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1. Executive Summary

The Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase |1 Plan (Phase |1 Plan) focuses on implementing some of
the main recommendations of the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan (Phase | Plan). This
includes the devel opment of documents for statewide distribution, the development of plansfor a
number of future programs, and significant improvements to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
website.

Thefollowing documents for statewide distribution areincluded within the Phase |1 Plan:
Bicycle User Map;
Share the Road;
Share the Road with Pedestrians; and
Arizona Bicycling Street Smarts.

Thefollowing program plans are also included:
- Grant and Funding Plan;
Bicycle and Pedestrian Education Program Plan;
Maintenance and Facility Request System; and
Pedegtrian Action Plan.

1.1. Stakeholder Coordination

The Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Phase |1 focused on input from the Steering Committee with
field condition information requested of the ADOT Traffic Engineers. Similar to the Phase | Plan, the
participation by representatives from both engineering and planning divisions from ADOT, MPOs, and
local jurisdictions plus interested organizations provides valuable input that is critical to the creation of
an implementabl e plan that meets the needs of the citizens and visitors to Arizona.

1.2. Bicycle User Maps

The Bicycle User Map isacolor, double sided 27" x 24" map that foldsinto 8" x 4.5” insize. Theuser
map is provided in Appendix A. The map provides the shoulder width, grade, and traffic volume
designation for state highways so that users can make a decision regarding the suitability of the route for
their use. The map also provides the local bicycle routes with regional significance, points of public
interests, monthly statewide average temperature, annual bicycle events, safety tips, Arizonabicycle
safety laws, and other bicycleresources. Inset maps with alarger scale are provided for Flagstaff,
Phoenix, Prescott, Tucson, and Yuma

1.3. Website Enhancements

A review of nine other State DOT websites was completed in order to aid in the enhancement of the
ADOT Bicycleand Pedestrian Program website. In general, all of the state websites reviewed offered
similar information. Several states offered expanded information on walking including safety tips,
recreationa facilities, multi-modal links, walk to school and planned projects. The most common
information presented included;

1) Information on trails and bike touring (9 of 9)

2)  Information of available safety materials (9 of 9)

3)  Information on bicycling and pedestrian laws (9 of 9)

4)  Copy of State Bicycling and Pedestrian Plan (5 of 9)
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5)  Copies of statewide bicycling maps (9 of 9)

6)  Information on commuting to work by bike (4 of 9)

7)  Contact information for State Bicycle Coordinator and other State DOT staff (7 of 9)
8)  State Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee information (5 of 9)

9) Bikeand or pedestrian design guides (6 of 9)

10) School related information/materials, Crossing Guard Program (4 of 9)

11) Bicycling Events (5 of 9)

12) Programmed or planned bicycle/pedestrian projects, funding (4 of 9)

Based on availableinformation, all of the above data isincorporated into the enhanced website. The
websiteis available at http://www.azbikeped.org.

1.4. Grant and Funding Plans

Bicycle and pedestrian programsin Arizona need additional funding in order to continue the
improvement of conditions for walking and cycling in Arizona. The Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Phase | Planidentified a number of potential federal, state, and local funding sources in Table 8 of
Chapter 12, for which bicycle and pedestrian improvements were eligible. In this Phasell Plan, the
potential funding is categorized with two strategies: ADOT funding strategies and Non-ADOT funding
strategiesin Chapter 5. The ADOT funding strategies are recommended for ADOT personnel to require
funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements. On the other hand, the non-ADOT funding strategies
are recommended for non-ADOT personnel. As afunding source for both strategies, a new concept of
“Project Combination” isintroduced to utilize opportunities of major construction and reconstruction
projects to construct the bicycle and walking facilities. Project combination is based onthe ADOT
Bicycle Policy which states that appropriate bicycle and pedestrian facilities shall beincluded in mgjor
construction and reconstruction projects and similar federal guidelines which state that bicycling and
walking facilities should be provided.

The project prioritization process is summarized, and more detailed information is included for each of
the potential funding sources. Theactionsin the following sections are recommended as an aid to
statewide bicycle and pedestrian program coordinators, individuals, organizations, and agencies
interested in the implementation and/or improvement of programs and facilities.

Thefollowing are potential funding sources for the ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program:
State Planning Research (SPR) funds;
ADOT Construction Program (Project Combination) — Undefined;
Transportation Enhancements or Highway User Resource Fund — up to $1.5 million annually; and
Highway Safety Program Funds — up to $400,000 annually, April 21 application deadline.

1.5. Bicycle/Pedestrian Education Program

The education of bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists is a key component to reduce vehicle and
bicycle/pedestrian conflicts. Inorder for bicyclists to safely travel with motorists, bicyclists need to
develop good cycling skills that include knowledge of the“rules of theroad.” Like drivers, bicyclists
must understand and obey the rules and laws that apply. Likewise, pedestrians must also understand
and obey rules and laws if they areto coexist safely with vehicles. Drivers also can be made more
aware and careful around bicyclists and pedestrians through safety and education campaigns and
through spot enforