the jurisdiction to support
the development of the parallel route and assure
access to destinations along the state highway.

Policy 2.2:

Inventory and define walking and biking networks to
aid in project prioritization

Strategy 2.2A: Develop guidelines  for
communities to develop and adopt pedestrian
and bicycle network plans.

Strategy 2.2B: Inventory the walking and biking
system in order to, identify and prioritize filling
system gaps, including gaps in street crossings,
and incorporate findings into relevant plans,
processes, and investment decisions.®

Strategy 2.2C: Conduct pedestrian and bicycle
analysis to understand physical, natural, and
safety/comfort barriers which create connectivity

islands, such as Level of Traffic Stress Analysis.
Refer to ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual
for guidance and support.

Level of Traffic Stress Analysis

The Bicycle Level of Traffic Stress (LTS) methodology
breaks road segments into four classifications for
measuring the effects of traffic-based stress on cyclists.
This measure of traffic stress quantifies the perceived
safety issue of being in close proximity to vehicles whether
on a spacing distance or speed basis. For example, a
road segment with an LTS Level 1 rating would include
low speeds, no more than one lane per direction with
intersections easy to cross by all, and is of little stress
that is suitable for most cyclists. An LTS Level 4 would
be a road segment with moderate to high speeds, multi-
lane with narrow or no bike lanes, and is high stress
suitable for more experienced or skilled cyclists. This
methodology allows a quick assessment of system
connectivity without going into the data requirements (i.e.
traffic volumes) and calculations of the Highway Capacity
Manual Bicycle Multimodal Level-of-Service (MMLOS)
method and is well suited for high-level plans such as
corridor and transportation system plans (TSP).

Another significant advantage of the LTS methodology is
that it allows the identification of connectivity “islands” (as
shown on this map), surrounded by higher LTS streets,
intersections, and other natural and physical barriers (i.e.
rivers and railroads). This allows for a true connectivity
look versus just considering system gaps, as one high
stress location may prevent many routes or connections
between adjacent neighborhoods. Improvements can be
prioritized by the amount of additional low stress routes
or points connected, thereby enhancing the system in
addition to just gap filling.

SOURCE: OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (47)

63ee ODOT Region 1’s Regionwide Active Transportation Needs Inventory, which has developed and applied a methodology for inventoring and prioritizing
pedestrian and bicycle needs (http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/REGION1/Pages/Region-1-Active-Transportation-Needs-Inventory.aspx)
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Policy 2.3:

Add pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to connect
system gaps, understanding the unique needs of
urban, suburban and rural communities.

Strategy 2.3A: Provide guidance on best
practices and options for sidewalk infill and
repair.

Strategy 2.3B: Improve bicyclist and pedestrian
way finding signage and maps to facilitate user
connections and ease of use of the system.

Strategy 2.3C: Seek opportunities to retrofit
existing bridges and viaducts, where pedestrian
or bicycle access is limited, or provide alternative
options to ensure safe and convenient
connections for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Policy 2.4:

Improve access to multimodal connections for
bicyclists and pedestrians through planning, design,
prioritization, and coordination.

Strategy 2.4A: Study barriers and opportunities to
developing successful bike share programs and
establish guidelines for bike share applications
in Oregon. Explore opportunities for peer to
peer sharing, open bike share, or bike share at
transit stations, stops, mobility hubs” and other
locations to facilitate last-mile connections and
extend the reach of transit.

Strategy 2.4B: When designing, extending, or
improving pedestrian and bicycle networks,
coordinate with transit agencies to ensure that
existing and planned transit service is considered
in facility design and identify opportunities to
remove physical barriers in access to transit.

Strategy 2.4C: Build and maintain partnerships
with transit agencies to facilitate network
connections with travelers walking or biking
and to support first and last mile connections

to transit. Focus on: ensuring transit stops
are accessible for pedestrians, and bicycles,
including  accommodation  for  mobility
devices and the visually impaired; supporting
connections to transportation disadvantaged
and high-use pedestrian and bicycle areas;
and understanding the demand for bikes and
mobility devices on buses and trains.

Strategy 2.4D: Improve pedestrian and bicycle
connections to other modes (e.g. airports, train
stations and intercity bus stations). Support
bicycle route connections to these types of
facilities locations and encourage the provision
of supportive infrastructure such as secure bike
parking and covered areas.

Strategy 2.4E: Incorporate design considerations
linking pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
existing or planned transit in future updates
of the ODOT Design Guidelines (e.g. transit,

bicycle, and pedestrian).

7Mobi|ity hubs connect a variety of sustainable modes and services through a network of physical locations or “mobile points.” The points are located
throughout a city or region to physically and electronically link the elements of a door-to-door trip. A mobility hub may involve any combination of transit,
vehicle-sharing, carpooling and vanpooling, concentrations of land uses, and an information component.
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Policy 2.5:

Examine opportunities for the creation, expansion, or
maintenance of paths and trails through coordination,
funding, and technical assistance.

Strategy 2.5A: Build partnerships through
collaborative efforts to identify paths or trails.
Share information among local jurisdictions
regarding design innovations, funding, engaging
local partners (e.g. tourism organizations,
private and federal entities) and other technical
information that becomes available.

Strategy 2.5B: Review and update guidelines
and procedures for path or trail planning and
design.

Policy 2.6:

Prioritize Regional Paths which, as individual routes,
provide “critical connections” providing a benefit to
the region and the state.

Strategy 2.6A: Apply the following criteria when
identifying and prioritizing Regional Paths:

Strategy 2.6B: When adding to a Regional Path
that qualifies under Strategy 2.6A, prioritize
those segments or improvements that enhance
overall utilization of the route.

e |s a continuous path made up of one or more
connected segments that is primarily physically
separated from the roadway

e Connects two or more incorporated
communities, with each community no more
than 15 miles apart; or traverses through a
single large community with a path that is 10
miles or longer

e Serves a population base of 35,000 or more
along the entire length of the path (inclusive of
all communities on its alignment) or is thought
to be a significant trip generator;

e |s endorsed by elected bodies along path
alignment; and

e |s identified in adopted Transportation System
Plans®

Critical Connections

As further outlined in Strategy 8.2A, a Regional
Path which meets all criterion in Strategy 2.6A
would be considered a “critical connection”
for prioritization considerations.

8Applicable to communities required to have an adopted Transportation System Plan(s).
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Goal 3: Mobility and Efficiency

Improve the mobility and efficiency of the
entire transportation system by providing
high quality walking and biking options
for trips of short and moderate distances.
Support the ability of people who bike,
walk or use mobility devices to move easily
on the system.

Policy 3.1:

Bring about a pedestrian and bicycle network that
achieves ease of movement, especially considering
the people using these modes are vulnerable users
of the system.

Strategy 3.1A: Aim to reduce and remove
physical barriers on existing walkways or
bikeways, such as tree roots, utility poles,
mailboxes or other factors that cause difficulties
in movement.

Strategy 3.1B: Design driveways for sidewalks,
minimizing elevation changes as space allows
in order to increase ease of use for pedestrians
using mobility devices, strollers, etc. and to
increase overall user comfort.

Strategy 3.1C: Provide ODOT additional training

opportunities on best practices and design to
enhance mobility of vulnerable populations.
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Policy 3.2:

Integrate  pedestrian  and  bicycle  mobility
considerations in planning, design, construction, and
maintenance, understanding the unique needs of
urban, suburban and rural communities.

Strategy 3.2A: Develop a checklist to identify
bicycle and a checklist to identify pedestrian
needs, gaps, and deficiencies, to ensure that
bicyclist and pedestrians are considered during
planning and design.

Strategy 3.2B: Consider demographics, users
and uses of the system, in addition to laws
and regulations, in assessing mobility needs for
setting signal timings at street crossings and
other design elements, as well as in construction
and maintenance of walking and biking facilities.

Strategy 3.2C: When planning for bicyclist
and pedestrian routes, assess areas beyond
an individual roadway, looking at a geographic
area (region, corridor, or community) to identify
the safest, most direct, and most comfortable
locations. Recognize these routes may be on
a highway, county road, local street, through
a park, local or regional trail, or a combination
thereof for various segments of the route.

Strategy 3.2D: When planning to reduce motor
vehicle congestion and increase reliability,
consider improvements that enhance bicycling
and walking as a viable choice for short- and
mid-length trips.



Strategy 3.2E: Assure bicyclists and pedestrians  Policy 3.3:

can get through and navigate construction pgjance pedestrian and bicycle needs and freight

areas by providing safe, reasonable, alternative  mopiiity needs through planning considerations,
routes and clear signage and ensuring that  yegign guidance and coordination.
construction outreach communications include

information about pedestrian and bicycle route

: Strategy 3.3A: Research best practices to
options.

identify innovative design treatments that both
safely accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians
and maintain appropriate freight carrying
capacity. Promote opportunities for separation
that does not constrain the mobility/accessibility
of either mode.

Strategy 3.2F: When installing new or modifying
existing traffic signals, include installation of
bicycle detection devices where feasible.®

Strategy 3.2G: Help to preserve pedestrian and
bicycle mobility and safety through maintenance Strategy 3.3B: Continue to coordinate with

activities (e.g. sweeping, snow and ice removal) freight stakeholders for bicycle/pedestrian

vie} maintengnce guiglance and plrioritylsetting. projects when ORS 366.215 applies.
Priority setting will include considerations for

pedestrian and bicycles according to the activity.

Strategy 3.2H: Clarify jurisdictional roles and
responsibilities related to sidewalks along
ODOT facilities, considering: the purchase of
right-of-way, construction, illumination, and
maintenance, among other issues.

9Feasibility is determined as space or existing geometry allows, or where cost is not a significant burden to the entire project.

00RS366.215 — No Reduction of Vehicle-Carrying Capacity. A process has been established whereby any action that may reduce vehicle-carrying
capacity for freight trucks on a designated freight corridor must be discussed and approved. The process calls for a conversation among freight
stakeholders and transportation providers about balancing freight needs with whatever may reduce carrying capacity, such as bicycle and pedestrian
projects that reduce roadway vehicle-carrying capacity (43).

Policies & Strategies | 40



Goal 4. Community and
Economic Vitality

Enhance community and economic vitality
through walking and biking networks that
improve people’s ability to access jobs,
businesses, and other destinations, and to
attract visitors and tourists, new residents,
and new business to the state, opening
new opportunities for Oregonians.

Policy 4.1:

Encourage local land use policies and practices that
support increased bicycling and walking and add to
the overall livability and vitality of communities.

Strategy 4.1A: ldentify and share best
practices and local guidance on developer
sidewalk provisions and off-site improvement
requirements. Explore other best practices
and model codes for pedestrian and bicycle
accommodations within the development
process (i.e. accessible site design/orientation,
parking design best practices, provision of
bicycle parking).

Strategy 4.1B: Identify opportunities for
local school districts, university, or college
campuses, and local jurisdictions to coordinate
on the encouragement of bicycling and walking
through school siting. Provide examples and
best practices on locating schools for increased
walking and biking access, building on the
recommendations of the Oregon School Siting
Handbook.

Strategy  4.1C: Consider bicyclist and
pedestrian flow pattern between different types
of businesses, schools and natural attractors
when determining land uses so that pedestrian
and bicycle connections can be safely and
conveniently made.
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Strategy 4.1D: Site state government buildings
consistent with the Department of Administrative
Services Siting Policy (44) so they are accessible
to walking and bicycling, and identify and take
advantage of opportunities for local government
buildings to be accessible by walking and biking.

Strategy 4.1E: Encourage provision of adequate
longand shortterm bike parkingtoaccommodate
access to destinations by bicyclists, through
code, incentives and/or subsidy programs.
Bike parking locations should be visible, easily
accessible, and convenient for use.

Strategy 4.1F: Prioritize access to employment
centers and commercial districts/main streets
as critical connections that promote community
and economic development.




Policy 4.2

Partner, collaborate, and disseminate information
encouraging pedestrian and bicycle tourism to
benefit Oregon’s economy and that of individual
communities and areas within the State.

Strategy 4.2A: Continue and enhance
partnerships with public agencies and private
organizations (e.g. Travel Oregon) that promote
tourism and economic development through
collaborative efforts to educate communities
about opportunities to promote pedestrian and
bicycle tourism.

Strategy 4.2B: Encourage the development and
dissemination of information on pedestrian and
bicycle tourist activities, such as maps, websites,
and other collateral materials promoting routes,
scenic areas, tours, etc.

Strategy 4.2C: Promote existing programs
(such as the Scenic Bikeways program)
and share best practices from other Oregon
communities, including examples of programs
and communities that have successfully linked
tourism, and economic development with
walking and biking.

Strategy 4.2D: ldentify the potential for historic
or other walking tours within communities and
promote pedestrian tourism.
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Goal 5: Equity

Provide opportunities and choices for
people of all ages, abilities, and incomes
in urban, suburban, and rural areas across
the state to bike or walk to reach their
destinations and to access transportation
options, assuring transportation
disadvantaged communities are served
and included in decision making.

Policy 5.1:

ldentify and define geographic areas lacking
transportation options especially for transportation
disadvantaged communities and people.

Strategy 5.1A: Utilize mapping tools, Census
data, or other information sources to identify
underserved areas, looking at demographic
characteristics to assess needs associated with
transportation disadvantaged communities.

Strategy 5.1B: Identify physical barriers
and system gaps to walking and biking in
transportation  disadvantaged communities,
through historical accounting and bicycle and
pedestrian inventories.

Strategy 5.1C: Form collaborative relationships
between “Title 1” designated schools'!, local
jurisdictions, and other agencies on safe
pedestrian and bicycle facilities near schools,
awareness of those transportation options and
other Safe Routes to School projects (both
education and infrastructure).

Policy 5.2:

Understand the disparities, barriers, and needs
affecting the availability and use of walking and biking
options for all Oregonians.

Biking and walking options should be made equally
available to all, no matter age, race, income, or
other demographic or community interests.
The policies and strategies under this goal are
designed to understand the issues that may
prevent certain portions of Oregon’s population
from walking and biking, locating and targeting
transportation disadvantaged populations, and
helping to close the gap between areas served
and not served today and into the future.

Strategy 5.2A: Develop guidance to understand
economic and cultural barriers associated with
different demographic groups and communities
walking and biking.

Strategy 5.2B - Study local and community
barriers that may impact people’s ability to walk
or bike.

Policy 5.3:

Seek opportunities to integrate equity criteria into
decision making and prioritize walking and biking
investments in underserved areas with transportation
disadvantaged populations.

Strategy 5.3A: Track federal policy guidance
on underserved transportation disadvantaged
communities as it relates to federal funding;
incorporate federal guidance into ODOT policies
and procedures as appropriate and disseminate
to local jurisdictions to help them compete for
grants.

Strategy 5.3B: Utilize inventory data on
system needs and research on transportation
disadvantaged communities to address existing
equity issues and to assure equitable distribution
in new projects.

Strategy 5.3C: Utilize existing and developing
tools to evaluate implications of policies,
programs, and projects on underserved areas
and transportation disadvantaged populations.

"The purpose of Title | is to provide additional support for schools that serve children who have risk factors like poverty or high rates of moving
(homelessness). Research has demonstrated that these factors make it more difficult for children to be successful in school. Eligible schools get an
amount of money based on the number of students in the school who qualify for Free or Reduced price meals.
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Strategy 5.3D: Provide equal access to walking
and biking opportunities across the state by
prioritizing pedestrian and bicycle investments
as “critical connections” in  underserved
transportation-disadvantaged communities.

Policy 5.4:

Engage transportation disadvantaged populations in
decision making.

Strategy  5.4A: Include transportation
disadvantaged populations in outreach during
public processes for transportation planning
and investment decisions.

Strategy 5.4B: Utilize tools, such as social
media or other web-based platforms, to allow
for accessible outreach and input for project

development.
Policy 5.5:
Build upon local jurisdiction  partnerships,

relationships, and projects to leverage investments
and opportunities to ensure pedestrian and bicycle
connections in underserved areas.
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Goal 6: Health

Provide Oregonians options opportunities
to become more active and healthy by
walking and biking to meet their daily
needs.

Policy 6.1:

Promote walking and biking to help achieve public
health goals to improve air quality, and provide
opportunities for physical activity to help reduce risk
of chronic diseases.

Strategy 6.1A: Continue to expand upon the
partnership between ODOT and the Oregon
Health Authority, encouraging safe and active
transportation (walking and biking), collaborating
on research and data sharing and analysis, and
leveraging resource opportunities.

Strategy 6. 1B: Engagepublichealth professionals
in transportation planning through Metropolitan
Planning Organizations, Area Commissions on
Transportation, and local jurisdiction planning
efforts to more broadly consider the impact of
transportation decisions and investments on
health.

Strategy 6.1C: Communicate to transportation
practitioners, stakeholders, and the general
public the value and relationship of health
outcomes related to walking and biking,
including the importance of pedestrian and
bicycle access in health by helping people reach
goods and services.

Strategy 6.1D: |dentify geographic areas and
sub-populations in Oregon (e.g., low-income
communities, aging population) with higher rates
of chronic diseases linked to physical inactivity
or air quality, and prioritize actions to address
disparities through transportation policies, plans
and project selection.

Strategy 6.71E: Improve data collection and
sharing between transportation and public
health agencies by utilizing data resources and
forming partnerships with state and local public
health agencies which track community-wide
health information (i.e. “population health”).

Strategy 6.1F: Seek opportunities to integrate
health criteria into decision making and utilize
existing and developing tools to evaluate health
implications of policies, programs, and projects.
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Goal 7: Sustainability Goal 8: Strategic Investment
Help to meet federal, state and local Recognize Oregon’s strategic investments
sustainability and environmental goals by inwalkingand bikingas crucialcomponents
providing zero emission transportation of the transportation system that provide
options like walking and biking. essential options for travel, and can help
reduce system costs, and achieve other
Policy 7.1: important benefits.

Promote walking and biking to help achieve local,
regional, state, and federal environmental goals to Policv 8.1
reduce vehicle miles traveled, reduce greenhouse ye.L.

gas emissions, and improve air quality. Seek funding to address pedestrian and bicycle

transportation needs.
Strategy 7.1A: Promote zero emission

technological innovations that improve interest
in walking and biking, such as software
applications and electric bikes and mobility
devices.

Strategy 8.1A: Explore opportunities for finding
additional funding (e.g. specialty or non-profit
group license plates, user fees, etc.), through
new dedicated funding sources for pedestrian

and bicycle facility investments.

Strategy 7.1B: Work with local jurisdictions
to consider infrastructure investments and
transportation option programs that encourage
walking and biking for short and moderate
distances.

Strategy 8.1B: Promote and encourage state
and local jurisdictions to seek opportunities to
leverage investments made for other projects
(such as sewer or utility work) to address
outstanding pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
needs.

Strategy 8.1C: Identify and pursue existing and
new funding mechanisms and sources allowable
or available to local jurisdictions for pedestrian
and bicycle investments on their system.
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Policy 8.2:
Invest strategically in the overall pedestrian and
bicycle system (state and local) by preserving existing
infrastructure, addressing high need locations, and
supporting programmatic investments.

Strategy 8.2A: Use the following priorities for
identifying and investing in pedestrian and bicycle
projects, recognizing that projects identified and
funding allocated should be distributed among
these categories in “high need locations”
(i.e. transportation disadvantaged areas and
surrounding schools, shopping, employment
centers, connections to transit, and downtowns)
first.

® Protect the existing system and address
significant safety issues — Protect the
functionality of the existing pedestrian and
bicycle system through safety, connectivity,
maintenance, and preservation.

e Add critical connections and address other
safety issues — Make improvements to the
existing system by providing pedestrian
and bicycle connections in areas where no
connections exist, such as regional paths,
or where transportation options are limited,
particularly in high need locations; and to
address significant safety concerns.
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e Complete the system — Provide a complete
system to enhance people’s ability to walk or
bike, such as through increased safety and
security measures (e.g. separation, pedestrian
bulb outs) and availability (e.g. bikeshare,
bicycle parking).

e Flaborate the system — Elaborate the system
through network connectivity for recreation,
and areas not deemed as critical connections;
as well as more costly user comfort features
(e.g. pedestrian and bicycle only bridges).

Strategy 8.2A Explanation

In application, categories in 8.2A are important
for a complete, accessible, comfortable, and
long lasting bicycle and pedestrian system. This
emphasizes highneedlocationsfirstand seeksto
recognize that investments should be protected
through maintenance and preservation. It does
not require maintenance be done before any new
connections are added or other enhancements
made. There is value in projects in each of
these categories and jurisdictions are likely to
have a mix of investments, with heavier focus
on projects in the highest priority categories.
Further description of application is outlined on
page 59.



8.2B: Continue to

Strategy
programmatic investments in Safe Routes to
School type programs.

support

Strategy 8.2C: Be opportunistic in acquiring
right-of-way for future potential pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, and identify strategies to utilize
development projects for filling gaps, particularly
in potential future high-need locations.

Policy 8.3:

|dentify funding priorities for state dollars and on
the state system, consistent with Policy 8.2, but
also recognizing the priority to fill system gaps and
connect modes.

Strategy 8.3A: Develop a list or map of
corridor segment locations on the state
system categorizing locations according to the
prioritization categories in Strategy 8.2A.

Strategy 8.3B: When developing maintenance
plans on the state system, develop a priority
route system to identify funding priorities for
maintenance activities such as sweeping,
pavement preservation, and other activities that
contribute to pedestrian and bicycle use.

Policy 8.4:

Be opportunistic in leveraging funding for pedestrian
and Dbicycle investments improvements through
various funding mechanisms or project coordination.

Strategy 8.4A: When developing or redeveloping
a roadway, take advantage of funding not
specifically targeted at a pedestrian or bicycle
project to add to or enhance the adjacent
pedestrian or bicycle system.

Strategy 8.4B: Include pedestrian and bicycle
project lists in Transportation System Plans and
other relevant planning documents to be eligible
for or take advantage of federal, state, or local
grants or programs that may become available.

Strategy 8.4C: Identify opportunities and

leverage funds with health and transit agencies
for pedestrian and bicycle projects.
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Goal 9: Coordination,
Cooperation and
Collaboration

Work actively and collaboratively with
federal, state, regional, local and private
partners to provide consistent and
seamless walking and biking networks that
are integral to the transportation system.

Policy 9.1:

Strengthen ongoing coordination, cooperation and
collaboration among federal, state, regional, local,
and private partners to facilitate a fluid pedestrian
and bicycle system.

Strategy 9. 1A: Develop a checklist of items from
the policies and strategies within the Oregon
Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan that will require
ongoing coordination and formalize necessary
institutional relationships and communication
mechanisms.

Strategy 9. 1B: Develop guidance and procedures
that increase project coordination between local
utility companies when pedestrian and bicycle
facilities will be impacted.
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Policy 9.2:

Provide local jurisdictions with information about state
and federal resources that support local capacity
building.

Strategy 9.2A: Continue to provide and
regularly update information on federal funding
opportunities, grant applications, and available
state resources.

Strategy 9.2B: Share information on workshops,
design guidelines, and educational resources
to support local innovations in pedestrian and
bicycle planning, analysis, and design best
practices.




Investment

Considerations




The many diverse elements of Oregon’s transportation system are
funded through local, state and federal programs, private investments
or a combination of these sources. Oregon relies heavily on highway
user fees to fund highway, road, and street improvements across the
state, including investments in walking and biking facilities.

The Oregon Legislature and Congress have made significant
investmentsinthestate’stransportationsysteminrecentyears,including
the Oregon Transportation Investment Acts (OTIA), ConnectOregon,
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and the
Jobs and Transportation Act (JTA). Under these programs, ODOT
and local governments have completed many important projects.
As funding for preservation and new projects increased, so did the
funding for pedestrian and bicycle improvements. However, most of
these investment packages were one time infusions rather than long
term, sustainable funding. Oregon faces serious funding challenges;
growing debt service on bonds, rising construction costs, uncertain
federal funding, and growing fuel efficiency in vehicles, which
combined, reduce future resources 45).

This chapter discusses the framework for funding pedestrian and
bicycle facilities in Oregon at both the state and local level; potential
funding streams and funding opportunities are included. This will
be followed by a discussion of the estimated current expenditures
as well as estimated long term need. Lastly, investment decision-
making support is provided through an explanation of how this plan
is designed to inform decisions, project prioritization and how the
walking and biking system may look considering various levels of
investment.
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Transportation Funding
Overview

The State of Oregon’s commitment to the provision
of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is long-standing.
In 1971, Oregon was the first state in the nation to
enact a pedestrian and bicycle funding bill. This law,
known as the “bike bill,” requires ODOT, cities and
counties to install walkways and bikeways whenever
a roadway is constructed or reconstructed and to
spend reasonable amounts of the State Highway
Fund on walkways and bikeways. The state, city
and county are expected to expend no less than
one percent of the highway funds applicable to
highway, road or street construction, reconstruction,
or relocation.

Federal transportation funding, prior to 1991,
primarily emphasized highway improvements. With
the signing of the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act (ISTEA), the 1991-1997 federal
transportation funding authorization bill, emphasis
in transportation shifted to a multimodal approach,
which provided state and local governments’ greater
flexibility in determining transportation solutions (46).
Successor Acts have carried this forward, including
the various Transportation Equity Acts and the 2012
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
(MAP-21). MAP-21 builds on and refines many of the
programs established in the 1991 Act while reducing
the number of funding programs and increasing
flexibility.

Mechanisms available for walking and biking
investments primarily include a mix of federal
and state funding sources which can be used on
state and local routes, as appropriate. Some local
governments, when given the authority by the
Oregon Legislature or Congress, have also been
willing to impose new local taxes and fees to fund
transportation improvements. Oregon cities and
counties have used several methods to generate
revenues for transportation improvements. These
local financing opportunities as well as overall funding
streams available for walking and biking investments
are described in the following sections.
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Pedestrian and Bicycle
Funding Streams and
Opportunities

Pedestrian and bicycle project funding comes from
a variety of local, state, and federal sources. These
next two sections discuss federal and state funding
sources used on the state and local transportation
system, local funds used on the local system, and
funding authorities and opportunities available to
local governments.

In Oregon, ODOT pedestrian and bicycle facilities
within street, road, or highway rights-of-way that are
open to motor vehicle traffic are eligible to receive
funding from the Oregon Highway Fund. During
any fiscal year, the amounts expended to provide
walkways and bikeways must be a minimum of
one percent of the State Highway Fund received by
ODOQOT, a city or county.

Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program

The  Statewide  Transportation  Improvement
Program (STIP) is Oregon’s four year transportation
capital improvement program. It is the document
that identifies the funding for, and scheduling of,
transportation projects and programs. It includes
multimodal projects funded by federal and state
sources that can be used on the federal, state, city
and county transportation systems. It also outlines
federal funds that are specific to other groups or
agencies to go through their funding processes
(National Parks, National Forests and Indian
tribal lands); this includes some potential grant
opportunities for local governments to seek funding
for walking and biking.

The current STIP approach for state and federal fund
allocation falls into two categories: Enhance and Fix
It. The primary objective of this categorization is to
enable ODOT to take care of existing transportation
assets, in line with Oregon Transportation Plan
policy, while still providing a measure of funding to
enhance the state and local transportation system
in a multimodal way. Enhance projects are those
that enhance, expand or improve the transportation
system; Fix-It projects are those that maintain or
repair existing highway infrastructure.

Enhance

Starting in the 2015-2018 STIP, the state
highway funds that formerly went to the State
Bicycle and Pedestrian grants'? program were
combined with federal dollars™ in the STIP
Enhance process.

Federal programs and program eligibility
periodically change. Under MAP-21, a number
of funding programs that commonly helped fund
pedestrian and bicycle programs and projects
were incorporated into a new program. Federal
funds that are now included in the STIP Enhance
category include:

e Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)

e Surface Transportation Program (STP; federal
flexible funds) '

e The federal SRTS Outreach and Education
program is no longer funded by the
federal government however, the Oregon
Transportation  Commission  (OTC)  has
committed and will likely continue to fund the
Outreach and Education component through
a separate and competitive process managed
by the Transportation Safety Division.'®
Separate from Enhance, these funds are
available for education, encouragement, and
law enforcement activities.

°The State Bicycle and Pedestrian grant program was developed by ODOT to make funds available to local jurisdictions, and help to assure that a
minimum of one-percent of state highway funds be spent on walking and biking.

31t is of note that Transportation Management Areas (TMA) receive their population share of half of Oregon’s TAP funds, after a set-aside for the
Recreational Trails Program, which is allocated by the TMAs as specified in their MTIPs.

"In accordance with provisions of a working agreement, developed in cooperation with local jurisdictions and the FHWA, a portion of STP funds are
distributed to small MPOs, cities with population above 5,000 and not in an MPO, and each of the state’s 36 counties.

5Safe Routes to School is established in state ORS 184.740-741 and the process is in OAR737-025.

53 | Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



A single application process for all projects
is used for state agencies, metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs)'®, and local
governments to apply for Enhance funds.
Project activities that are eligible for Enhance
project funding include pedestrian and bicycle
facilities as well as other projects such as,
public transportation, SRTS infrastructure,
Scenic Byways construction projects, and
transportation demand management strategies.
Projects must be consistent with state and local
plans to be eligible. The OTC selects Enhance
projects in consultation with regional and local
governments, public agencies, and citizen
representatives, through a process conducted
using ACTs, who make recommendations to the
OTC.

Fix-It

The Fix-It category includes the capital funding
programs that maintain or fix ODOT’s portion
of the transportation system. Fix-It funding
is for capital (non-capital maintenance is not
eligible) investment that maintains or fixes part
of the ODOT transportation system, including
pedestrian and bicycle facilities on state routes.
Fix-It projects are usually identified by using a
data management system that helps analyze
which infrastructure is reaching its useful
life, where crashes are occurring, and where
projects may lead to cost efficiencies. Among
other eligible projects, repairs to pedestrian
and bicycle facilities on state routes, safety
improvements, and rail-highway crossings are
eligible. In addition, some of the Fix-It dollars
are set aside for specific types of projects,
such as the Sidewalk Improvement Program
(SWIP), which is used by ODOT Regions to
add pedestrian and bicycle elements on other
projects or as stand-alone pedestrian and
bicycle investments. These funds typically
are used for sidewalk infill, bike lane striping,
shoulder widening, pedestrian crossings, and
accessible pedestrian signals. “Quick Fix” is

another set aside of Fix-It dollars, which are
used on a discretionary basis for pedestrian and
bicycle projects on the state system, for such
projects as sidewalk infill, pedestrian crossings,
and bike lane striping.

Beyond Fix-It funds for ODOT, money that was
originally part of the Highway Safety Improvement
Program is now part of Fix-It and is available to
local jurisdictions on a competitive basis.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ) Program

In Oregon, local jurisdictions in non-attainment
areas, under the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §7401
et seq. (1970), qualify for federal funding through
the CMAQ Program. Eligible jurisdictions' receive
transportation program funding under a developed
allocation methodology developed in cooperation
with ODOT and FHWA. The projects must provide
a public benefit and help the area meet its air quality
goals. As zero emitting modes, pedestrian and
bicycle projects can be funded with these sources
and help to achieve air quality goals.

ConnectOregon

Pedestrian and bicycle projects became eligible
for state lottery funds through ConnectOregon V
and again in ConnectOregon VI. ConnectOregon is
a legislatively approved program funding initiative
that is used to provide grants to public and private
entities to invest in air, rail, marine, transit, pedestrian,
and bicycle infrastructure to ensure Oregon’s
transportation system is strong, diverse, and efficient.
Since 2005, ConnectOregon has been funded by the
legislature on a biennial basis. Pedestrian and bicycle
projects, including Regional Paths and other trails,
that are not an eligible use of the State Highway Fund,
can vie for ConnectOregon funding on a competitive
basis.

"6MPOs also receive an allocated amount of federal funding specifically for their planning work (PL) funds, which are supplemented by some State STP

funds and State Planning and Research (SPR) funds.

7CMAQ funds are currently distributed to seven areas, with Portland getting about 80-percent of the funds. The other jurisdictions include Medford,
Grants Pass, Klamath Falls, La Grande, Lakeview, and Oakridge. La Grande, Lakeview, and Oakridge are guaranteed $65,000 each year.
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Other Federal and State Funding
Programs

Pedestrian and bicycle projects are also eligible uses
in the following Federal programs administered by
ODQOT:

e Federal Transit Administration Funds: Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) funds allow capital
programs dollars to be used for pedestrian
and bicycle transit integration projects.

¢ Transportation Investment Generating
Economic Recovery (TIGER) Competitive
Grant Program: These discretionary grants are
highly competitive funds that are considered
annually by the Federal government when
they go through the appropriation process.
Road, rail, public transportation, pedestrian
and bicycle, port and multimodal projects that
achieve critical national objectives are eligible
for this funding.

Other federal programs, not administered by ODOT,
include:

e Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) funds
are intended to better connect county and state
highways to national forests. Ten percent of
the annual funding is dedicated to projects like
trailhead amenities and interpretive signage.

¢ Recreational Trails Program funds come to
ODQOT who, in turn, chooses to pass them to
the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
for distribution through their competitive

Recreational Trails grant program.
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Local jurisdictions fund walking and biking projects
on their facilities, sometimes matching federal or
state funds or using only their monies. For their
monies, local governments can, at their discretion,
use revenue from general funds, transportation
impact fees, system development charges, special
assessments, and state grants. Local jurisdictions
have other funding authorities available to them, if
they choose to use them, for pedestrian and bicycle
project investments, such as local gasoline taxes or
local vehicle registration fees (available for counties).

System development charges (SDC), and Local
Improvement Districts (LID) are some of the
more typical funds that local governments can
use to accumulate money for improvements to
infrastructure to support new development. Some
local jurisdiction may choose to use these funds
for transportation projects including pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure, but it is not always specified in
local budgets. Other potential funding mechanisms,
which locals could use for transportation, include:

¢ Urban Renewal Areas/Tax Increment Funds (URA/
TIF)

¢ Transportation Utility Fees
* Reimbursement Districts
® General Fund revenue

e Dedicated Property Taxes
¢ Hotel/Motel Taxes

These and other potential financing mechanisms are
discussed more fully in Appendix C. The application
of local funds such as those described above, in
addition to the state and federal sources are described
in the next section. Such information helps to portray
how these programs have helped to bring about the
walking and biking system in existence today.



Historic Pedestrian and
Bicycle Spending and
Identified Needs

The Bike Bill, funding sources available, and general
amount of funds available have impacted the way
that Oregon has invested in its walking and biking
system. To understand more specifics about how
this has played out, a snapshot of spending levels
was investigated and summarized. In addition, local
jurisdiction’s planning documents were reviewed to
understand what future needs might exist. Together,
this information helps us to understand what we are
investing today, and what might be needed in the
future.

A snapshot of expenditures for 2013 showed total
estimated expenditures for pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, from all sources, on the state and local
transportation system was about $43 million. For
that year, expenditures on pedestrian and bicycle
facilities were unusually high due to the funding
provided to ODOT by the OTIA and the JTA. The
infusion of funding helped construct many important
transportation projects, including pedestrian and
bicycle projects.

Since recent expenditures were high, a nine year
average of funds expended was used to better
indicate possible future funds. Data was available for
state expenditures from 2005-2013, and is shown
in Table 1. The average includes state and federal
sources with a 10.27 percent required minimum local
match. Actual local contribution could be, and often
is, higher. For instance, the local match in 2013 was
29.4 percent.

Local estimated expenditures were also examined.
A total for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
spending for 2013 was estimated using the best
available data as a basis for calculation. A number
of sources were reviewed to develop an estimate
of current expenditures by local jurisdictions on
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (see Appendix
C). In 2013, expenditures by local jurisdictions
for  construction, maintenance, preservation,
administration, and match for grant projects, were
estimated at $23 million for pedestrian and bicycle
facilities.

|dentifying statewide pedestrian and bicycle needs is
a necessary component in the development of the
Plan. Oregon’s TPR and the federal authorizing act,
MAP — 21, require that a minimum 20 year needs
analysis be conducted. Needs were identified for
the state and local system based on a variety of
inventories and project lists included in adopted plans.
Note that there is variability in the methodologies and
processes used to identify needs and projects across
the state, and that estimated needs may or may not
align with direction in this plan or money that can
reasonably be expected (i.e. financially constrained).

State Needs

In urban areas, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
on ODOT managed state facilities primarily consists
of sidewalks, ramps, crosswalks, median refuge
islands, signals, marked bike lanes, and shared use
paths. In rural areas, the state highway shoulders
often serve as walkways and bikeways. ODOT’s focus
has been to provide pedestrian and bicycle facilities
primarily on urban state highways, while maintaining
and improving shoulders along rural state highways
as required or as opportunities occur.

Table 1: 2005 -2013 Average STATE Annual Expenditures ($Million 2013 Dollars)

Total State Share Local Match Federal Share

Administration & $0.2
Publications
Average $19.6 $7.5

$1.2 $10.7

Investment Considerations | 56



Historically, ODOT measures progress in providing
pedestrian and bicycle facilities by looking at system
coverage. The analysis assumes that bikeways
are needed on 100 percent of the highway system
within urban growth boundaries, and that sidewalks
are needed where adjacent development is likely
to generate pedestrian activity. This assumption of
coverage focus may evolve over time, but currently
serves as a useful way to assess needs. Estimates
for 2013 are shown in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2: Roadside Miles of Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities on State Highways in Cities and Urban Areas (2013)

Miles Completed % Complete

Feature Total Roadside
Miles Needed
Bicycle Facilities 1,597
Sidewalks 997

976 61%
630 63%

Source: 2014 State of the System Report (45)

Table 3: 25 Year State Highway Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Needs

Facility Estimated Cost (Millions)

Bikeways

Sidewalks

Pedestrian Crossings
TOTAL

Local Needs

Locally owned and managed pedestrian and bicycle
facilities in urban areas primarily consist of sidewalks,
crosswalks, median refuge islands, signals, marked
bike lanes, bicycle boulevards, and multi-use paths
among other facilities. In rural areas, with low vehicle
traffic, roadway shoulders often serve as walkways
and bikeways. While levels of investments are bound
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$216

$748

$67
$1,031

to vary across the State, it should be noted that those
in smaller, rural areas, are often less given limited
resources. In a review of city and county budgets,
some of the smaller jurisdictions have to accumulate
the funds for a single project over time. In some of
the smallest jurisdictions, the funds have to be used
to simply maintain the system.



To understand local needs, city and county TSPs
were reviewed. These documents are not required
to be financially constrained, so the total amount of
funding needed for the projects listed therein could
outpace the funds that those jurisdictions might
receive. Using this data, the local jurisdiction 25 year
needs estimate from the long range plans equals
about $2.8 billion'®; this equates to an average annual
need for local and pedestrian and bicycle facilities of
approximately $112 million (2013 dollars).

As the needs identified in TSPs are not financially
constrained, the TSP-identified need could fit their
local vision but may not be reasonably achievable
within the plan horizon. The significant disparity
between estimated current annual expenditures of
around $23 million and the average annual need
from the TSP-based analysis of approximately $112
million, required the needs identified in TSPs to be
moderated. Given that current expenditures are
estimated, and recognizing that current revenue
is insufficient to achieve their local vision, the Plan
assumed that something close to double the current
spending would be required to address highest
priority projects. The $23 million in current annual
spending by cities and counties was multiplied by the
25 year plan horizon; this equated to just over half a
billion dollars. A 100 percent increase was projected,
making the 25 year total for local government need
for pedestrian and bicycle facilities approximately $1
billion (2013 dollars). While not likely to encompass
all the needs to assure their vision, this amount
could address some of the key needs, issues, and
opportunities on the local walking and biking system.

Policy Support for
Making Walking and
Biking Investments
Moving Forward

Moving from an understanding on investments
today and needs tomorrow, the policy foundation
in this Plan is designed to bring about changes in
how investments and decisions are made that help
to achieve Oregon’s shared vision. How the Plan’s
framework plays out will depend on the amount
of funding available, the situations encountered,
and evolving pedestrian, bicycle, and multimodal
transportation system needs. In addition to this plan,
decision-making is affected by laws and guidelines,
such as Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements and the Oregon Bike Bill.

While many variables impact investment in
transportation, this Plan helps to illuminate agreed
upon statewide priorities for walking and biking,
and support for decision-making. The policies and
strategies herein are comprehensive to all aspects
of delivering walking and biking systems and
facilitating those modal options, including: planning,
investing, constructing, operating, and maintaining.
Many are designed to guide decisions as certain
situations or opportunities arise (e.g. minimizing
sidewalk elevation changes at driveways) and do not
necessarily require substantial investments. Others
focus on actions that create specific deliverables (e.g.
guidance documents), while the rest require funding
to implement (e.g. filling system gaps or installing a
rapid flashing beacon at a pedestrian crossing) and
need to be prioritized. In this way, the Plan is not
intended to be a wish list of actions or activities that
cannot be fulfilled under current funding. Rather, it
is a framework for making decisions and trade-offs
recognizing the challenges and opportunities Oregon
faces today and that are likely to be faced in the
future.

Specific to investment decision-making, the following
goals, policies, strategies, or key initiatives help to
illuminate a prioritization framework for supporting
walking and biking in Oregon.

8The total needs represent an estimate for all local governments based on thier TSPs. RTPs were examined but the basis for the needs number was
TSPs. Since this analysis was complete, the Metro 2014 Regional Active Transportation Plan was adopted. If this were included, need would increase to
an additional $1 billion to the bicycle and pedestrian capital. See Appendix C for more information.
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One of the foundational elements of the Plan is
the recognition that there needs to be greater
consideration and consistency of how walking and
biking systems are constructed under different
circumstances, such as assuring greater separation
when needed, and adding cycle tracks where
appropriate. This concept is especially important
when considering the ability to fund walking and
biking investments, and the recognition that Oregon
cannot likely afford to have a fully separated walking
and biking network in all locations across the State.
Policies such as Strategy 1.1A, calling for continued
updates to the ODOT Design Guidelines and Highway
Design Manual, are central to the idea of “defining the
system.” In Strategy 1.1A, a number of variables are
called out which should be considered in identifying
the appropriate design features, including: vehicle
speed, roadway characteristics and constraints,
planned land uses, users and uses, and latent
demand. These variables are likely to dictate what
is most appropriate for different parts of the walking
and biking system. Overall, work around defining
the system is further called out in the Implementation
Section of this plan as a Key Initiative. This recognizes
that the definition of the appropriate walking and
biking solutions, identified as appropriate to unique
contexts and circumstances, is foundational for all
aspects of this plan, especially investment needs.

To accompany a definition of appropriate design
treatments, the existing system must eventually
be assessed against what is there today to what
should be there tomorrow. These inventories and
associated network definitions will be critical for both
truly understanding system needs as well as helping
to apply the prioritization framework established in
the Plan and discussed next.

The policies and strategies under the Strategic
Investment goal of this plan seek to provide decision-
making support for investment choices. One of the
key policies therein is Strategy 8.2A, establishing
a prioritization framework for walking and biking
investments. It is important to note that the intent
of Strategy 8.2A is not to be a sequential hierarchy,
meaning that any given jurisdiction or region may
identify a mix of investments across prioritization
categories and that justification for making an
enhancement investment before a critical connection
is not necessary. However, in any given funding
cycle investments should be tied to the prioritization
categories listed in Strategy 8.2A, with more focus on
addressing maintenance needs, safety issues, and
critical connections, then to completing the system
and beneficial but elaborative investments. Strategy
8.2A directs ODOT investment priorities but is also
designed to influence regional and local investments
towards these priorities as well.

Similar to established prioritization frameworks in
the OTP and OHPR™ Strategy 8.2A emphasizes
protecting the existing system (funding maintenance,
preservation, and significant safety issues) and critical
connections as the top priorities. Unique to walking
and biking investments, projects under this category
may also include infill efforts, especially where safety
of pedestrians and cyclists is a concern. Filling system
gaps is a key issue for a functional walking and biking
system, and while the stewardship of infrastructure is
key to making investments in the first place, bringing
about a complete system is also a top priority.

In line with this sentiment, and different from the
prioritization framework of the OTP and OHP, the
next listed bullet in Strategy 8.2A is about capacity
expansion to complete critical connections. While
there might be gaps in the roadway network,
those for biking and especially walking are evident
and numerous. The language around “critical
connections” is designed to point investments to
those gaps where transportation options are few
or in underserved areas (to target transportation

19Oregon Highway Plan (1999) Policy 1G.1 on major investments for highways directs that priority go to protecting the existing system first, before
improving efficiency and capacity of existing highway facilities, before adding capacity to the existing system, all before adding new facilities (53).
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disadvantaged populations) and locations that
people need to reach, such as around schools, in
downtowns, near shopping or employment centers,
and connections to public transportation. Another
“critical connection” location is those off-system
paths that meet the criteria of Strategy 2.6A,
demonstrating a regional and statewide benefit as
a “Regional Path.” Although not a set designation,
the locations meeting the criteria of 2.6A could justify
arguments to receive prioritization above paths that
may be more local or recreational in nature.

The remaining two prioritization categories under
Strategy 8.2A mimic OTP and OHP priorities,
focusing on completing the existing system next
(e.g. separated systems, bicycle parking), prior
to investments that are more elaborative (e.g.
recreational trails, bike/walk bridges).

Similar to how parallel investment frameworks in the
OTP and OHP have informed planning, as well as
project identification for the STIP and other funding
programs, those in Strategy 8.2A of this plan should
help direct funding priorities in individual investment
program screening criteria. It also will be helpful in
supporting established advisory bodies and decision-
making processes around investments.

While Strategy 8.2A of the Oregon Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan helps to establish a prioritization
framework, it primarily does so for infrastructure
focused investments. Those more programmatic
in nature, such as Safe Routes to School, are also
recognized in the plan (Strategy 8.2B) as important
mechanisms to achieve the plan vision and therefore
should be funded. Such programs tend to focus on
education and encouragement around walking and
biking, critical to both the safety and viability of those
modes.

While not necessarily specific to any one policy or
strategy, the plan recognizes that state and local
funding sources beyond those most commonly
sought for walking and biking improvements can
be tapped. Particularly, as critical connections

are identified which link walking and biking to
public transportation, transit funding could help to
support infill and associated pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure. Another potential source can be
CMAQ funds, where walking and biking investments
could help to reduce GHG emissions, mitigating for
air quality impacts. Also, where active transportation
and health benefits align, opportunities may exist to
utilize health dollars for transportation investments. In
addition, opportunities may exist to leverage project
development with walking and biking projects,
facilitating multimodal investments.

Investment Considerations | 60






Walking and Biking Outlook Given
Different Levels of Investment:
Funding Scenarios

While the policy foundation of this plan is important to support investment
decisions for walking and biking, it is propelled or constrained by the amount
of funding available. As funding increases or decreases, various program
categories are not necessarily increased or decreased uniformly. Difficult
choices are necessary under constrained funding; frequently none of the
choices are satisfactory. This lack of adequate funding requires state and
local governments to consider how to best minimize the short and long term
impacts to Oregon’s economy and quality of life.

The funding scenarios below identify how the walking and biking system might
beimpacted under different levels of investment of state and federal funds. The
intent of the scenarios is to further assist decision-makers with priorities and
to be transparent about the negative and positive consequences of funding
levels. The descriptions themselves focus on statewide funding programs
and associated local match requirements. Should grant programs become
available or other local financing mechanisms pursued, improvements to the
existing walking and biking system would be likely.

As much of the walking and biking system is under the authority of local
jurisdictions, those areas will need to identify their own funds that will enhance
the outlook of the scenarios described below. Further, opportunities to
leverage funds may exist and enhanced coordination and collaboration may
result in more strategic investments across walking and biking infrastructure.

Investment Considerations | 62



Reduced Funding of up to $18.5M
Annually (up to $440M total from
2016-2040)

Statewide transportation funding levels decline over
time due to debt service, inflation and other issues;
and federal funding decreases. Of those funds
available, the majority is focused on maintenance and
preservation of the existing system. OTP policies,
management systems for pavement and bridges
and associated federal performance measures
drive investments towards safety and preservation
of infrastructure. Preservation projects for these
areas? are likely to have walking or biking elements,
including added connections that fill previous system
gaps. In this way, and in compliance with the Bike
Bill, maintenance and preservation projects for
other modes will help infill the walking and biking
network. There is opportunity in prioritizing roadway
preservation projects to more broadly consider
multimodal needs, and take into account walking and
biking gaps when selecting the roadway locations
with the greatest maintenance and preservation
needs. Specific to investments targeting walking and
biking maintenance and preservation, infill may also
occur through funds such as SWIP, investing ODOT
dollars in filling sidewalk gaps on state highways.
In addition, where connectivity issues are a safety
concern, such as sidewalks missing around a school,
safety related preservation funds can help to make
those critical connections. Both from a preservation
and enhancement perspective, slow build out of the
walking and biking network would occur.

Across modes, only the most urgent maintenance
and safety issues are fixed and the condition of the
entire system declines. For walking and biking, this
would likely materialize as vegetation encroachment,
cracks and upheavals, impacting safety and
connectivity in some cases and possibly resulting in

reduced mobility. Addressing sidewalk ramps would
be a priority for the state, but funding levels would fall
short of needs. Across the state, new walkways and
bikeways will be built or older ones preserved where
the most critical safety issues exist.

Beyond preservation and safety, enhancements to
the transportation system would be limited, with
only a small portion of the shrinking pot available for
additions or modifications. The mandated minimum
of one percent would still go towards walking and
biking investments but that dollar figure would be
smaller given the overall amount of funds available for
transportation would be smaller. Some jurisdictions
may choose to spend more than the one percent
and opportunities exist for leveraging funds and local
financing. Focus would be placed on the investments
that achieve the most cost effective and greatest
benefit for the overall system and for the state.
Walking and biking investments would compete
with public transportation and transportation options
programs, in addition to auto-oriented improvements.
Safety would be prioritized above other investments,
but even when focused, the limited funding available
would only start to address some of the most severe
safety issues. Expansion of any of the transportation
systems (roadway, biking, walking, and public
transportation) would be limited beyond that
described above. Critical gaps in the walking and
biking network would remain, and gap infill would
slow, leaving areas disconnected and underserved.
As congestion would likely increase on roadways,
more people might have interest in walking or biking
but options would remain limited in areas that are
limited today.

poiicies, management systems, and performance measures are structured to help prioritize high needs areas first, taking into account the severity of
safety issues and risks, destinations and associated uses (such as a school), and amount of use on a given facility.
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Scenario 2: What we have to
do

Same Funding of up to $29M?! Annually
(up to $700M total from 2016-2040)

Statewide transportation funding levels would remain
relatively flat or decrease slightly for years to come.
Resources may or may not keep pace with inflation,
potentially eroding the buying power of the amount
available. Preservation of the existing system would
continue at its current pace, which is insufficient
to prevent deterioration of the walking and biking
networks, resulting in more areas of disrepair. Paving
and resurfacing projects could focus on the most
highly used areas, considering multimodal needs.
In these areas, preservation projects would likely
enhance walking and biking conditions by filling in
gaps, adding sidewalk ramps andimproving pavement
condition for cyclists, with potential for minor striping
changes within existing right-of-way, leading to
areas of restored mobility and safety. Spending
focused on fixing walking and biking infrastructure
would likely target safety issues and sidewalk ramps
across the state and address impediments in highly
utilized areas or areas servicing critical connections.
Other parts of the system could have continuing or
increasing mobility challenges due to the inability to
maintain the infrastructure. Some local jurisdictions
who are able to secure additional funding, or have
increased growth and can require developers to put
in or update infrastructure, may be able to maintain
higher levels of mobility.

Remaining funds for enhancements to the
transportation system may allow for small incremental
improvements to facilitate multimodal transportation
choices, including walking, biking, and taking
public transportation. First and foremost would be
addressing critical safety issues across modes.
Making the walking and biking networks more efficient

through the expansion of existing infrastructure would
be difficult, but select improvements could be made
to connect critical gaps or resolve issues on high-use
facilities. Filling in these gaps would be a top priority
with available funding and help to improve equity by
starting to reach more transportation disadvantaged
populations. However, funding would only spread so
far between safety and making critical connections,
resulting in the persistence of moderate to small
safety concerns and several areas of the walking and
biking network remaining disconnected.

2TFor Scenario 2, average annual expenditures for 2005-2013 were taken into account, looking at a combination of federal and state spending with
required local match. This amount was roughly $20 million per year. In 2013 alone, spending was around $30 million due to the availability of increased
funding through opportunities such as federal grant programs. Increases in the Oregon gas tax that took effect in 2010 means more funds may be
available for bicycle, pedestrian and other investments, potentially raising the average annual expenditure above $20 million.
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Scenario 3: Phase I of what we
need to do

Additional Funding of up to $38M?
Annually (up to $900M from 2016-2040)

Statewide funding levels increase and stabilize. This
increase may result from additional funding from other
federal, state or local resources, changes in funding
structures, or creative local financing mechanisms,
which increases the overall amount of funds available.
More paving and resurfacing projects would be
expected, resulting in improvements to walking and
biking facilities including sidewalk ramps. Those
investments targeting walking and biking could
consider a broader array of maintenance issues,
including prioritizing safety concerns, connections,
and mobility impediments. Fixes should continue
to focus on well used areas and those servicing
critical connections. Maintenance issues would still
persist on the system, but would likely be infrequent
and dispersed. Overall performance of the existing
system would improve.

Investments in the system could move beyond
addressing known issues at individual locations to
systematic improvements that enhance walking

for completing the system, new construction and
reconstruction would be likely across the entire
transportation system, equating to new and added
walking and biking connections. Filling in critical
system gaps would continue and a minimal number
of other important connections would be made. With
new connections added, longer term maintenance
costs would also be borne. In addition to continuing
to prioritize critical safety issues, broader safety and
security approaches could be supported, such as
pedestrian bulb outs and separation as appropriate.
Increasing system safety and security would likely
help to address real or perceived barriers to walking
and biking, resulting in more people choosing those
modes of travel. Overall system accessibility would
be improved through connectivity investments,
providing additional opportunities to walk and bike.
Investments in the transportation system as a whole
would likely improve connectivity between modes,
for which walking and biking are critical as first and
last mile connections to driving and taking public

and biking overall. With more funding available

TRET SAErE o

22For Scenario 3, a 30-percent increase in funding above current spending levels is estimated. This increase is fairly consistent with needs identified in
Transportation System Plans in cities with a population over 100,000. Because these TSPs fall inside a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), which
is responsible for a financially constrained Regional plan, the needs were considered to be relatively reasonable.
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Funding Need of up to $105M Annually
(up to $2.5B total from 2016-2040)

Less based on the availability of funds and more
on needs, this funding scenario conservatively
estimates funding needs in excess of $2 billion,
meaning that future phases of investment would be
needed to achieve the plan vision. Need estimates,
identified in local TSPs and other documents, total
$2.8 billion* by 2040 and conservative state needs
were estimated at $800 million. A more conservative
assumption was made commensurate with projected
State system needs at around $800 million and city
and county needs around that amount within more
urbanized areas.

With increased, but feasible funding, the ability
to maintain and enhance the system is visible.
Maintenance issues would become infrequent and
dispersed, likely isolated to areas less used or those
facilities not servicing critical connections.

The roadway system will also see improvements, with
more ability to keep up with increasing population,

which should bolster pedestrian and bicycle facility
system safety. Enhancements would allow for a fairly
well connected pedestrian and bicycle network, with
gaps existing in less critical, utilized, or populated
areas. This may allow for the system to be more fully
funded including network connectivity for recreation
and other areas not deemed as critical connections.
More costly improvements that promote comfort
features like bridges for pedestrians and bicycles
only may be considered.

The level of investment discussed in this scenario
would be needed to help achieve the Plan vision, but
even more would be needed long term. Benefits from
this level of investment would allow the system to
mostly keep pace with estimated population growth,
help to support system safety and accessibility, thus
contributing positively to the livability and economic
vitality of the state.
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23The total needs represent an estimate for all local governments based on thier TSPs. RTPs were examined but the basis for the needs number was
TSPs. Since this analysis was complete, the Metro 2014 Regional Active Transportation Plan was adopted. If this were included, need would increase to
an additional $1 billion to the bicycle and pedestrian capital. See Appendix C for more information.
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Oregon’s walking and biking network traverses state highways,
county roads, city streets, parks, and other lands. Each of these
areas includes unique ownership and authorities. Effective Plan
implementation depends on the support of multiple agencies
and organizations. The following section describes various
implementation avenues and identifies which public agency
and private sector partners have key roles in implementing Plan
policies or strategies. Additionally, this section highlights how the
Plan can be implemented in all stages of project development
and system management, from planning and maintenance,
to education and outreach.

To achieve the Plan vision, the policies and strategies herein
need to be implemented by a variety of partners, that include
state, regional, and local governments, as well as the private
sector.

This section:

e |dentifies state, regional, and local stakeholders and their
roles as “implementation avenues” in order to carry out
the Plan’s policy recommendations;

¢ Discusses key initiatives to move the Plan forward;

e |dentifies opportunities and challenges in achieving the
Plan vision; and Outlines mechanisms to track progress
toward Plan goals, including pedestrian and bicycle
performance measures.
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Implementation Avenues

Aspects of Implementation

Planning

The Plan policies and strategies provide an overall
framework for planning decisions, including several
that are focused on other aspects of implementation.
Most directly, the Plan calls for the identification and
prioritization of system gaps within planning processes.
Further guidance is provided through the definition of
critical connections and strategic funding prioritization
categories. Other issues like safety needs and mobility
challenges should be captured in planning. As an
example, ODOT develops an ADA Transition Plan
which outlines steps to address physical barriers
that limit accessibility on ODOT managed buildings,
streets, and walkways; other areas should develop
similar documents that help to illuminate key issues.
In addition to safety and mobility, the Plan emphasizes
that equity be considered in planning and investment
decisions, and highlights the need to broadly consider
the impact of transportation decisions on health. In a
broad sense, the Plan calls for a holistic approach to
planning, considering the needs for walking and biking
in the context of the entire transportation system,
understanding gaps and issues within the system,
promoting walking and biking connections to other
modes, and considering modal interactions. Other
state, regional, and local plans will further refine the
policies and strategies in this document as appropriate
to the applied context.

Programming (Investing)

To meet existing and evolving walking and biking
needs, investments are required at state, regional,
and local levels, requiring implementers to prioritize
pedestrian, bicycle, and multimodal transportation
projects. A primary goal area of this Plan is strategic
investment, recognizing that funding is limited and
there is a responsibility to use public dollars as
efficiently as possible. As such, guidance is provided
for project prioritization based on what is perceived
to be the highest needs and greatest benefits. The
categories listed in Strategy 8.2A prioritize safety,
preserving existing infrastructure, funding critical
connections, enhancements, and then other more
elaborate investments. This framework will inform
investment program discussions and should guide
the STIP and other funding program investment
decisions. In addition, Plan strategies framing regional
paths (Strategy 2.6A) as “critical connections” will help
direct investment priorities towards those routes that
serve regional and statewide interests, especially for
funding programs like ConnectOregon. The Plan also
calls for the need to be opportunistic about funding,
leveraging roadway enhancement projects with
walking and biking improvements, and looking for the
nexus between funding for health and transportation.
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Design

Plan strategies point to ongoing updates to State
design guidelines that reflect consideration of various
uses, users, and contexts, as well as relevant elements
of the latest national guidelines on appropriate and safe
walking and biking design features. Implementation of
design policy should be a coordinated effort between
various parts of ODOT and federal, regional, and
local jurisdictions and consider the balance between
consistency and the need for flexibility across urban,
rural, and suburban contexts.

Project Development and Delivery

A key consideration for Plan implementation will be
leveraging opportunities to institutionalize pedestrian
and bicycle transportation within  the project
development and delivery processes. Plan strategies
identify the need for developing project check lists,
where explicit walking and biking needs are considered
in project development, or including health criteria
into project development processes. Building on
existing policies and best practices, implementation
will consider approaches to integrate walking and
biking needs into planning, design, construction, and
maintenance.
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Maintenance

Facility maintenance is important to the functionality
and safety of existing and new facilities. As called for
in Plan strategies, prioritizing maintenance activities
across the system will be important to assuring a mobile
and accessible system, and looking for opportunities
to develop maintenance plans will be needed.

Education, Outreach and Training

Several Plan policies and strategies recommend
providing opportunities for cross-discipline education
and training on local, regional, and state levels. These
include: guidance on bicycle and pedestrian elements
of TSP (Strategy 2.2A); cross-training with law
enforcement staff; education of drivers and cyclists
on the rules of the road; outreach around the public
health aspects of active transportation systems; or
education about maintenance issues associated with
walking and biking safety. Implementation of these
actions should consider staff capacity and technical
expertise in order to ease implementation.



The organizations listed below have a role or
responsibility in helping achieve the Plan vision.
Others not listed, but who do have critical funding,
technical, and support roles, include partners such
as the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).
While this role is integral to achieving the plan vision

Oregon Department of Transportation

ODQOT has several key statewide responsibilities for
Plan implementation. Within ODOT, the Plan provides
direction for how ODOT will plan, program, deliver,
and maintain the state walking and biking system.
Implementation will require support and coordination
among many of ODOT’s business units. ODOT roles in

FHWA is not an implementer of the plan itself, but
does provide support for funding walking and biking
improvements and develops directives and guidance
to implementing agencies and organizations. The roles
and responsibilities of implementing organizations are
described below.

Plan implementation include:

Implementing and
integrating Plan policy
recommendations,
strategies, and

key initiatives into
Department guidance,
planning, programming,
project development,
maintenance processes,
and practices; including
other modes and
systems.

Continuing to update
Department design
policies, standards, and
guidance, considering
system contexts and
basing decisions on the
latest federal guidance
and best practices.

. Encouraging

: opportunities for

. training, technical

. assistance, and

. understanding best

. practices in the

i planning, design,

. construction, and

. maintenance of safe and
. comfortable walking and
. biking facilities.

. Working with partners to
. provide safety education
. for all users through

i existing or new materials
. and messaging, working
. with state agency

. partners, and providing

. information to local

. partners.

. Assessing statewide

: walking and biking

. needs through

. system inventories.

. Continuing to monitor

. implementation through
i Plan performance

. measures and

. supporting the collection
. of walking and biking

. data as appropriate.

. Leveraging federal and

. state funding sources

. to improve walking

¢ and biking networks.

- Institutionalizing walking
. and biking across the

. state through project

i development processes;
- and working with

. partners on efforts such
. as project prioritization.

. Ensuring the effective

: use of resources by

. setting maintenance

. priorities and updating
. guidelines to support

: walking and biking

. safety and mobility

. based on local and

. national best practices.

Continue to monitor

i United States

. Department of

. Transportation (USDOT),
. Transportation Research
¢ Board, American

. Association of State

. Highway Transportation
Officials (AASHTO),

. etc. on policy guidance

i pertaining to walking

. and biking, especially

- as it relates to Federal

. funding and facility

. design.
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Other State Agencies

Plan implementation crosses many state agency
authorities and requires building on existing
partnerships and developing new collaborations.
Although not exhaustive, this section highlights key
coordination and implementation roles for Oregon
state agencies.

The OHA coordinates with state and local agencies
to support their shared goals of promoting livable,
healthy, and safe communities. Opportunities for OHA
include:

e Working with  ODOT on an ongoing basis to
implement the existing partnership and encourage
safe active transportation.

e Supporting efforts to engage public health and
transportation professionals in education, technical
assistance, and training through partnering with
local governments, MPQOs, ACTs, and other
organizations.

e Continuing efforts on active transportation-related
data collection and research, and exploring
approaches to enhance data sharing with other
partners.

The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) administers Oregon’s statewide
land use planning program and coordinates land use
and transportation planning. Opportunities for DLCD
include:

¢ Partnering with  ODOT on issues relating to
pedestrian and bicycle planning in land use and
transportation (TPR, TSPs, TGM).

e Continuing to provide local technical assistance
and best practices on issues such as land use,
development, and model codes as they relate to
pedestrian and bicycle design, planning, and policy
issues.
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The OPRD manages several programs related to
statewide trail planning, design, and implementation.
Opportunities for OPRD include:

¢ Providing planning and technical assistance on the
development of regional paths and trails.

¢ \Working with partners and programs to support
pedestrian and bicycle tourism.

¢ | everaging funds (e.g. Recreational Trails Program)
to support development of walking and biking
trails.

e Coordinating with ODOT to ensure compatibility
between this Plan and the Statewide Trail Plan, as
well as statewide trail and pedestrian and bicycle
facility design guidance.

e |dentify and prioritize regional paths consistent with
Policy 2.6.

Metropolitan Planning Organizations

MPOs are tasked with multi-jurisdictional planning,
coordination, and determining regional priorities.
Opportunities for MPQ’s include:

¢ Developing the pedestrian and bicycle element of
Regional Transportation System Plans that include
inter-jurisdictional connections, regional paths, and
increased access to transit, as appropriate.

¢ Defining regional walking and biking networks by
working with local partners on network inventory,
defining need, and prioritizing projects.



® Assessing regional walking and biking needs
through system inventories.

¢ Developing safety action plans with pedestrian and
bicycle elements to help identify safety issues.

e Continuing to collect and share analysis resources
and walking and biking data with local jurisdictions.

e Supporting opportunities for training, technical
assistance, and the understanding of best practices
for the planning, design, construction, and
maintenance of safe and comfortable walkways
and bikeways.

¢ \Working with state agency partners and supporting
local efforts within the MPO area to provide safety
education for all users through existing or new
materials and messaging.

¢ |dentifying  additional  funding  opportunities
for walking and biking planning, design, and
construction.

Cities and Counties

Local agencies play important roles in Plan
implementation. The majority of walking and biking
trips occur within urban areas, while counties are
the primary agencies responsible for ensuring local
transportation access in rural areas. Opportunities for
cities and counties include:

® Developing local pedestrian and bicycle plans
(stand alone or within TSPs) and implementing
local pedestrian and bicycle projects. This includes
safety, education and enforcement that is consistent
with this and other ODOT statewide policy plans.

¢ Defining local walking and biking networks and
working with adjacent jurisdictions to ensure
needed connections. This includes local assistance
in identifying and prioritizing gaps and overall local
needs.

¢ Assessing local walking and biking needs through
system inventories.

¢ Developing safety action plans with pedestrian and
bicycle elements to help identify safety issues.

¢ Facilitating walking and biking travel through
adoption and implementation of local ordinances
related to new and re-development requirements
for walking and biking infrastructure, such as
enforcing bike parking requirements.

e Continuing to collect walking and biking data for
use in project development and local network
and project prioritization.Sharing information on
local best practices (innovative plans, projects,
funding etc.) and supporting training opportunities
on pedestrian and bicycle planning, design, and
construction.

® Partnering with community groups to support
pedestrian and bicycle programs, events, and
education opportunities.

e \Working with state agency partners, to provide
safety education for all users through existing or
new materials and messaging.

e Actively pursuing recognition from the Bicycle
Friendly Community and Walk Friendly Community
programs and encouraging and assisting
applications to the Bike Friendly Business programs.

e Coordinating  with  local  school districts,
as schools redevelop or relocate, to encourage
more walkable and bikable school siting.

¢ |dentifying  additional  funding  opportunities
for walking and biking planning, design,
and construction.

Public Transportation Agencies

Public transportation agencies provide services to
regions, cities, and/or counties and are an important
partner in connecting walking and biking trips to major
destinations. Opportunities for public transit agencies
include:
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¢ Partnering with transportation agencies to enhance
walking and biking access to transit stops and
stations.

e Accommodating for bicycles and other mobility
devices on public transportation vehicles through
planning, project implementation, and design.

e Coordinating with local jurisdictions during the
development of local and/or regional pedestrian
and bicycle plans, transit development plans,
long-range transit service planning, and near term
improvements such as bike parking.

e |dentifying funding opportunities for, and providing,
travel options outreach.

of people who use
public transit walk or bike
to reach transit stops.

SOURCE: PUCHER, ET AL.(47)
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Private Entities and Non-profit
Organizations

Private partners, including non-profit organizations,
play a key role in implementing the Plan, particularly in
coordinating private projects and initiatives with local
and state agencies. Their major opportunities in Plan
implementation are:

e Supporting and encouraging people to walk and
bike, participating in walk and bike to work events,
holding bike rallies and other events, and providing
education opportunities for individual communities.

e Encouraging  and  assisting  communities
and businesses create walking and biking
improvements.

® Helping communities or businesses receive
recognition by the Bicycle Friendly Community,
Walk Friendly Community, and Bike Friendly
Business programs.

e Partnering with state and local agencies and
community organizations to support pedestrian
and bicycle tourism programs.

e Exploring opportunities to partner with public
agencies on pedestrian and bicycle project
development (innovative funding strategies).

e Partnering with employers who provide shuttle
service to provide bicycle parking and access to
park and ride locations.

e Working with state agency partners, MPOs, and
local partners to provide safety education for
all users through existing or new materials and
messaging.

These partners all play critical roles in Plan
implementation.  Participation in future efforts
will enhance opportunities to carry the Plan
vision forward. The following sections outline the
opportunities and challenges of implementation,
key initiatives to move the Plan forward, and how

to measure overall Plan success.



Implementation Opportunities

and Challenges

Plan implementation will require effort among a variety of partners and
it is important to recognize the opportunities and challenges which

exist in moving the Plan forward.

Demographic Trends

Recent  research  indicates that changing
demographic and economic trends, along
with changes in consumer choices, will increase
the demand for walking and biking over the 25-year plan
horizon. This will create opportunities for increasing
walking and biking trips, but also would create greater
demands on the existing system and the need to
serve areas that are currently disconnected. These
trends will need to be monitored over time to assure
that evolving demographic needs are considered.

OREGON’S

Data Collection and Performance Measurement

Data and performance measurements provide an
opportunity to track the success of Plan poalicies,
strategies, and implementation. Data-driven strategies
will be useful to track performance toward the vision
of safe, accessible walking and biking networks.
Availability and inconsistency of data remains a
challenge, specifically where data can be sparse and
not provide a holistic view. For example, data that is
reported only on trip commutes is missing information
on those who may choose to walk or to bike for a
variety of other purposes. In addition, consistency

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

Oregon’s population is graying.
MEDIAN AGE of the population has increased.

Oregon’s population increased by

2.5 times since 1950,
and is expected to reach

4.3 million by the year 2020.

In the long run,

than the U.S. rate.

1980 2010 2020

P,
111

The 65+ age group will
continue a dramatic
increase as baby-boomers
continue to enter the
retirement age.

SOURCE: STATE OF OREGON OFFICE OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS (48)
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related to data reporting may vary among agencies or
jurisdictions. For existing data and information, finding
the appropriate data source and how the information
will be used to support future active transportation
decision-making will be challenging, as data sources
selected will need to be balanced with available
data and technical capacity of implementation.
Opportunities exist for sharing data between agencies,
understanding how different data sources can inform
project development, and technological advances in
data collection and reporting.

Authority/Responsibility and Coordination

There are many different entities responsible for
planning, building, and maintaining walking and
biking infrastructure. Within their individual authorities,
these entities make unique decisions that impact
the continuity and seamlessness of the walking and
biking system. As local jurisdictions are required to
be consistent with the Oregon Transportation Plan
and supporting mode plans, they implement this
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan when they update their
local Transportation System Plans. Opportunities
exist to better coordinate between jurisdictions and
look at regions or corridors to determine area-wide
objectives, projects, and priorities. In addition, there
are opportunities to link walking and biking routes to
public transportation, through coordination among
state, regional, and local jurisdictions with public
transportation agencies.

Public Involvement

Public engagement and education is critical to Plan
implementation. Practitioners and other implementers
need to understand relevant and current issues and
best practices that will continue to support the vision
of this Plan. Public involvement also aims to keep
stakeholders informed of change or needs, which
in turn provide feedback and information about
necessary improvements for walking and biking.
Engagement efforts should include a diverse group
of stakeholders and organizations, including public
agencies and associated committees. Opportunities
for implementation continue to include allowing
for community feedback, providing information
on the planning process, and education on what
Plan implementation means for local, regional, and
statewide stakeholders. A potential challenge will be
ensuring that public engagement reaches a broad
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range of stakeholders and that
provides avenues for meaningful input.

implementation

Staff Capacity

While this Plan provides decision-making support and
guidance, staff availability and expertise is required
to implement and stay up to speed on existing plans,
policies, and even best practices to help achieve a
safe and efficient system. Creating this knowledge
can be difficult to achieve, due to the need to regularly
educate and train practitioners on these modes.
These challenges can be amplified when staff with
relevant expertise leaves an agency (i.e. retirement),
less experienced staff come onboard, or when
staffing shortages occur and employees take on
additional workloads. However, as interest in walking
and biking modes continue to increase, additional
opportunities for understanding these areas become
more widely available. These opportunities include
utilizing consultant expertise at all levels of project
development, to using an array of publications,
webinars, conferences, or other information sources
that may require minimal effort to better understand
walking and biking policy implementation.



Next Steps

The policies and strategies in the Plan are implemented
through a variety of avenues and are impacted by
driving and restraining forces, as described earlier.
Most function to guide decisions as certain situations
or opportunities arise (e.g. selecting a roadway cross
section or prioritizing projects), while others focus on
actions that create specific deliverables (e.g. design
guidelines). Those policies and strategies that guide
decisions are implemented by all levels of government,
unless otherwise specified in the policy (e.g. ODQOT).
They direct the work of ODOT and local jurisdictions
must be consistent with them through their TSPs and
other planning efforts. Region and local plans refine
policies and strategies to the appropriate context
and identify projects and programs, which are then
prioritized for investment. Implementation then
continues through project development and delivery,
and maintenance, as well as through education,
outreach and training efforts (see Appendix F for
additional information on the Legal Context of the
Plan).

For the remaining policies and strategies, which
call for specific deliverables, implementation plans,
work programs or other work is nheeded in order to
program the activity. These documents identify when
and how strategies will be implemented over the 25
year planning horizon based on needs and available
resources.

Timing may change over that period as opportunities
arise to implement some actions faster or resources
impact the ability to complete a deliverable as soon
as desired. ODOT will develop an implementation
plan documenting short, mid, and long term actions
and will use that to produce the deliverables in the
Plan that are under the authority of the Agency. For
deliverables outside the authority of ODOT, such as
system inventory maps for local jurisdictions, those
entities will need to determine timing and approach,
as well.

To aid in directing implementation priorities for specific
deliverables or for groupings of policies and strategies,
Key Initiatives have been identified and are outlined
below.

Key Initiatives are foundational activities that need
to occur following Plan adoption in order to achieve
the Plan vision. The Key Initiatives were identified by
the Policy Advisory Committee and represent work
items to address multiple Plan policies and strategies
within a specific effort; relevant policies are noted
under each Key Initiative section. These initiatives are
anticipated to be of significant effort that begin in the
near term and require coordination among entities like
ODQT, other state agencies, and local jurisdictions, as
appropriate, to ensure future implementation.
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This key initiative is an early concept recognizing
stakeholder interests in a better definition for the biking
and walking network in order to inform design and help
with system inventories, needs, and project priorities.
More work is needed to define the objectives for this
work item and what the most appropriate solution
will be accordingly. At a high level, this key initiative
recognizes that while the motor vehicle network has
been defined by state functional classifications to
distinguish how different parts of the system are used
as well as how they should be designed and function,
the biking and walking network does not have a
consistent approach for such definition. Further work
is needed to understand what the best approach is
to define the biking and walking network and whether
a multimodal classification approach is best, one for
just biking and walking, separate classifications for
walking and for biking, or one that is not based on
functional classifications, but rather design guidance
around the most appropriate solution (e.g. protected
bike lanes) given varying contexts.

The Defining a Network Key Initiative is targeted at
identifying a way to differentiate the walking and
biking system and provide clarity on appropriate
infrastructure,  design, and treatments given
unique contexts, such as: vehicle speed, roadway
characteristics and constraints, planned land uses,
key destinations, walking and biking uses and users,
and latent demand. This would provide further
direction in prioritizing needs (both infrastructure and
funding), identifying system gaps, developing criteria
for differentiation of facility type, and refining design
guidelines to support multimodal system and user
needs.

Related Plan Policies: 1.1, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2, 8.2, 8.3
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Data is needed to support efficient and effective
decision-making. Use, availability, and quality of data
vary across the state. This key initiative provides an
opportunity to focus on finding ways to collect and
standardize data that relates directly to decision
making, identified Plan performance measures, and
those program level performance measures to be
identified in plan implementation (described in the key
initiative below).

Related Plan Policies: 1.1 2.1, 2.3, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 6.1

While performance measures have been identified
to track progress on achieving the Plan vision, more
specific performance measures may be needed
to assess needs, system condition, and program
performance. Prioritization performance measures
are important in order to employ appropriate data to
support decision-making for network development
and maintenance. This key initiative focuses on
developing program-level performance measures
that can be used in project prioritization as it relates
to public investment in walking and biking. Indicators
used to “define the network” may be used in
prioritization performance measures, such as network
connectivity, potential demand, or safety.

Related Plan Policies: 1.1, 2.5, 5.3, 8.1, 8.2, 8.3



The Plan will help to shape the future of walking and
biking options in Oregon over the next 25 years.
To understand how this plays out in achieving the
plan vision, performance measures are needed to
track and monitor implementation progress. At the
Plan level, performance measures focus on ways to
gauge statewide success or to help inform decision
making to achieve the Plan vision. While performance
measures are often specific in nature, Plan level
performance measures need to be high-level, all-
encompassing, and few in total number in order to
be applicable and informative statewide.

Table 4: Plan Performance Measures

In the development of this Plan, several performance
measures were explored. Those selected and
outlined below represent performance areas that
could be measured today because sufficient data
exists, a methodology for how to measure has been
established, and they can be evaluated statewide.
The performance measures indicate if safety is
improving, use of the system is increasing (assumed
through overall improvements to the network) and
that data needs are being understood and data
collected for more robust performance measures in
the future.

Performance Measure # | Performance Measures Description

o Safety

bicycle fatalities

average)

9 Safety

year average)

9 Safety

and bicycling

9 Accessibility

6 Data

pedestrian and

performance measures

@ Utilization
for short trips

Number of pedestrian and
(five-year

Number of pedestrian and
bicycle serious injuries (five-

Perceived safety of walking

Pedestrian access to transit

Identifying data needs for

Utilization of walking or biking

Average annual number of pedestrians
and cyclists killed in crashes with motor
vehicles over a five-year period.

Average annual number of pedestrians
and cyclists seriously injured in crashes
with motor vehicles over a five year
period.

Percent of the public that feels safe
walking and bicycling in their community.

The percent of streets within %2 mile of a
transit stop that have sidewalks.

ODOT, in consultation with local
jurisdictions and other agencies when
appropriate, will complete the Data Key
Initiative by December 31, 2020.

bicycle

Percent of commute trips less than
20 minutes that are accomplished by
walking or biking.

Note: It is important to note that as data improves, these measures could be revisited to better reflect the
Plan vision over time. For example, commute data is easily obtainable given existing mechanisms, but data
on all trips (not currently available) may be needed to better understand mode choices or rates of mode
use, or to help identify the circumstances in which users feel comfortable walking in their community.
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Several other performance measures that showed amendments or future updates Plan performance
future potential were also considered and are detailed measures will be revisited, as may other parts of the
below for potential future use. More detailed program plan as more is learned through implementation.
and implementation based performance measures Future updates will be considered approximately five
will be developed as a follow up to this planning effort, years from date of plan adoption.

as outlined in the key initiatives section. Through plan

Table 5: Performance Measures for Future Efforts

Performance Measures | Description Explanation

Bicycle level of traffic stress LTS is a way to consider user  Analysis methodology, especially as

(LTS) comfort levels on the biking applied at a statewide level, is still
and walking system, and evolving. However, it is important
ana/or MMLOS looks at service levels to note that LTS/MMLOS are

broader than vehicular traffic, becoming more frequently used in
Multi-modal level of service considering the needs of all transportation analysis and may be
(MMLQOS) users. suited for a nearer term performance
measure, once wider statewide use

has occurred.

Bicycle access to transit The percent of streets within  Access to transit was determined
1 mile of a transit stop with a as a good proxy for accessibility,
Bicycle LTS 2 rating. but ultimately the Plan advisory

committees thought them too
specific for a Plan level performance
measure.

Bicycle Friendly State ranking  Oregon’s annual ranking in the ~ State and local rankings were
League of American Bicyclists’ viewed as important information
Bicycle Friendly State Ranking  tools, but not suited for a Plan
program. level performance measure due
, , » R to changing evaluation criteria of
Bicycle Friendly Communities  Number of local jurisdictions  rgcognition programs and the ability

with —a  Bicycle  Friendly  or inapility of different communities
level.

Walk Friendly Communities Number of local jurisdictions
with a Walk Friendly Community
Designation at any level.

Note: While recognized as important tools, the performance measures in table 2 were deemed either too detailed, or too
broad, for measuring the Plan vision at time of Plan completion. However, it is important to note that these measures could be
used in other efforts or could be better suited for future Plan updates once they have been further developed and tracked.
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Appendix A: Acronyms & Glossary

ARRA
AASHTO
ACT
ADA
cDC
CMAQ
DLCD
EPA
FHWA
FLAP
FTA
HSIP
ISTEA
JTA
GHG
LID
LTS
MAP-21
MMLOS
MOU
MPO
OBPAC
OoDOT
OHA
OHP
OPRD
OoTC
OoTP
PAC
SDC
SPIS
SRTS
STIP
STP
STS
SWIP
TAC
TAP
TIF
TIGER
TSP
TPR
TGM
URA
USDOT

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Area Commission on Transportation

Americans with Disabilities Act

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality program
Department of Land Conservation and Development
Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Lands Access Program

Federal Transit Association

Highway Safety Improvement Program

Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
Jobs and Transportation ACT (HB2001)
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Local Improvement District

Level of Traffic Stress

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act
Multi-Modal Level of Service

Memorandum of Understanding

Metropolitan Planning Organization

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Oregon Department of Transportation

Oregon Health Authority

Oregon Highway Plan

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

Oregon Transportation Commission

Oregon Transportation Plan

Policy Advisory Committee

System Development Charge

Safety Priority Index System

Safe Routes to School

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program
Surface Transportation Program

Statewide Transportation Strategy

Sidewalks Improvement Program

Technical Advisory Committee

Transportation Alternatives Program

Tax Increment Financing

Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery
Transportation System Plan

Transportation Planning Rule

Transportation and Growth Management

Urban Renewal Area

United States Department of Transportation
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Accessibility:

e Travel: The ability to reach desired destinations with relative ease, within a reasonable time, at a reasonable
cost and with reasonable choices.

e Americans with Disabilities Act: The extent to which facilities are barrier free and useable by persons with
disabilities, including wheelchair users.

Active Transportation: Active transportation includes non-motorized forms of transportation including
walking and bicycling, people using wheelchairs or mobility devices and skateboarding.

ADA Transition Plan: Required by the Rehabilitation Act (1973) and the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA, 1990), which mandates self-evaluation by agencies to assess barriers to accessibility for people with
disabilities traveling within the public right of way. Such a plan is a living document that identifies obstacles,
describes methods to make facilities accessible, specifies costs, a schedule for completing modifications,
and designates a staff person responsible for tracking project status and progress.

Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs): ACTs are advisory bodies chartered by the Oregon
Transportation Commission to address all aspects of transportation (surface, marine, air, and transportation
safety) with primary focus on the state transportation system. ACTs play a key advisory role in the development
of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, which schedules funded transportation projects.

Baby Boomer: A person born during the post-World War Il population spike, between 1946 and 1964. The
population increase, representing nearly 20% of the U.S. population, reinvigorated the post-war economy,
and continues to have a significant impact on the economy today.

Barrier: A barrier is a condition or obstacle that prevents an individual or a group from accessing the
transportation system or transportation planning process. Examples include a physical gap or impediment,
lack of information, language, education and/or limited resource.

Best Practices: The most efficient (least amount of effort) and effective (best results) way of accomplishing
a task, based on repeatable procedures that have proven themselves over time for a large number of people.

Best practices continually evolve, based upon new information and experiences.

Bicycle: A pedal-powered vehicle upon which the human operator sits. This includes three- and four-
wheeled human-powered vehicles.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Network: The combined network of travelway intended for bicycles and
pedestrians, which includes sidewalks, bicycle facilities, trails, and walkable and bikeable streets.

Bicycle Facility: Any facility provided for the benefit of bicycle travel, including bikeways and parking
facilities as well as all other roadways not specifically designated for bicycle use.
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Bicycle Friendly Community, Business and University: A program developed by the League of
American Bicyclists to recognize communities and institutions that promote bicycling through infrastructure,
encouragement programs, policies, and plans. The aim of the program is to promote bicycling as a “real
transportation and recreation option for all people.”

Bike Bill: Refers to Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 366.514, which requires the inclusion of facilities for
bicyclists and pedestrians wherever a road is being constructed or reconstructed. This statute also requires
that a minimum of 1 percent of the state highway fund be used to provide walkways and bikeways to streets
or highways open to motor vehicles and located within the public right-of-way.

Bike Lane: A portion of a roadway which has been designated by striping and pavement markings for the
preferential or exclusive use of bicyclists.

Bike Share: A program or a system, typically developed by public agencies or public-private partnerships,
to provide bicycles for short term, point-to-point rental.

Bikeway: A general term for any road, street, path, or way which in some manner is specifically designated
for bicycle travel, regardless of whether such facilities are designated for exclusive use of bicycle or are to be
shared with other transportation modes.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ): The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program provides federal funding to qualifying transportation projects or programs that provide an air quality
benefit. These funds assist areas that have been designated as non-attainment or maintenance areas
according to the national ambient air quality standards for ozone and carbon monoxide emissions under the
Clean Air Act of 1990.

ConnectOregon: ConnectOregon was created in 2005 by the Legislature to invest the proceeds of
lottery-backed bonds in grants and loans to non-highway transportation projects that promote economic
development in Oregon.

Connectivity Islands: LTS methodology allows the identification of connectivity “islands”, surrounded by
higher LTS streets/intersections and other natural and physical barriers (i.e. rivers and railroads). This allows
for a true connectivity look versus just considering system gaps, as one high stress location may prevent
many routes or connections between adjacent neighborhoods. Improvements can be prioritized by the
amount of additional low stress routes or points connected, thereby enhancing the system in addition to just

gap filling.

Department of Administrative Services Siting Policy: An executive order (94-07) issued in 1974 by
Oregon Governor Barbara Roberts that establishes priority siting for state offices in areas that are highly
accessible by multiple travel modes, are pedestrian friendly, have frequent and reliable transit service, and
are within urban growth centers designated by local or regional plans.

Design Guidelines: A set of rules or recommendations produced by industry professionals for others to
use in designing infrastructure.

Equity: A metric that pertains to the fair distribution of public resources to all members of the community

including minority populations and those traditionally disadvantaged or underserved. In transportation, this
refers to a normative measure of fairness among transportation system users.
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Freight Carrying Capacity: ORS 366.215 is a statute that limits the Oregon Transportation Commission
from permanently reducing the vehicle-carrying capacity of an identified freight route, except with specific
exceptions allowed by statute.

Gap: The missing links or barriers in the urban transportation system. A gap could be a connection that
does not currently exist or could be the result of a physical barrier such as a roadway, natural feature, vehicle
restrictions (such as weight limitations on a bridge), or existing development.

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): A core federal-aid program intended to reduce traffic
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads.

Key destinations: Defined as hospitals and medical centers, major retail sites, grocery stores, K-12 school
and higher education institutions, pharmacies, parks/open spaces, major social service centers, employers
with greater than 1,500 employees, sports and attraction sites and major government sites.

Last-mile Connection: A term used to describe the first or last leg of a transit trip between a transit stop
and a person’s place of origin or destination.

Level of Traffic Stress Analysis: The methodology for calculating traffic stress at the network level for
people travelling on bicycles. It is based on a set of criteria that includes number of lanes, vehicle speeds,
existing bicycle infrastructure and configuration, and intersection design features.

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO): A planning body in an urbanized area of over 50,000 in
population which has responsibility for developing transportation plan for the area.

Millennial: A term that refers to people born after 1980, who reached adulthood around the year 2000
(the millennium). The generation is considered to be strongly influenced by the technological and economic
implications of the internet.

Mobility Device: A device designed to assist walking or improve the mobility of people with a disability.
Examples include walkers, wheelchairs, and motorized scooters.

Mobility Hub: Mobility hubs are a place where transportation modes seamlessly connect. They usually
involve transit, vehicle sharing such as car and vanpooling, concentrations of land uses, and an information
component. Mobility hubs connect a variety of sustainable modes and services through a network of physical
locations or “mobile points.” The points are located throughout a city or region to physically and electronically
link the elements of a door-to-door trip.

Mode: A means of transportation and could include walking, bicycle, bus, single- or high-occupancy vehicle,
train, truck, air, marine, etc.

Mode Choice: The decision making process a person goes through to decide how they will make a trip.
Mode or Topic Plan: A plan that implements the broader policies of the Oregon Transportation Plan

for specific modes, such as public transportation and rail, or topics such as safety, passenger or freight
movement over a 20-year period.
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Mobility: In planning terms, mobility is the ordinary movement of people and goods by
any means, including by direct travel or by means which reduce the need to travel such as proximity of
destinations and teleworking. In highway terms, mobility is defined as the efficient movement of vehicles.

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21): MAP-21 was signed into law by President
Obama on July 6, 2012. It allocated over $105 billion for surface transportation projects in fiscal years (FY)
2013 and 2014.

Multimodal: The movement of goods or people by more than one transportation mode.

Neighborhood Greenway: Residential streets with low volumes of auto traffic and low speeds where
bicycles and pedestrians are given priority.

Network: A series of connected routes forming a cohesive system.

ODOT Design Guidelines Highway Design Manual: The ODOT reference guide for uniform standards
and procedures, providing guidance for all types of state highway construction projects.

ODOT Regions: This refers to the five geographical areas ODOT has divided the state into for operational
purposes. They include: Region1: Portland Metro; Region 2: Willamette Valley, North and Mid-Coast; Region
3: Southern Oregon and South Coast; Region 4: Central Oregon; Region 5: Eastern Oregon.

ODOT Safety Priority Index System (SPIS): A GIS-based methodology used to identify potential safety
problems on state highways, particularly segments with higher crash histories. SPIS was developed in 1986
and originally only included state highways but has been expanded to include city and county roads.

Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee: Comprised of eight members appointed by the
governor to act as a liaison between ODOT and the public, this group advises in the regulation of bicycle and
pedestrian traffic and the establishment of bikeways and walkways.

Oregon Health Authority: An agency whose mission is to improve health care access and delivery in
the state of Oregon by lowering costs and improving quality. It oversees most of the state’s health care
programs including Public Health, the Oregon Health Plan, Healthy Kids, employee benefits, and public-
private partnerships.

Oregon Household Activity Survey: This refers to an in-depth survey of household travel behavior
conducted annually from 2009-2011.

Oregon School Siting Handbook: This handbook is an evaluative study of the state’s school siting
process. The handbook developed a set of recommendations which includes how school siting can best
utilize existing resources and be accessible for children travelling on foot or by bike.

Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP): The OTP is Oregon’s 25-year transportation plan that comprehensively
assesses state, regional, and local public and private transportation facilities and services and serves as the
policy element of the state transportation system plan.

Pedestrian: A person on foot, using a mobility device, or walking a bicycle.

Appendix | A-5



Pedestrian Facility: A facility provided for the benefit of pedestrian travel, including walkways, crosswalks,
signs, signals, illumination and benches.

Protected Bike Lane: An exclusive bicycle facility, separate from motor vehicle traffic and distinct from
the sidewalk. It combines the user experience of a separated path with the on-street infrastructure of a
conventional bike lane.

Rapid Flashing Beacon: User-actuated amber LEDs that supplement warning signs at unsignalized
intersections or mid-block crosswalks. They can be activated by pedestrians manually by a push button or
passively by a pedestrian detection system.

Recreational Trails Program: This FHWA program provides funding for states to develop and maintain
recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-motorized and motorized recreational trail uses. The
program is administrated through individual states.

Regional Paths/Trails: Defined in the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan as non-motorized trails typically
separated from roadways with curbs, plantings, or other barriers. Regional paths are open to the public,
lie on public lands or public rights-of-way or easements, and are regionally significant. Trails connect cities,
parks, and other destinations and may connect to other trails, creating a network. They may serve both a
transportation and recreation function.

Roadway Characteristics: Physical aspects of the roadway (paved portion of a highway) including the
number of lanes, width of lanes, presence of turn lanes or bicycle lanes, presence of shoulders or medians,
etc.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS): The SRTS program involves parents, school districts, planners, and health
officials to improve health, reduce childhood obesity, decrease traffic congestion, improve air quality, and
enhance neighborhood safety particularly around schools. Programs promote biking and walking to school
through safety education classes and “walk and bike to school day” programs.

Scenic Bikeways Program: Unique among states, the Scenic Bikeway Program provides information
about locally vetted and approved scenic bicycle routes around the state of Oregon that provide access to
scenic, historic, natural and cultural resources.

Sight Distance: A distance a vehicular driver needs to be able to see in order to have room to stop or
otherwise avoid an obstacle or collision.

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP): The funding and scheduling document outlining
major road, highway and transit projects scheduled in Oregon for the next four-year period.

Statewide Trail Plan: This is the state’s adopted plan, which makes it eligible to participate in the state’s
Recreational Trails Program.

Statewide Transportation Strategy (STS) - A 2050 Vision for Greenhouse Gas Reduction: The

STS examines all aspects of the transportation system, including the movement of people and goods, and
identifies a combination of strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
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System Development Charge (SDC): A reimbursement fee, an improvement fee or a combination thereof
assessed or collected at the time of increased usage of a capital improvement or issuance of a development
permit, building permit or connection to the capital improvement. SDCs do not include any fees assessed or
collected as part of a local improvement district or a charge in-lieu of a local improvement district assessment,
or the cost of complying with requirements or conditions imposed upon a land use decision, expedited land
division or limited land use decision.

Stakeholders: Those who have a compelling and significant interest in a planning effort, or who may be
affected by a planning effort.

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP): Under MAP-21, Federal Recreational Trails, Safe Routes
to School, and Transportation Enhancements programs were merged into the Transportation Alternatives
Program. Nationwide, two percent of total highway funds are set aside for TAP.

Transportation-Disadvantaged: Includes communities of color, the poor, older adults, youth and people
with disabilities, who are at a significant disadvantage without access to convenient, safe, well integrated
transportation alternatives. All of these groups are often without easy access to cars and live in locations
without convenient, safe transportation alternatives.

Transportation and Growth Management (TGM): A joint DLCD/ODOT program to assist cities and
counties with transportation planning.

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR): Enacted to support Oregon’s Goal 12 (The Transportation Goal),
the TPR seeks to promote the development of safe, convenient and economic transportation systems that
reduces reliance on automobiles. The TPR describes how local governments and state agencies must
conduct their transportation planning.

Transportation Options: Transportation options strategies, programs, and investments create choice in
our state and local transportation systems, allowing people to bike, walk, take transit, drive, share rides, and
telecommute. Historically, the purpose of transportation options programs and strategies (also referred to as
“transportation demand management”) has been to reduce reliance on single occupant vehicle travel during
the busiest times of day through strategies such as carpooling, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and
other mitigation strategies.

Travel Oregon: The official guide to Oregon travel and tourism information.

Transportation System Plan (TSP): A plan prepared for all transportation modes for a given area usually
a city, county, or MPO. It includes an inventory of the existing system, proposed improvement projects, and
other elements required by the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

Underserved Areas: The traditionally underserved can be defined as those specifically identified in Executive
Order 12898 on Environmental Justice - that is, low-income populations and minority populations including
Hispanics/Latinos, African Americans/Blacks, Asian Americans, Native American/Alaskan Natives and Native
Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders - as well as other populations recognized in Title VI and other civil rights
legislation, executive orders, and transportation legislation, including those with limited English proficiency
such as the foreign-born, low-literacy populations, seniors, persons with disabilities, and transit-dependent
populations.
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Vision Zero: Vision Zero is a road traffic safety concept with the objective of creating a highway system with
no fatalities or serious injuries in road traffic.

Vulnerable Users - VVulnerable user of a public way means a pedestrian, a highway worker, a person riding
an animal or a person operating any of the following on a public way, crosswalk or shoulder of the highway:
(1) A farm tractor or implement of husbandry; (2) A skateboard; (3) Roller skates; (4) In-line skates; (5) A
scooter; or (6) A bicycle. [2007 ¢.784 §2; 2009 ¢.301 §1].

Walk Friendly Community: A program through FHWA and the UNC Highway Safety Research Center

that encourages communities across the US to commit to and develop safer and more comfortable
walking conditions.
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Appendix B: Plan Development
Process and Stakeholder Outreach

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is built upon meaningful and continuous engagement from a broad
spectrum of stakeholder groups and individuals across Oregon. The voices and perspectives captured
in the Plan include representatives from ODOT, other State agencies, MPQO'’s, city, county, and tribal
governments, health and human services agencies, community groups, educational institutions, technology
firms, innovators, business, and environmental groups. The following stakeholder involvement goals helped
guide collection of these perspectives:

e Communicate with a broad spectrum of Oregon stakeholders

¢ Develop a vision for walking and biking rooted in statewide perspectives

e Collect information about walking and biking issues and opportunities

e Organize and facilitate a Policy Advisory Committee to guide plan development

¢ Ensure sensitivity to local needs and objectives, while developing a comprehensive statewide plan
e Coordinate with state agencies

e Comply with Title VI requirements and objectives

e Comply with the Oregon Transportation Commission’s Public Involvement Policy

e Comply with the State Agency Coordination Program

A diverse Policy Advisory Committee, approved by the OTC and members appointed by the ODOT Director,
provided direction and guidance throughout the planning process. Comprised of 16 representative interests,
the committee served as the core conduit for stakeholder input and communication. The committee’s
membership was drawn from urban and rural elected officials, city, county, regional, and state agencies and
governing bodies, freight, and business owners. The PAC met throughout the course of the 20-month planning
process to provide insights and guidance on plan development, developed the Vision and goals, reviewed
key Plan products, and also served as one of the key communication conduits to provide information from
their local constituencies, committees, and decision-making bodies. The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan Policy Advisory Committee included the following:

e Tammy Baney, Ore%on Transportation * Gerik Kransky, Bicycle Transportation Alliance
Commission, Deschutes County Commission ,
. e Jerry Norquist, Cycle Oregon
e Jerry Breazeale, Rural Oregon Representative

e Craig Campbell, AAA Oregon/Idaho
e Steve Dickey, Salem-Keizer Transit

¢ Noel Mickelberry, Oregon Walks
¢ Bob Russell, Oregon Trucking Association
. ¢ Jenna Stanke Marmon, Oregon Bicycle and
¢ Chris DeStefano, Rapha edestrian Advisory Committee, Jackson
Chris DeStef: Raph Pedestrian Ad C tee, Jack
County
¢ Dan Thorndike, Medford Fabrication

¢ Phil Warnock, Cascade West COG

e Peter Fernandez, City of Salem

¢ Bob Joondeph, Disability Rights Oregon

e Mark Labhart, Tillamook County Commission
¢ Sid Leiken, Lane County Commission
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A Technical Advisory Committee was comprised of representatives throughout the State to assist in the
technical components of Plan development and focus on implementation to ensure the Plan will work in
daily practice. The 15 member committee met five times throughout the project to help identify issues and
opportunities, discuss draft policies and strategies, and review Plan performance measures. The Technical
Advisory Committee representatives follow:

¢ Shane MacRhodes, Safe Routes to School ¢ Shelley Oylear, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator

Coordinator, Eugene , _ _ _ _

. . . ¢ Robin Lewis, Bend City Traffic Engineer

e Jeffery Owen, TriMet Active Transportation . . ,

Planner ¢ Alex Phillips, OPRD Bicycle Recreation

. Coordinator
¢ Chris Monser, PSU Professor , o
. ¢ Heather Gramp, Health Policy Specialist, OHA

* Mike Cosgrove, Lower John Day Area

Commission on Transportation o ’|\3/I'ike {Jaffe, MWV COG Transportation Planning
irector
e Becky Knudson, ODQOT Senior Transportation , , _ ,
Economist o \I7\(/)reke Pryce, City of Brookings Director of Public
orks

¢ | ake McTighe, Metro Active Transportation , _
Planner ¢ Bandana Shrestha, Director of Community
. . . Engagement, AARP
¢ Julie Warncke, City of Salem Transportation , ,
Planning Manager ¢ Evan MacKenzie, Planner, City of Pendleton

Community Development Department

The outreach process began with in-person, phone, and web-based interviews or surveys of statewide
stakeholders representing community groups; the public sector including local, regional, and state
representatives; and the private sector. Information gathered provided a baseline understanding key issues
and opportunities of the Oregon’s walking and biking system and helped the PAC develop a vision for biking
and walking for the State. Initial input derived from internal and external ODOT conversations included:

e ODOT Active Transportation

¢ ODQOT Regional and Area Managers and Planners
e ODOT Transportation Safety

¢ Oregon Health Authority

e Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation

¢ | ocal and statewide health and transportation advocacy groups (e.g. Oregon Walks, Bicycle Transportation
Alliance)

e | ocal Transportation Committees (e.g. Area Commissions on Transportation, Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory)

¢ MPO Representatives
e OTC Commissioners

The stakeholder interview process helped to develop the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan vision and supporting
goals, policies, and strategies.
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Listening meetings were conducted throughout the state to gather feedback from stakeholders on issues and
opportunities that informed policies and strategies developed for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. Meeting
attendees were asked to identify their top safety concerns related to bicycle and pedestrian use in their
community, opportunities for improving system connections, and allowed for general feedback. Meetings
were held in Bend, Eugene, Medford, Portland, and La Grande. A total of over 200 people participated in
the five listening meetings.

In addition to the listening meetings, a virtual open house was developed for stakeholders unable to attend
meetings in person. The virtual open house provided information on the Plan and asked respondents identical
questions as the listening meetings related to safety and system connections, while also allowing for general
feedback to inform Plan development. An additional 143 people filled out the virtual meeting survey, with
over 200 having visited the site.

ODOT staff advertised the Plan’s development by providing updated project information on the project’s
website: http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/pages/bikepedplan.aspx. The website also housed fact
sheets which were updated throughout the course of the project as a simple way for people to stay up to
date on project development.

Through Govdelivery, an online email subscription service, stakeholders received notification of upcoming
involvement opportunities and draft documents for review.

ODQT staff, the project team, and the PAC kept key elected and appointed public bodies updated of the
Plan’s progress. ODOT governance and advisory committees received updates throughout the process
to coordinate with other planning efforts, advance Intermodal Oregon efforts inside of ODOT, and to keep
decision makers well informed of the Plan’s progress. Updates were provided to the following groups and
committees:

¢ Oregon Transportation Commission

® Oregon Public Transit Advisory Committee

¢ Oregon Freight Advisory Committee

¢ Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
e ODOT Area Commissions on Transportation

e Metropolitan Planning Organizations
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Formal public review of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan began when the Oregon Transportation
Commission released the Draft Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for review on November 13, 2015 with
comments due from the public on February 18, 2016. ODOT staff distributed press releases and other
notices announcing the public review period and provided presentations on the Plan throughout the state.

A complete log of public review comments along with ODOT'’s responses is included in the OTC Adoption
Packet.
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Appendix C: Strategic Investment -
Estimated Need and Current Spending, State and
Local Infrastructure

|dentifying statewide pedestrian and bicycle needs is a necessary component of development of the Oregon
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and federal authorizing act, Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP - 21) require that a minimum 20 year needs analysis be
conducted.

This estimate of current spending and long range need is developed for comparison purposes. It reflects a
snap shot in time, based on current and historical funding practices. It does not limit one to these practices in
the future. For this analysis, staff gathered the best currently available data and historical trend data of state
funding. The local system estimates also used the best currently available data, a sample of transportation
system plans (TSP) based on a stratification of population that was then factored up to represent the total
local system. The information in this document represents 2013 data. If earlier data than 2013 had to be
used, it was adjusted to reflect 2013 dollars. Historical data is provided for state expenditures, as the 2013
funding was higher than usual because of the influx of bonded funds related to the Jobs and Transportation
Act (2009) and the Oregon Transportation and Investment Acts (2001, 2002, 2003 & 2005).

A state pedestrian and bicycle facility inventory

was completed in 2012 and it will be updated State Systems Facility Status
againin2015. The estimatesfor state pedestrian
and bicycle facility needs were developed based
on the system inventory, applying average
unit cost, and engineering judgment. Bikeway
needs include bike lanes, multi-use paths, and Miles

under certain circumstances, mainly in rural BUEEENLE Completed % Completed
areas where traffic volumes are low, shoulders

and shared travel lanes. The estimates take
into consideration the type of bicycle facility
appropriate for the location. Pedestrian safety
crossing need was developed using the same ~ Sidewalks 997 630 63%
combination of average unit cost depending on
the complexity of the crossing type, statewide
system facility inventory and engineering
judgment.

Table 1 — Roadside Miles of Pedestrian and bicycle Facilities on
State Highways in Cities and Urban Areas

Bicycle 1,697 976 61%
Facilities

Source: 2014 State of the Systems Report

In urban areas pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure on state facilities consists of sidewalks, ramps,
crosswalks, median refuge islands, signals, shared use paths and marked bike lanes. In rural areas, the
state highway shoulders often serve as walkways and bikeways. ODOT’s focus has been to provide facilities
primarily on urban state highways, while maintaining and improving shoulders along rural state highways as
opportunity occurs. ODOT'’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Program also assists cities and counties with pedestrian
and bicycle funding and planning. ODOT tracks progress in providing facilities by looking at coverage, it
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assumes bikeways are needed on 100 percent of the highway system within urban growth boundaries and
sidewalks are needed where adjacent development is likely to generate pedestrian activity. ODOT periodically
inventories facilities through a review of state highways within Urban Growth Boundaries. To date, it is
estimated that 630 miles, or over sixty percent, of the sidewalk system on state facilities is in place, and that
976 miles, or over sixty percent, of the bicycle system on state facilities is in place. ODOT’s target is to have
bicycle facilities and sidewalks on at least 74 percent of highway roadside mileage in urban areas.

State pedestrian and bicycle facilities are funded through Table 2 - 25 Year State Highway
various sources including: Pedestrian and bicycle Facilities Needs
($Millions 2013 Dollars)

e State Highway Funds

e Federal Funds Bikeways $216
» ODOT Maintenance Funds Sidewalks $748
e ODOT Administered Grant Programs Pedes_trian Safety 367
e | ocal Government Crossings

Total $1,031

¢ Private Development
Based on Engineering Estimates

The legal framework for state spending for facilities’ is set forth by Oregon Revised Statute 366.514 Use of
Highway Funds for Footpaths and Bicycle Trails (also known as the ‘Bike Bill’) passedin 1971. It requires ODQOT,
cities and counties to install bikeways and walkways whenever a roadway is constructed or reconstructed
and to spend reasonable amounts of the State Highway Fund on walkways and bikeways. The state, cities
and counties are expected to expend no less than one percent of the highway funds applicable to highway,
road or street construction, reconstruction or relocation. The statute allows three exceptions to walkway and
bikeway construction:

¢ \Where it would be unsafe;
¢ \Where there is no need; or

¢ \Where the cost is too high in proportion to need.

ODOT monitors compliance with ORS 366.514 through a review of all projects contracted by ODOT, plus
the state funded grant programs, administrative and staff costs. The methodology used captures Federal
expenditures plus the requisite local match. Federal fund expenditures are monitored, but not included in the
State mandated 1 percent expenditure calculations. For 2013, ODOT state expenditures were 1.3 percent,
up from 1.04 percent in 2012.

C-2 | Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



Table 3 — 2013 State Spending by Category ($Millions)

Spending Category Federal Share | Local Match

As part of Construction Projects $4.1 $3.6 $0.8 $8.5
Stand Alone Bike/ Pedestrian Projects ~ $0.2 $6.7 $2.4 $9.3
Preservation Projects $0.4 $1.0 $0.04 $1.4
Sidewalk Improvement Program(SWIP)  $7.7 - - $7.7
Grants $2.5 - - $2.5
Quick Fix $1.0 = - $1.0
Administration, publications, etc. $0.2 - - $0.2
Total Annual Spending on State System  $16.1 $11.2 $3.3 $30.6

Table 3 summarizes the ODOT administered expenditures by category and type of funds for 2013. 2013
expenditures are unusually high for pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The state funding increased due to the
passage of the Oregon Transportation and Investment Acts (OTIA), the 2009 Jobs and Transportation Act
(JTA), ConnectOregon, and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The infusion of funding
helped construct many important transportation projects. As funding for new projects and preservation
increased, so did the funding for improvements. However, much of this funding was backed by bonds that
have to be repaid. As state and federal transportation revenues drop off overall, so too will funds available
for improvements.

Due to the unusually high level of 2013 funding, a nine year average of funds expended was used to better
indicate possible future funds. This calculation shows that the average for total (state and federal) spending
is $19.6 million annually. Expenditure data forms the foundation for calculating what may be available for
pedestrian and bicycle funds in the future. Discussing priorities if funding decreases, which could occur when
bonds are repaid and as future federal funding may decrease, is an appropriate exercise for the planning
process. For instance, in the next State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) cycle, it is assumed that
federal funds decrease by 10 percent.

Local Match calculation assumes the 10.27 percent minimum required match. Actual local contribution
could be, and often is, higher. For instance, the local match in 2013 was 29.4 percent.

It can be difficult to forecast future revenues, as transportation funds frequently come in lumps, and not
long term sustainable funding. The key to dealing with lumps of funds may be to have prioritization criteria
developed that can help determine the best use of the funds if they become available. The criteria could vary
depending on funding level and any stipulation on fund usage.
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Methodology
Oregon’s statewide planning goals, Table 4: 2005 -2013 Average STATE Annual Expenditures
adopted in 1974, established state  (@Million 2013 Dollars)

policies in 19 different areas; Goal 12
addresses transportation. In 1991, the Total | State | Local Federal
Land Conservation and Development Share | Match | Share

Commission, with the support of ODOT,
. Administration &

adopted the TPR to guide local and state Publications

implementation of Statewide Planning Goal

12. The TPR requires ODOT to prepare  Average $196 $7.5 $1.2 $10.7
a state transportation system plan (TSP)

and identify a system of transportation

facilities and services adequate to meet

identified state transportation needs. . , »
The Oregon Transportation Plan and the Table 5: 2013 Local Government - 25 Year Needs Estimate ($Billion)

adopted mode, topic, and facility plans are Transportation System Plan % %
the State’s Transportation System Plan. 25 Year Needs Capital | Total
The TPR directs metropolitan planning

organizations to prepare regional TSPs  Roadway Captial $19.0 87% 49%
that are consistent with the state TSP. In

. ", Bicycle & Pedestrian Capital $2.8 13% 7%
turn, counties and cities must prepare
local TSPs which are consistent with the  Total Capital $21.8 100% 56%
regional plans. Therefore, all regional and
local TSPs must be consistent with the  Total* $39.1
OTP and the adopted mode, topic and , , , o
facility plans. *Total - This total is meant to capture all the needs identified in

TSPs for the roadway system, including construction, bicycle,
pedestrian, maintenance, operations, preservation, administration,
etc. It does not capture other transportation needs, such as public
transportation. The total needs represent an estimate for all local
governments. Since.this analysis was complete, the Metro 2074
Regional Active Transportation Plan was adopted, which would add
an approximate $1 billion to the bicycle and pedestrian capital.

Oregon has a rich history of transportation
planning; data for long-range need was
reviewed and calculated using adopted
TSPs. Regional Transportation Plans
(RTPs), were examined only to reference
the TSP figures. Some jurisdictions had
bicycle and/or pedestrian master plans
which were reviewed for consistency with the TSP or RTP. In those instances where a jurisdiction’s population
was small enough that they were not required to develop a TSP the transportation element of a comprehensive
plan was reviewed. A caveat to using these plans is that RTPs are required to be financially constrained (but
may include illustrative lists); TSPs are not required to be financially constrained so the project lists probably
include a number of projects that are not likely to be funded within the TSP planning horizon and therefore
inflate anticipated funding need.

All counties were reviewed, assessed and included in the calculation. For the cities, a representative sample
(based on a stratification of population) were reviewed, assessed and the total adjusted (factored up) to
account for those cities not in the sample. It should be noted that in some TSPs local governments included
improvements on state highway facilities and assumed they would be done; when it was evident that this
was included in their estimates, staff excluded them from the local system total as those needs were already
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included in the total for the state system.

Local System

In urban areas, the local system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities consist of sidewalks, crosswalks, median
refuge islands, signals, marked bike lanes, bicycle boulevards, and multi-use paths. In rural areas and areas
with low vehicle traffic, roadway shoulders serve as bikeways and walkways. The total number of miles of
facilities in local jurisdictions is not readily available.

The total needs represent an estimate based from local TSPs, with RTPs only examined for reference
purposes. The twenty-five year needs for pedestrian and bicycle estimate from local TSPs is about $2.8
billion. This equates to an average annual need for local pedestrian and bicycle facilities of about $112 million
(2013 dollars).

The estimated needs and current expenditure analysis for the Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan (based on
2013 data) was completed before Metro adopted both their 2014 Regional Active Transportation Plan (ATP)
and their 2014 Regional Transportation Plan in July 2014. The planning level cost estimates for “completing,
improving and expanding” the 2014 Regional ATP pedestrian and bicycle network is approximately $3.3
billion dollars. The federal financially constrained project totaled about $2.1 billion with an additional estimate
of $335 million for unspecified state funds equals a total of $2.4 billion in need. The costs for bicycle,
pedestrian and trail projects in the 2014 Regional ATP Table 10 (page 13-172), titled “Estimated years to
implement 2014 projects by mode, based on historic annual levels of federal and state capital transportation
investments” shows that active transportation projects will take 208 years to implement based on the annual
average investment of $10 million in state and federal funds. If you factor in the needs included into Metro
2014 Regional ATP the total need for bicycle and pedestrian capital in Table 5 is approximately an additional
$1 billion.

Table 6 — Local Government Current Roadway Spending

($Million 2013)
Expenditure - % Capital | % Total
Methodology Type Spending | Spending
A total for current infrastructure spending was  Roadway $231.8 91% 33%
estimated using the best available data as a basis  Capital
for calculation. A number of sources were reviewed Bicycle & $23.0 9% 39
to develop an estimate of current spending by local Pedestrian
jurisdictions on infrastructure. Roadway capital Capital
and total expenditures were also estimated for .
comparison purposes. Total Capital ~ $254.8 36%
e Secretary of State Audits Reports: Total* $711.4

Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports The

\ . , , *Total - This total is meant to capture all the expenditures
reports use various categories, including:

for the roadway system, including construction, bicycle,

e Street or Road Fund pedestrian, maintenance, operations,  preservation,
e Transportation Fund administration, etc. It does not capture other transportation
e Public Works Fund expenditures, such as public transportation. The total

expenditures represent an estimate for both cities and

¢ Pedestrian and bicycle Fund
¢ Footpath and Bicycle Trail Fund
¢ Bicycle Reserve Fund

counties.
® Project lists
e Jurisdiction websites
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e Adopted Budgets: Generally used the current adopted budget which provides actuals for the previous
year

¢ Capital Improvement Programs

Local pedestrian and bicycle facilities are funded through various types of revenue including:

e State Highway Fund

e ODOT Administered Grant Programs
¢ Federal Funds

¢ | ocal Funds

e System Development Charges

¢ Private Development

Assessing what the local jurisdiction spends on infrastructure may not capture the total spending within each
jurisdiction. Cities and counties review land use applications for consistency with local plans. Often developers
must either construct or contribute funds to improve roads, streets and sidewalks as a part of their land use
approval; these improvements, called “mitigation”, may not be captured in current spending. Mitigations can
include improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities. If the city or county collects transportation system
development charges (SDCs) as part of land use approvals, the money collected from the SDCs may go into
a common pool that can be spent to improve the roadway system. These improvements often incorporate
elements. SDC funds, where identified, were included in the current spending.

As the needs identified in TSPs are not financially constrained, the TSP-identified need could fit their local
vision but may not be reasonably achievable within the plan horizon. The significant disparity between
estimated current annual expenditures of around $23 million and the average annual need from the TSP-
based analysis of $112 million, required the needs identified in TSPs to be moderated. Given that current
expenditures are estimated, and recognizing that current revenue is insufficient to achieve their local vision,
it was assumed that something like double the current spending would be required to address highest
priority projects. To adjust the need closer to likely funding but still recognizing that greater needs exist, the
$23 million in current annual spending by cities and counties was multiplied by the 25 year plan horizon;
this equated to just over half a billion dollars. To close the gap between funding and unconstrained needs, a
100 percent increase was projected, making the 25 year total for local government need for pedestrian and
bicycle facilities approximately $1 billion (2013 dollars).

As previously stated this information on current revenue, expenditures and need are provided as a basis
for discussion on funding for the plan horizon (25 years). The estimate for planned infrastructure by local
governments could be on the higher end of the scale, as local TSPs are not required to be constrained. In
reviewing the budgets of local governments, it was noted that those in smaller, more rural areas, are often
less given limited resources, many of the small jurisdictions have to accumulate funds over time to finance a
project; funding for many of them is limited to State Highway Funds. In some of the smallest jurisdictions, the
funds have to be used simply to maintain the system. This was not always true for the larger metropolitan
areas as they have more local funds to leverage.

This information should be used by staff and consultants in developing the various funding scenarios for

discussion by the committee. The estimates were developed using the best available data and current policy.
The information can help inform recommendations about future policies and practices.
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Table 7: Revenue Funding Mechanisms Reviewed

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN RELATED FUNDING
System Development Charge

System Development Charges  Oregon City, Transportation SDCs Resource to calculate
(SDC) are a one-time fee Oregon can be used for both on- SDCs:

on new developments, and and off-street facilities Institute of
redevelopments, to recover a bicycle and pedestrian Transportation
portion of the costs from the facilities. Engineers Trip
impact of those developments. Generation Manual

Oregon Revised
Statute 223.297-

223.314
The League of Oregon
Cities SDC Survey
Report, 2013
Local Improvement District
Local Improvement Districts City of Bend, LIDs can be used Oregon Revised
(LIDs) are formed by a group Oregon for local bicycle and Statute 223. 112-
of property owners working pedestrian projects, 223.132
together to share the cost Portland Bureau including: street
of needed local capital of Transportation improvements, bike
improvements. infrastructure, curb
maintenance, and
sidewalk infill, etc.
Urban Renewal Areas/Tax Increment Financing
Urban Renewal Areas (URAS) City of Salem, Tax revenues can be Oregon Revised
earmark a portion of property Oregon used for curb repair, Statute 457.010 (1)(e)
tax revenues to improve poorly sidewalk infill, installation
or underdeveloped areas. of lighting and other right
of way improvements.
Value Capture
Value capture is the process by TriMet MAX Value capture revenues Federal Highway
which all, or a portion, of land Yellow Line can be used for projects  Administration Non-
value increments, are recouped Portland, Oregon that improve access to Road Pricing Revenue
by the public sector. The (pages 1-6) transit, including bicycle  Resources
mechanisms actually employed and pedestrian facilities Methods for Financing
to collect funds may include and infrastructure. Transportation
tax increment financing, local Infrastructure

improvement districts and other
forms of financing.
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Reimbursement District

Reimbursement Districts allow  City of
developers to recover a portion Woodburn,
of development costs, when Oregon

making improvements to the Ordinance 2237
transportation system that

benefit the general public.

General Obligation Bonds

General obligation bonds are a  City of Eugene,
traditional source of funding for Oregon

capital projects, and must be

voter approved.

Local Gas Tax

Local gas taxes range from 1
cent per gallon, to 5 cents per
gallon.

City of Cornelius,
Oregon

Expanded Parking Pricing

Expanded Parking Pricing City of Portland,
affects when and where public  Oregon

parking facilities (such as on-

street parking) are priced.

C-8 | Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Development eligible
for reimbursement can
include sidewalk, curb,
pedestrian crossing
enhancements and
other transportation
system improvements.

Bond revenues can
only be issued for
investments with a life
expectancy of more
than one year, and

are secured by the

full faith credit of the
issuing municipality.
Eligible projects include
municipal roadway
improvements, and
bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure.

Gas tax revenues can
be used for sidewalk
improvements,
streetlight installation
and roadway surface
repair and preservation.

Parking revenue

can be used for
Transportation Demand
Management (TDM)
related efforts including
bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.

Methods for Financing
Transportation
Infrastructure

Oregon Revised Statute
287A.001

Implementing local Gas
Taxes: A Survey on City
Gas Tax Ordinances
Relevant State Laws
Inventory of Statewide
Gas Tax Ordinances



Transportation Utility Fee

Transportation Utility Fees City of Corvallis,

(TUFs) are assessed on Oregon

utility bills of water and City of Ashland,
sewer customers. Oregon

These fees are also known

as Street Utility, Road User

or Street Maintenance

Fees.

General Fund

General fund revenues City of

can be allocated by cities Springfield,

to pay for transportation
investments through the
Capital Improvement
Program.

Vehicle Registration Fee

Counties can levy a vehicle
registration fee, in addition
to state registration fees.

Multnomah
County, Oregon

Hotel Tax

Hotel Taxes implement a
transient lodging tax to
fund tourism, economic
development and

limited transportation
improvements.

Washington
County, Oregon

Dedicated Property Taxes

A portion of property

tax revenues can be
dedicated to transportation
improvements.

Washington
County, Oregon

Oregon (page 11)

Fee revenues are designated for
city transportation infrastructure
projects, primarily for road
maintenance. Depending on the
local city code, revenues can
also be dedicated to sidewalk
repair, ADA improvements, and
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Bond revenues can only be
issued for investments with a
life expectancy of more than
one year, and are secured by
the full faith credit of the issuing
municipality. Eligible projects
include municipal roadway
improvements, and bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure.

Fee revenues are predominantly
used for roadway maintenance
and preservation.

Tax revenues can be used for
multimodal improvements,
including: street, sidewalk,
bridge, bikeway and transit
facility improvements.

Tax revenues can be used for
multimodal improvements,
including: street, sidewalk,
bridge, bikeway and transit
facility improvements.

TUF Solutions

for Local Street
Funding: A Survey
on Transportation
Utility Fees

Oregon Revised
Statutes 801.041
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Transportation Management Associations

Transportation Management Washington County,

Associations (TMAs) are non- Oregon
profit organizations providing Transportation
transportation services in Management

a geographic area. They
are generally public-private
partnerships, consisting of
area businesses with local
government support.

Transportation
Management

Association: Get Here

Community Development Block Grant

Community Development Block Clackamas County,
Grants (CDBGs) are city- Oregon

managed federal funds that can

be used to make improvements

in low and moderate income

neighborhoods, eliminate

barriers for people with

disabilities, create jobs, and

provide affordable housing.

Association: GO LLOYD

Swan Island, Oregon

Revenues can be used
for bicycle and pedestrian
transportation system
improvements.

Grant funds can be used
for projects that benefit
accessibility for people
with disabilities, or improve
quality of life or economic
development in low
income communities.

Oregon Parks and Recreation Local Government Grants

Oregon Parks and Recreation
Local Government Grants are
administered through an annual
competitive grant program for
the acquisition, development,
and major rehabilitation of
public outdoor park and
recreation areas and facilities.

City of The Dalles,
Oregon

Payroll and Self-Employment Tax

The Payroll and Self-
Employment Tax provides
revenue for mass transit, are
administered and collected

by the Oregon Department of
Revenue and imposed directly
on the employer.

Lane Transit District
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Grant funds can be used
for roadway improvements,
parking, multimodal
facilities and recreational
paths and trails.

Tax revenues are

typically used to fund
operational and capital
transit improvements. It
is unknown as to whether
any municipalities are
using these funds directly
for bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.

TMAs

help large
businesses
comply with
Oregon’s
Employee
Commute
Options Rule

Infrastructure
Finance
Authority:
Community
Development
Block Grant
Program

Oregon
Parks and
Recreation
Department:
Grants
Program

Oregon
Revised
Statutes 253



PUBLIC HEALTH RELATED FUNDING

Healthy Communities Program

The Healthy Communities Sumter County,
Program works through Alabama

local, state, territory, and

national partnerships to

prevent chronic diseases

and reduce health gaps.

Funding can be used for
bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure and facilities
that increase physical
activity, i.e. walking paths.

Communities Putting Prevention to Work

The Communities Multnomah
Putting Prevention to County, Oregon
Work program supports

communities working

to reduce obesity and

tobacco use.

Funding can be used for
bicycle and pedestrian
outreach and education

(i.e. Safe Routes to School),
and other facilities and
infrastructure improvements.

Centers for Disease
Control: Healthy
Communities Program

Centers for Disease
Control: Communities
Putting Prevention to
Work

State and Local Public Health Actions to Prevent Obesity, Heart Disease, and

Stroke

The State and Local City of Los
Public Health program Angeles,
supports work in state California

and large city health
departments to prevent
obesity, diabetes, heart
disease, and stroke in
adults.

Funding supports community
prevention strategies
focused on high-risk adults,
including the implementation
of policy, system, and
environmental change
strategies to support safe
and walkable streets to
increase exercise. Eligibility
of bicycle and pedestrian
related projects is still to be
determined.

Partnership to Improve Community Health

The Partnership to Broward County,
Improve Community Florida

Health uses evidence —

and—practice based

strategies to create

environments that make it

easier for people to make

healthy choices.

Funding can be used for
programs and projects that
increase physical activity and
improve access to programs
for preventing and managing
chronic diseases.

Leveraging Health
Funding for Active
Transportation
Investments

Leveraging Health
Funding for Active
Transportation
Investments

Appendix | C-11



Racial and Ethnic Approaches to Community Health (REACH)

Focuses on building capacity City of Efforts to increase Leveraging Health
and implementing policy and  Montgomery, physical activity, including Funding for Active
environmental improvements Alabama implementing community Transportation

in racial and ethnic design components, Safe Investments
communities experiencing Routes to School, and

health disparities. increasing access to local

parks and schools through
joint-use agreements.

A Comprehensive Approach to Good Health and Wellness in Indian County

The Good Health and Funding is used for programs  Leveraging Health
Wellness program supports that improve physical Funding for Active
chronic disease prevention activity. Active transportation  Transportation
and health promotion as a means to increase Investments
associated with risk factors physical activity suggests an
affecting American Indian opportunity for partnership;
tribes and Alaska Native however, eligibility of
villages. bicycle and pedestrian

related projects is still to be

determined.

Programs to Reduce Obesity in High-Obesity Areas

Programs to Reduce Obesity 2nd Sunday, Funding is used for programs  Leveraging Health
in High-Obesity Areas Kentucky to improve physical activity Funding for Active
awards funding to land grant (i.e. Open Streets Initiative). Transportation
universities in states with Bicycling and walking Investments
counties that have more than as a means to improve

40% prevalence of adult physical activity suggests

obesity. opportunity for partnership;

however, eligibility of broader
bicycle and pedestrian
related projects is still to be
determined.
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Appendix D: Performance Measures

This white paper describes and recommends several performance measures for consideration in the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The paper provides information needed to determine appropriate Plan
performance measures that are also realistic and measurable.

Six areas of pedestrian and bicycle performance measurement are discussed below:

1) safety,

2) utilization,

3) system performance,

4) facility implementation,

5) state and local recognition, and
6) data

Taken together, these six performance measure areas will provide an assessment of progress toward Plan
goals.

The safety performance measure area addresses the safety of walking and bicycling. Safety outcomes are
an important public health concern which, along with perceptions of safety, also influence the choice to walk
or ride a bicycle.

Utilization performance measures seek to quantify the extent to which Oregon residents use bicycling and
walking for transportation. Higher utilization of walking and bicycling is needed to achieve a number of Plan
goals. Additionally, utilization provides context for monitoring other performance measures such as safety
outcomes.

System performance is concerned with measuring how well the transportation network serves the needs of
pedestrians and bicyclists. Performance measures within this category reflect that the network must serve a
variety of users with differing needs and abilities in varying contexts.

Facility implementation performance measures provide insight into progress made toward the creation of a
comprehensive bicycling or walking network. Recommended performance measures within this category are
targeted toward linkages between transit and bicycling and walking.

State and Local Recognition performance measures offer an objective third-party assessment of progress
made by the State and local communities toward the creation of safe and comfortable bicycling and walking
environments. These performance measures reflect a wide range of factors including infrastructure, education,
and policy, among other topics.

Data collection, management, and analysis is critical to the ongoing success of pedestrian and bicycle
planning in Oregon. Categories of data needed to enhance implementation, management and evaluation of
the plan are: serious injury and fatality data, usage data, and network data.

For each performance measure considered, a concise definition is provided, along with a brief description of
its purpose, the level of effort, and any challenges involved in reporting the performance measure or set of
measures. Optional reporting levels, such as by geographic region or demographic group, are also proposed
for consideration as appropriate.
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In addition, emerging performance measures are discussed where appropriate. These emerging performance
measures may not be immediately feasible given current data limitations or would entail a very high level of
effort, but are nonetheless worthy of consideration.

Pedestrian and Bicyclist Safety

Performance Measures Considered

e Safety (1): Number of pedestrian fatalities (five-year average): the average annual number of
pedestrians killed in crashes with motor vehicles over a five-year period.

e Safety (2): Number of bicyclist fatalities (five-year average): the average annual number of
bicyclists killed in crashes with motor vehicles over a five-year period.

e Safety (3): Number of pedestrian serious injuries (five-year average): the average annual number
of pedestrians seriously injured in crashes with motor vehicles in a given year.'

e Safety (4): Number of bicyclist serious injuries (five-year average): the average annual number
of bicyclists seriously injured in crashes with motor vehicles in a given year.

e Safety (5): Perceived safety of walking: the percent of the public that feels they have the necessary
facilities to walk safely in their neighborhood.

» Safety (6): Perceived safety of bicycling: the percent of the public that feels they have the necessary
facilities to bike safely in their community.

Purpose

The safety of pedestrians and bicyclists is among ODOT’s and local agencies’ highest priorities. In 2013,
pedestrians and bicyclists accounted for less than 2 percent of people involved in all crashes, but 17.5
percent of people killed.? Not only are the individual pedestrians and bicyclists involved in a crash affected,
but the perceived risk of walking and bicycling can have a deterrent effect, suppressing greater use of
walking and cycling and impeding achievement of other statewide goals.

The proposed performance measures track pedestrian and bicyclist safety outcomes, which will allow ODOT
and other agencies to monitor progress towards creation of a safer system. Additionally, the perceived safety
of walking and bicycling (as reported in the Oregon Transportation Needs and Issues Survey) accounts for
factors that affect rates of walking and bicycling, but may not directly impact crash totals.

Level of Effort and Data Needs

The level of effort associated with collecting and reporting the proposed pedestrian and bicycle safety
performance measures is minimal. The required injury data is already reported in a convenient format by
ODOT’s Transportation Safety Division. Additionally, pedestrian and bicycle fatalities are reported by every
state in the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s Fatality Analysis Reporting System. The safety
perception data is reported through the Oregon Transportation Needs and Issues Survey.

Optional Reporting Levels

In addition to the recommended performance measures above, Oregon may wish to measure pedestrian and
bicyclist safety with respect to a few additional factors. For example, it may be desirable to report pedestrian
and bicyclist fatalities or crashes on a geographic basis, by population, by age or other demographic factors,
or by relative crash severity (fatalities per 100 persons involved). Reporting by these factors would not require

'A ‘serious injury’ is defined as an incapacitating injury, as reported by the responding law enforcement officer.

20ut of 313 traffic fatalities in 2013, there were 52 pedestrians (16.6%) and 3 bicyclists (0.95%). 2013 Oregon Motor Vehicle Traffic Crashes. Quick
Facts. http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TDATA/car/docs/2013_QuickFacts.pdf
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a great deal of additional effort and would provide additional insight into the safety of bicycling and walking;
however, these measures are not strictly necessary to determine progress at a statewide level.

Challenges

Although the crash data needed to report on the proposed performance measures is currently available,
this data does not include crashes that do not involve a motor vehicle, such as those involving a single
bicycle or a bicycle and a pedestrian. Another challenge is that some portion of all crashes (including an
unknown percentage of those involving a pedestrian or bicyclist and a motor vehicle) are not reported to the
state’s crash database. Since Oregon relies on self-reporting of minor injury and property damage crashes,
underreporting of these crashes is likely higher than in other states.

To fully account for these gaps, it would be necessary to collect data from EMS, trauma, and hospitalization
datasets on a statewide basis. Oregon Health Authority databases include single-bike crashes and provide
more accurate pedestrian and bicyclist injury data than crash data (e.g. traffic incident) alone. However, linking
health data with crash reports remains a challenge throughout the country and is an emerging area of interest
and opportunity. Challenges include privacy concerns, data sharing protocols, as well as data definitions and
possible overlaps. Few, if any, states have successfully implemented a comprehensive program to account
for all pedestrian and bicycle crashes and injuries.

An emerging area of research to address the challenge of severity reporting is developing statistical models
to estimate the number of severe crashes involving a pedestrian or bicyclist (including unreported pedestrian
or bicycle crashes with motorists and those not involving motorists). This specialized modeling is feasible but
requires substantial expertise and data collection.

Emerging Performance Measures

Accounting for exposure is another potential way to monitor progress in pedestrian and bicycle safety.
Although difficult to collect, pedestrian and bicycle exposure information is needed to normalize pedestrian
and bicycle crash rates across geographies and over time. As levels of pedestrian and bicycle activity
increase, it is possible that the total number of crashes may increase while the actual risk of a crash declines
relative to miles traveled or number of trips made. Additionally, development of pedestrian and bike fatality
rates (by trip or distance) would shed light on the relative risks of bicycling or walking as compared to the
risks of using other modes.

Adequately accounting for pedestrian and bicycle exposure would entail a much higher level of effort than
what is required to report the above-recommended safety performance measures. Ideally, exposure would
be reported on the basis of pedestrian and bicycle trips made or hours traveled.

Pedestrian and bicycle volume models have been developed in a number of cities (including Portland) and
states, and could be worth exploring as a means to develop estimates of pedestrian and bicycle trips.
However, as these datasets do not currently exist on a statewide basis, pedestrian and bicycle commute
trips reported in the American Community Survey (ACS) could be used as a proxy for exposure, though it is
not known how accurate this data would be for such a purpose.

Emerging performance measures that may be considered in the future include:

e Pedestrian crashes per pedestrian mile traveled (or other exposure measure)
 Bicyclist crashes per bicycle mile traveled (or other exposure measure)

Pedestrian and bicycle safety performance measures considered but not recommended at this time are
included in Appendix A.
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Utilization

Performance Measures Considered

e Utilization (1): Utilization of walking for short trips: the percentage of commute trips less than 1
mile that are accomplished by walking.

e Utilization (2): Utilization of bicycling for short trips: the percentage of commute trips less than 3
miles that are accomplished by biking.

Purpose

How well the system is used can help to measure the relative success of providing people the opportunity to
bike or walk. There are numerous individual and society-level benefits associated with higher levels of bicycling
and walking, including better air quality, improved public health outcomes, lower individual transportation
costs, and reduced congestion, among others. While the Plan focuses on biking and walking, it recognizes
the need for a range of transportation choices and that biking and walking are especially appropriate for
shorter trips. Spreading the demand for short trips across modes can help to reduce roadway congestion.
For instance, an analysis of data from the 2011 Oregon Household Activity Survey found that 40 percent of
trips in the Portland Metro region are 2 miles or less.

Although challenging to measure in a comprehensive way, the utilization of walking and bicycling are key
indicators of the success of the plan. It is necessary to understand utilization in order to provide context
for related goals such as improved safety and public health. For instance, pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities
could be compared to utilization of these modes in order to more accurately quantify the risk of bicycling and
walking. Similarly, trends in obesity rates can be compared to levels of bicycling and walking to determine
whether policies that encourage these modes are having a measureable impact on reducing obesity and
related health concerns.

In the absence of a comprehensive measurement of pedestrian and bicycle volume and travel distance, data
from the Oregon Transportation Needs and Issues Survey can be used to provide an indication of bicycling
and walking utilization. The survey asks respondents which mode they use for their commute along with the
distance traveled. Since short trips offer the best opportunity for walking and bicycling, the percentage of
such trips accomplished by walking or bicycling is a good measure of the willingness of commuters to walk
or bike. It is a direct reflection of progress toward greater utilization of walking and bicycling.

The one- and three-mile distance thresholds proposed for evaluation of walking and bicycling trips, respectively,
are reasonable and consistent from a time standpoint. A walking trip of one mile can be completed by most
individuals in 20 minutes or less and a three-mile cycling trip takes a similar length of time. While many
cyclists commute greater distances, a significant portion of the population cannot be expected to make a
long bicycle commute on a regular basis.

Level of Effort and Data Needs

The data needed to report the percentage of short trips accomplished by walking and bicycling is collected
through the Oregon Transportation Needs and Issues Survey. This particular result is not reported in the
published survey results, but can be computed from the raw data. As a result, reporting of the proposed
utilization performance measures involves a low level of effort from ODOT.

Optional Reporting Levels

Walking and bicycling utilization trends within subgroups may imply important changes with significance to
the overall success of the plan. As an example, higher levels of bicycling among women is thought to indicate
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significant progress in developing a system with a high level of perceived safety. The following optional
reporting levels are recommended for consideration:

¢ Age Range
e Gender

Challenges

The Oregon Transportation Needs and Issues Survey provides information related only to the work or school
commute trip. Nationally, such trips account for around 25 percent of all trips.® Additionally, respondents do
not have the option of selecting multiple modes. Rather, they are instructed to choose only the mode which
they used most often. As a result, multimodal trips, such as pedestrian or bike trips to transit, may be poorly
accounted for in the data.

Emerging Performance Measures

Work is underway to develop a consolidated bicycle and pedestrian count archive in Oregon. There are
approximately 50 permanent counters in place in various jurisdictions around the state and the archive would
allow access to the count data from a single source. It is possible that a subset of these counts could be
used to monitor facility utilization over time. Further work would be needed to determine whether such an
approach would be reliable and representative of the entire state.

As an alternative to count estimates, non-motorized travel modeling is an approach that could be used to
estimate system utilization. Travel modeling lends itself to other uses such as project prioritization, health
assessments, and safety evaluation, but requires a significant effort.

Utilization performance measures considered but not recommended at this time are included in Appendix A.

System Performance

Performance Measures Considered

e System Performance (1): Bicycle level of traffic stress: Percentage of urban collector and arterial
roadway miles with a bicycle level of traffic stress rating of 3 or less.

Purpose

Bicycle level of traffic stress (LTS) is a measurement that can be used to quantify the perceived comfort of
bicycling on a given street.* It is a relatively new concept and the underlying formulas may need to be tested
and validated or recalibrated over time. LTS allows each segment to be assessed on a scale of 1 to 4, where
LTS 1 represents streets suitable for all cyclists, including small children; LTS 2 includes streets suitable for
inexperienced teen and adult cyclists; LTS 3 is reserved for experienced adult cyclists; and LTS 4 represents
high stress roadways only suitable for advanced cyclists.

To encourage higher levels of bicycling and walking, streets must be designed and operated to meet the
needs of a broad range of users. For instance, the ‘8 to 80’ concept suggests that a successful bicycle and
pedestrian network is good for an 8 year old or an 80 year old. By extension, it is thought that streets that
serve these two ends of the spectrum are good for everyone and contribute to the creation of better cities
and regions.

SUS DOT. Summary of Travel Trends: 2009 National Household Travel Survey. http://nhts.ornl.gov/2009/pub/stt.pdf
4Oregon DOT. Analysis Procedures Manual, Chapter 14: Multimodal Analysis. http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/pages/APM.aspx
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In general, lower classification streets are more comfortable for cyclists in comparison to collector and arterial
streets, which can serve as a barrier to less experienced cyclists. As a result, the recommended performance
measure for system performance is focused on higher classification streets. As the level of traffic stress on
collector and arterial roads in urban areas declines, the network becomes easier to traverse for a broad
range of users.

Level of Effort and Data Needs

In comparison to other network-level evaluation measures, such as pedestrian or bicycle level-of-service, the
data requirements for LTS are modest. It does not require traffic volume data (except for evaluation of high-
speed rural segments), and is suitable for planning-level evaluation.

Further, LTS data is already being collected by ODOT on a statewide level. Ongoing maintenance and
reporting of LTS data on a statewide basis will entail a moderate level of effort.

Optional Reporting Levels
In addition to the recommended reporting of LTS on urban collectors and arterials, it would be possible to
report LTS at a variety of other reporting levels, including:

® Regions

e Cities

e School Zones

e Corridors

¢ Other Functional Classes

Challenges

Although there has been a great deal of work completed on Bicycle LTS in Oregon, some challenges
associated with developing and reporting the recommended performance measure on a statewide basis
remain. The data requirements are less burdensome than other network measures, but still require a detailed
inventory of bike lanes, on-street parking, turn lanes, and speed limits. These inventory features may need
to be estimated in certain instances to develop the performance measure across the entire urban collector
and arterial roadway network.

Another challenge or drawback is that a pedestrian LTS has not yet been developed. ODOT has begun to
develop a pedestrian LTS method, but it is not clear when such a measure will be available for use.

Emerging Performance Measures

Pedestrian LTS should be considered for future use. A pedestrian LTS measure would enable the State to
identify facility gaps for pedestrians and to prioritize projects that contribute to a more connected network,
including those which provide access to transit.

Multimodal level-of-service (MMLOS) is another performance measure that could be considered for future
development. Calculating MMLOS requires additional data relative to LTS, but may more accurately reflect
walking and bicycling conditions. ODOT is currently exploring the use of a MMLOS with reduced data
requirements.

System performance measures considered but not recommended at this time are included in Appendix A.
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Facility Implementation

Performance Measures Considered

* Facility Implementation (1): Pedestrian access to transit: The percent of streets within 72 mile of
a transit stop that have sidewalks.

* Facility Implementation (2): Bicycle access to transit: The percent of streets within 1 mile of a
transit stop with a Bicycle LTS 2 rating.

Purpose

Construction and enhancement of facilities is necessary to increase the use of bicycling and walking. While
facilities are important in a variety of contexts, they are especially useful to provide and enhance access to
transit stops.

Facilities that link walking and bicycling to transit expand the effective reach of transit services and afford
users greater options for accessing transit. This is particularly important for the portion of the public who
are unable or choose not to drive a car, including the disabled and young children. The recommended
performance measures will provide a way of tracking progress toward the provision of a seamless public
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation system.

As explained above, Bicycle LTS 2 includes streets that are suitable for inexperienced teen and adult cyclists,
whereas LTS 3 is reserved for experienced adult cyclists. Bicycle LTS 3 is recommended for the system
performance measure, but Bicycle LTS 2 is proposed for the facility implementation measure since transit
riders may exhibit a wider variety of skillsets as compared to those who typically bike on urban collectors
and arterials. Additionally, a significant portion of streets within a mile of a transit stop are likely to be lower-
volume residential streets, where a Bicycle LTS 2 rating is more appropriate and feasible.

Level of Effort and Data Needs

The feasibility of calculating the proposed performance measures is dependent on the availability of transit
stop, sidewalk, and bicycle LTS data. Transit agencies are likely to have stop location data in some format,
but collecting and assimilating this data for the purpose of calculating the facility implementation performance
measures will require a moderate to difficult level of effort.

The availability of sidewalk data is potentially more problematic. It is likely that several municipalities have
completed sidewalk inventories, but the accuracy, timeliness, and completeness of those datasets is likely
to vary.

As discussed above, ODOT has begun to assemble bicycle LTS data and plans to maintain this data for
other purposes. As a result, there is a low level of effort associated with the collection of bicycle LTS data
specifically for this performance measure.

In addition to data collection, a moderate level of effort will be required to integrate the various datasets and
calculate the recommended performance measures.

Optional Reporting Levels

Provision of bicycling and walking facilities in relation to transit may vary in different regions or cities, or by
demographic factors. Tracking and reporting facility implementation for these different areas or groups may
shed light on important equity or other policy considerations.

Implementation of walking and bicycling facilities could also be reported with respect to transit service
characteristics (e.g., ridership or frequency), or by transit stop characteristics. For example, it may be
desirable to track facility implementation near stops with greater ridership or that serve more routes.
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Challenges

The availability of data is a potentially significant challenge associated with the recommended facility
implementation performance measures. Additional research is needed to determine whether the performance
measures can be calculated with existing data resources.

In addition to data challenges, it should be noted that giving equal weight to all transit stops may not be
appropriate. Facility improvements near stops or stations with greater strategic importance are likely to
be a higher priority, but additional data would be required to account for this. Along with this, data on the
presence or absence of sidewalks does not account for the full range of factors that affect the comfort and
safety of walking. If and when pedestrian LTS can be calculated, it may serve as a better metric for facility
implementation with respect to transit stops.

Emerging Performance Measures

Another option for measuring bicycle and pedestrian access to transit is to calculate the percentage of
transit stops that are connected to bicycle and pedestrian facilities. For bicyclists, this could be defined
as ‘stops that are served by streets (or paths) with Bicycle LTS 2 or lower’, while for pedestrians, the
measure would consider stops with sidewalk access. This would provide a more meaningful representation
of access to transit from the user’s perspective. It would also address accessibility concerns related to the
interface between public transit and sidewalks. To develop a measure for the percentage of facilities that are
connected to the bicycle and pedestrian network, additional data beyond a mere inventory of transit stops
and bicycling and walking facilities would be needed.

Facility implementation performance measures considered but not recommended at this time are included
in Appendix A.

State and Local Recognition
Performance Measures Considered

* Recognition (1): Bicycle Friendly State ranking: Oregon’s annual rank in the League of American
Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly State Ranking program.

* Recognition (2): Bicycle Friendly Communities: Number of local jurisdictions with a Bicycle Friendly
Community Designation at any level.

* Recognition (3): Walk Friendly Communities: Number of local jurisdictions with a Walk Friendly
Community Designation at any level.

Purpose

The Bicycle Friendly Community, Bicycle Friendly State, and Walk Friendly Community programs provide a
third-party assessment of progress made toward improving conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians. These
rankings can help Oregon understand its performance from a national perspective and to gauge the degree
to which cities and towns are accommodating pedestrians and bicyclists in their infrastructure, policies,
and programs. The recognition may also be used to promote community values, and to demonstrate a
commitment to providing transportation choices.

The Bicycle Friendly ranking programs are part of the League of American Bicyclists’ Bicycle Friendly America
program, which is overseen by a National Advisory Group consisting of representatives from government
agencies, advocacy organizations, and consulting companies. Every state is ranked by the League, but the
Bicycle Friendly Community evaluation process is voluntary.
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The Walk Friendly Community program operates in a similar fashion as the Bicycle Friendly Community
program. It is administered by the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center and assesses progress toward
the creation of better walking environments at the community level.

Each of these programs relies on an extensive questionnaire that accounts for a range of factors relating to
bicycling or walking, such as education and encouragement programs, enforcement activities, evaluation,
engineering, and planning. In addition to helping states and communities understand how they compare to
their peers, feedback from the ranking programs can serve as a useful diagnostic tool.

Level of Effort and Data Needs

Data collection for the bicycle and walk friendly ranking programs can be time-consuming for community
applicants and state questionnaire respondents. Depending on staff knowledge and existing data, answering
some questions could require developing new datasets (e.g., bicycle facilities or bike rack inventory) or
consulting with staff from other departments or agencies.

Nonetheless, the state’s level of effort to track and report on the recommended performance measures
would be minimal.

Optional Reporting Levels

In addition to the overall number of walk and bike friendly community programs in Oregon, the rankings could
be aggregated and reported by designation level (e.g., Diamond, Platinum, Gold, etc.). Additionally, results
from the state rankings could be reported for each topic area (e.g., Education & Encouragement, Legislation
& Enforcement, etc.).

Challenges

An overarching challenge related to the use of third-party assessments as a performance measure is that
the ranking system may place a strong emphasis on factors that are beyond the control of ODOT and
its partner agencies. For example, feedback from the 2014 Bicycle Friendly State ranking suggested that
Oregon repeal its statute that requires bicyclists to use bicycle lanes or paths where available (ORS 814.420).
The recommendations also suggest that Oregon require certain state buildings and facilities to provide bike
parking. Both of these actions would require legislative changes, which ODOT may not be in a position to
facilitate.

Additionally, while the Bicycle Friendly State and Community ranking programs offer guidance on how states
and communities can improve their rankings, the specifics of the ranking process are not published. A
related challenge specific to the Bicycle Friendly State program is that annual changes may be difficult to
interpret. For example, Oregon’s score fell from 57.7 in 2013 to 55.2 in 2014, but it is not known exactly what
contributed to this decline.

A final consideration is that 10 communities in Oregon have already achieved a bicycle friendly community
status. While there are many other cities and towns in Oregon beyond these 10, smaller communities are less
likely or capable of taking the time and having the resources needed to fill out the application. As a result, the
number of bicycle friendly communities may not change significantly in the coming years.

Data
Performance Measures Considered

* Data Key Initiative (1): Bicycle Friendly State ranking: ODOT, in consultation with local jurisdictions
and other agencies when appropriate, will develop and complete the Pedestrian and Bicycle Data Key
Initiative by December 31, 2020.
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Purpose

The data key initiative will provide ODOT and partner agencies an opportunity to identify ways to collect and
standardize data that relates directly to decision making, identified Plan performance measures, and those
program level performance measures to be identified in Plan implementation. Enhanced data collection
and analysis programs are needed to more fully understand the serious and fatal injury data, the number of
people walking and biking, and the facilities available to pedestrians and bicyclists. Example considerations
are:

e Serious Injury and Fatality Data — ODOT maintains a database of pedestrian and bicycle crashes
involving motor vehicles, but it does not include single-bicycle crashes or crashes between pedestrians
and bicyclists. The extent of these crash types in Oregon is currently unknown. Data collection in this
category would answer the following questions: How many pedestrian and bicycle fatalities and serious
injuries not involving a motor vehicle are occurring?; How many pedestrian or bicycle serious injury
crashes involving motor vehicles are in trauma or emergency services databases, but unrecorded in the
motor vehicle crash database? Where and why are these crashes occurring? How is this information
available and how can it be integrated with data involving motor vehicles?

e Usage Data - There is research underway at ODOT to understand appropriate methods and equipment
for counting bicycle trips and for storing and retrieving this data. Research is also necessary to
understand pedestrian usage. As such there is no clarity yet around the most appropriate metrics for
measuring pedestrian and bicycle usage in Oregon. There are many optional considerations such as:
How many and where are pedestrians and bicyclists traveling? How long is the trip? Is the trip measured
in miles, minutes? Who is using which facilities? Are these facilities shared with or separated from motor
vehicles? What is the best way to collect the data — counting, user surveys, or modeling?

* Network Data — ODOT Region 1 is completing a comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle network
inventory. This inventory will inform facility investment decision making and could serve as a model for
other ODOT Regions. In order to improve the pedestrian and bicycle facilities network it will be important
to understand: What is extent of bicycle and pedestrian network facilities in each Region? What are the
facility conditions? Are these facilities consistent with user demands? What are the gaps? How does
this vary by region?

Level of Effort and Data Needs

Recording progress toward completing the data key initiative will require a relatively low level of effort to
assess current status and progress in developing and implementing the pedestrian and bicycle data strategic
plan activities.

Optional Reporting Levels
As the data key initiative is undertaken ODOT and partner agencies, where appropriate, could develop
additional performance measures related to progress collecting specific data elements.

Challenges

Data collection and compilation can be expensive. ODOT and partner agencies will need to commit to
ongoing funding and management of data in order to support more enhanced analysis and/or performance
measurement. Given funding constraints, ODOT and partner agencies will face competing priorities for data
collection and management.
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The performance measures recommended for inclusion in the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan were developed in
consultation with the project Policy Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, and ODOT Project Staff.
The recommended performance measures are shown in Table 1.1. Table 1.2 shows performance measures
which could be considered for implementation with additional data or funding. Additional measures considered

are discussed in Appendix A.

Table D-1.1: Recommended Performance Measures

Performance Measure # Performance Measure Description

Safety (1)

Safety (2)

Safety (3)

Safety (4)

Safety ()

Safety (6)

Utilization (1)

Utilization (2)

Data Key Initiative (1)

Number of pedestrian fatalities
(five-year average)

Number of bicyclist fatalities
(five-year average)

Number of pedestrian serious injuries
(five-year average)

Number of bicyclist serious injuries
(five-year average)

Perceived safety of walking

Perceived safety of bicycling

Utilization of walking for short trips

Utilization of bicycling for short trips

Identifying data needs for pedestrian
and bicycle performance measures

Average annual number of
pedestrians Killed in crashes with
motor vehicles over a five-year
period.

Average annual number of
bicyclists killed in crashes with
motor vehicles over a five-year
period.

Average annual number of
pedestrians seriously injured in
crashes with motor vehicles in a
given year.

Average annual number of
bicyclists seriously injured in
crashes with motor vehicles in a
given year.

Percent of the public that
feels safe walking in their
neighborhood.

Percent of the public that feels
safe bicycling in their community.

Percent of commute trips
less than 20 minutes that are
accomplished by walking.

Percent of commute trips
less than 20 minutes that are
accomplished by biking.

ODQT, in consultation with local
jurisdictions and other agencies
when appropriate, will complete
the Data Key Initiative by
December 31, 2020.
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Table D-1.2: Possible Future Performance Measures

Performance Measure # Performance Measure Description

System Performance (1) Bicycle level of traffic stress Percent of urban collector and
arterial roadway miles with a
bicycle level of traffic stress rating

of 3 or less.

Accessibility Pedestrian access to transit The percent of streets within %2
mile of a transit stop that have
sidewalks.

Accessibility Bicycle access to transit The percent of streets within

1 mile of a transit stop with a
Bicycle LTS 2 rating.

Recognition (1) Bicycle Friendly State ranking Oregon’s annual rank in the
League of American Bicyclists’
Bicycle Friendly State Ranking
program.

Recognition (2) Bicycle Friendly Communities Number of local jurisdictions with
a Bicycle Friendly Community
Designation at any level.

Recognition (3) Walk Friendly Communities Number of local jurisdictions
with a Walk Friendly Community
Designation at any level.
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Several potential performance measures were researched and discussed, but ultimately not recommended.
These are discussed briefly below.

Safety

* Total number of motor vehicle crashes involving pedestrians or bicyclists. The total number of
crashes involving pedestrians or bicyclists is an important statistic that is already monitored by ODOT.
However, as a statewide performance measure, measuring total crashes has significant drawbacks
resulting from under-reporting of less severe crashes.

e Pedestrian Score. The ODOT Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Implementation Plan uses a ‘Pedestrian
Score’ to evaluate and prioritize corridors for potential implementation of safety improvements. The score
takes into account crash history, traffic volume, number of lanes, posted speed, intersection and midblock
crossing characteristics, the presence of signals, and the presence of transit stops. These factors were
determined to have an influence on pedestrian safety through an analysis of crashes and roadway features.
Applying pedestrian score as a performance measure for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan would entail a
very high level of effort. Most importantly, it is noted in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Implementation
Plan that several important data elements are not available on a consistent basis (e.g., sidewalk presence,
median presence, and number of lanes). Additionally, to use the pedestrian score as a performance
measure, a process for aggregating scores to a higher level, such as regional or statewide, would need to
first be developed. Some of the individual criteria that are used in the Pedestrian Score (e.g., number of
undivided 4-lane segments) could be considered for performance measures, but more research is needed
to determine their appropriateness and the level of effort required.

Utilization

¢ Bicycle and pedestrian counts. Bicycle and pedestrian count programs have been established in several
cities and regions in Oregon. Approximately 50 permanent counters have been installed throughout the
state. While counts from these locations could be used to establish a performance measure, it is not clear
that the locations are representative of the entire state or that the data collection protocols are sufficiently
robust and consistent to allow this data to be used as a performance measure. An effort is currently
underway to develop a centralized count repository. Upon its completion, the feasibility of using count data
to measure utilization should be re-evaluated.

System Performance

* Roadway Characteristics. Some states have considered pedestrian and bicycle performance measures
based on roadway characteristics. For example, a report completed for CalTrans recommended the use of
urban arterial performance measures such as the percent of signalized intersections with certain crossing
features or bicycle pavement markings, and the percent of arterials with an 85th percentile speed below
25mph.® Performance measures such as these could be aggregated to a regional or statewide level;
however, it is not clear that a single measure such as this would adequately represent walking or bicycling
conditions. Additionally, data may not be available for the measures of interest.

SMacdonald et al. Performance Measures for Complete, Green Streets: A Proposal for Urban Arterials in California. http://www.uctc.net/research/
papers/UCTC-FR-2010-12.pdf
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* Pedestrian Level of Service. Pedestrian level of service (PLOS) is a quantitative measure of the perceived
safety of walking. There are separate formulas for street segments, intersections, and crossings, which
take into account a wide range of factors, such as traffic volume, number of lanes, lane width, presence
and type of horizontal buffer, and sidewalk width, among others. In order to calculate PLOS, a substantial
number of data elements are required. As a result, PLOS is not recommended as a performance measure
for statewide implementation.

e Access to transit

— Street connectivity. A 2013 research report conducted for ODOT, OTREC, and FHWA found that
street connectivity (measured as the number of intersections within a quarter-mile of a given transit
stop) was an important indicator variable for transit ridership.® This is an important finding for transit
agencies that may use this information for route optimization or stop location decisions, but the
measure does not lend itself well to inclusion as a performance measure in the Plan since urban
street networks are largely built out and unlikely to change significantly over time.

— Access shed. The term ‘access shed’ refers to the distance a person can travel in a set amount of
time by a given mode of travel.” The access shed for walking and bicycling to transit is a function
of the street network characteristics (connectivity and block length) around a transit stop. Although
the access shed concept is very relevant to pedestrian and bicycle access to transit, its utility as a
performance measure is limited for the same reasons that street connectivity is not recommended:
street networks in urban areas with transit are largely already built.

— Bicycle boardings. The number of transit riders who access transit by bike would provide insight
into the integration of the transit and bicycle networks. Unfortunately, this data is not currently
collected on a routine basis. Portland’s TriMet system has very limited information about bicycle
access to transit.

Facility Implementation

e Percent of projects that include pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Inclusion of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities within other roadway projects is an important part of a comprehensive effort to develop a
network of facilities. For example, repaving, capacity expansion, and bridge replacement projects provide
an opportunity to integrate pedestrian and bicycle facilities as part of these larger projects. Oregon’s ‘Bike
Bill' (ORS 366.514) already requires pedestrian and bicycle facilities to be included in the construction or
rebuilding of streets or highways, making this performance measure unnecessary.

e Percent of urban state highways with bike lanes and sidewalks. Tracking the coverage of bike lanes,
sidewalks, or other facilities across the state may provide some insight into the state’s progress toward
developing a comprehensive network of facilities. However, without a better understanding of context, it is
questionable whether facility mileage alone is a meaningful indicator of progress.

» Sidewalk coverage and conditions. Sidewalks are necessary for safe and comfortable walking on
most streets. In order to benefit all pedestrians (including those who use mobility aids), they must also
be in a state of good repair. While sidewalk condition and coverage measures would be informative, a
greater understanding of context is needed to determine whether progress is being made. For instance,
construction of new sidewalks that do not connect to a broader network offer little benefit to pedestrians

6Schlossberg et al. 2013. Measuring the Performance of Transit Relative to Livability. http://www.oregon.gov/odot/td/tp_res/docs/reports/2013/
spr735.pdf

"Los Angeles Metro. First and Last Mile Strategic Plan and Design Guidelines. http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.
pdf
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whereas repair of a short segment in an extensive network could impact many. Along with this shortcoming,
the availability, quality, and ease of reporting of sidewalk data on a statewide level is unknown.

State and Local Recognition

* Number of university campuses and businesses with a Bicycle Friendly designation. Along with
the community and state rankings, the League of American Bicyclists evaluates and recognizes businesses
and university campuses that accommodate bicyclists. These designations may provide an indication of
efforts being made across Oregon to accommodate bicyclists; however, since the decisions of universities
and businesses are not controlled by ODOT or its partner agencies, this performance measure is not well
suited for the Plan.
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Appendix E: Compliance with Statewide Planning
Goals

[Insert during Plan adoption]
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Appendix F: Legal Context of the Oregon Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a modal element of the Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP), the state’s
multimodal policy plan. Collectively, the OTP, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and other mode and topic plans fulffill
state and federal planning requirements, assume legal authority accordingly, and provide overall policy foundation
for the state. The policies and strategies in the plans direct the work of the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) and impact transportation decisions of local jurisdictions, through their Transportation System Plans
(TSPs) and other planning efforts, which must be consistent with statewide policy plan direction. Region and local
plans refine policies and strategies to each context as appropriate and identify projects and programs. These
projects and programs are then prioritized for investment. Construction, maintenance and operational activities
occur as part of implementation and are influenced or directed by earlier planning or investment decisions.
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More specifics are provided in this appendix about how the OTP and its mode and topic plans (specifically the
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan) fulfill state and federal requirements and how they relate to other state laws.
In addition, a discussion is provided on how the OTP and each mode and topic plan relate to one another, and
how the overall statewide policy framework works.

Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) role - Duties and Responsibilities
ORS 184.618(1) states:

As its primary duty, the Oregon Transportation Commission shall develop and maintain a state transportation
policy and a comprehensive, long-range plan for a safe, multimodal transportation system for the state which
encompasses economic efficiency, orderly economic development and environmental quality. The plan shall
include, but not be limited to, aviation, highways, mass transit, pipelines, ports, rails and waterways. The plan shall
be used by all agencies and officers to guide and coordinate transportation activities and to insure transportation
planning utilizes the potential of all existing and developing modes of transportation.

Oregon has designated the OTP, the adopted mode and topic plans (Aviation, Bicycle and Pedestrian, Freight,
Highway, Public Transportation, Rail, Transportation Options, and Transportation Safety Action), and facility plans
as the state transportation policy and comprehensive long-range plan. Thus the OTP and each of the mode,
topic, and facility plans have legal authority.

The OTP and its modal and topic elements achieve the statutory planning requirement for the Oregon Transportation
Commission and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). The OTP is the umbrella document, which
is refined by the mode and topic plans. ORS 184.618(1) requires state agencies to use the OTP to “guide
and coordinate transportation activities” but it does not authorize the OTC to impose OTP goals, policies and
performance recommendations on other state agencies. However, the OTP operates in the legal context of the
State Agency Coordination Program and the Land Conservation and Development Commission’s Transportation
Planning Rule (TPR) (discussed further below), which impose additional requirements and authority in the planning
process for other jurisdictions. The OTP, and its elements, also must comply with federal legislation.

Oregon Relationship to State Agency Coordination Program (OAR 731-15-0045)

The Oregon Transportation Commission adopted rules to implement ODOT’s State Agency Coordination (SAC)
Program in September 1990. The program establishes procedures used by the Department to ensure compliance
with statewide planning goals in a manner compatible with acknowledged city, county and regional comprehensive
plans.

The adoption of transportation policy falls under the requirements of the State Agency Coordination Program rules
(OAR 731-15). The rules require ODQOT to involve interested parties and affected jurisdictions when developing
plans or adopting major amendments to plans. The Department must ensure the plan is in compliance with all
applicable statewide planning goals.

Relationship to the Statewide Planning Goals and the Transportation Planning Rule
(OAR 660-012)

Oregon’s statewide planning goals established state policies in 19 different areas. The TPR implements the Land
Conservation and Development Commission’s Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) which requires ODOT to prepare
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a TSP to identify transportation facilities and services to meet state needs. The Oregon Transportation Plan and
adopted multimodal, mode, topic and facility plans serve as the State TSP.

In addition to the requirements placed on ODOT, the TPR requires that metropolitan planning organizations and
certain counties to prepare regional TSPs consistent with the adopted state TSP. Cities and counties must prepare
local TSPs that are consistent with the state TSP and applicable regional TSPs. Since the Oregon Transportation
Plan, and its mode, topic and facility plans, is the adopted TSP for the state, the TPR requires that regional and
local TSPs be consistent with the state TSP.

Relationship to 23 CFR 450: Planning Assistance and Standards

The federal Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), passed in July 2012, continues many
of the federal planning requirements of its predecessors, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) (2005), the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-
21) (1998) and the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) (1991). MAP-21 establishes federal
transportation policy, funding levels, and guidelines for state and metropolitan planning organization transportation
planning. The statute requires states to conduct a statewide planning process that is coordinated with transportation
planning activities carried out in metropolitan areas and that involves consultation with non-metropolitan areas,
considering all modes of transportation.

Federal direction for the development and content of the long-range statewide transportation plan is contained
in 23 CFR 450, which implements the federal transportation statutes; each state has to carry out a continuing,
cooperative, and comprehensive statewide multimodal transportation planning process, including the development
of a long-range statewide plan. 450.214 (a) enunciates this as:

The State shall develop a long-range statewide transportation plan, with a minimum 20-year forecast period at the
time of adoption, that provides for the development and implementation of the multimodal transportation system
for the State. The long-range statewide transportation plan shall consider and include as applicable, elements
and connections between public transportation, non-motorized modes, rail, commercial vehicle, waterway, and
aviation facilities, particularly with respect to intercity travel.

Relationship to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

The following description was taken from the Department of Justice’s Information and Technical Assistance on the
Americans with Disabilities ACT.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was signed into law on July 26, 1990, by President George H.W.
Bush. ADA is one of America’s most comprehensive pieces of civil rights legislation that prohibits discrimination
and guarantees that people with disabilities have the same opportunities as everyone else to participate in the
mainstream of American life - to enjoy employment opportunities, to purchase goods and services, and to
participate in State and local government programs and services. Modeled after the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin - and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 - the ADA is an “equal opportunity” law for people with disabilities.To be protected
by the ADA, one must have a disability, which is defined by the ADA as a physical or mental impairment that
substantially limits one or more major life activities, a person who has a history or record of such an impairment,
or a person who is perceived by others as having such an impairment. The ADA does not specifically name all of
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the impairments that are covered. (57)

As ADA is law, this Plan does not reiterite ADA requirements, but the policies and strategies are intended to
support and build upon its requirements.

Relationship to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) is a Federal law that protects persons from discrimination based
on their race, color or national origin in programs and activities that receive Federal financial assistance. (62) This
Plan addresses Title VI through inclusion of ‘transportation disadvantaged populations’ and ‘underserved areas’
within the policy and strategy framework. Transportation disadvantaged is defined as communities of color, the
poor, older adults, youth, and people with disabilities, who are at a significant disadvantaged without access to
convinent, safe, well integreated, transportation altearntives. In addition, This is consistent with Title VI, in ensuring
that these populations are represented in all aspects of planning and investment decision-making.

The OTP is the state’s long range (25 year) multimodal transportation plan. The OTP is the overarching policy
document among a series of plans that together form the state transportation system plan. The OTP considers
all modes of Oregon’s transportation system as a single system and addresses the future needs on the system.
The OTP establishes a vision, goals, policies, and strategies and initiatives that address the challenges and
opportunities facing Oregon. The Plan provides the framework for prioritizing transportation improvements based
on various future revenue conditions, but it does not identify specific projects for development. The Oregon
Transportation Plan’s goals, policies and strategies guide the development of state multimodal, mode, topic and
facility plans as well as regional and local TSPs.

The Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is a mode plan under the OTP umbrella. Mode plans analyze a specific
transportation option and establish policies, strategies and investment priorities pertinent to that mode, refining
the OTP and providing detailed policies and strategies relative to the bicycle and pedestrian system in Oregon. As
an element of the OTP it has legal authority. The 2016 Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan supersedes the 1995
Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.

In relationship to other mode and topic plans, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan carries equal weight. The policies
and strategies in the OTP, mode and topic plans collectively represent the transportation policy framework for the
state. While the plans are separate, they are in essence one, under the umbrella of the OTP. The following table
includes some examples of where select policies and strategies occur in other plans that relate to the Oregon
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. While it is not comprehensive, the table is intended to show how the plans are
designed to relate to and complement one another.
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Table F-1.1: Sample of Mode/Topic Plan Policies that Support or Complement

the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Oregon Rail Plan Rail banking

Oregon Transportation Mobility hubs

Options Plan Safety
Land use
Linking to recreational
destinations

Oregon Public Connectivity

Transportation Plan

Policy foundation supports rail banking
and converting unused rails to trails for
pedestrian and bicycle use.

The plan emphasizes the importance of
last-mile connections and introduces the
need to link walking and biking facilities to
public transportation and other modes at
central locations (mobility hubs).

Safety strategies seek to raise people’s
level of comfort walking or biking, including
“safety in numbers” and education around
safety myths.

Land use policy supports pairing mixed
use neighborhoods with transportation
options like walk and bike, “20-minute”
neighborhoods, and working with
employers on adequate bicycle parking.

The plan also highlights the need to access
tourist and traveler destinations by multiple
modes, and by linking modes, such as
taking a bus to a trail to ride a bike.

Similar to transit linkages discussed in the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, the Public
Transportation Plan will include policy
and strategy support for how transit

can better link to walking and biking

and the importance of first and last mile
connections.
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Oregon Transportation Enforcement All of the mode and topic policy

Safety Action Plan plans provide a policy foundation for
transportation agencies in the state. Law
enforcement agencies are a different
branch of government and as such there is
little ability in the statewide plans to cover

the topics.
Oregon Highway Plan Roadway classificiations and Roadway classifications and designations
designations play a role in speeds set on Oregon’s

Highways. The Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan identifies the need to look at lowering
speeds for significant safety concerns,
looking at the appropriateness of doing
S0 based on many factors including
roadway classification or designation.

The process for highway classification is
established in the Oregon Highway Plan
and roadways may be modified according
to its methodology. Together the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Plan and Oregon Highway
Plan allow for opportunities to re-evaluate
roadway function, multimodal use, and
speeds.

Driveway spacing

When paired with the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan, the Oregon Highway Plan
standards for driveways become multi-
modal by helping to eliminate elevation
changes on sidewalks that cross driveways
in order to maintain better pedestrian and
bicycle mobility and comfort.

Oregon Freight Plan Freight routes Similar to the Oregon Highway Plan, the
methodology for selecting freight networks
is established in the Freight Plan. This
methodology may be modified in future
updates to the plan and processes are
in place that seek to balance multimodal
needs and interests.
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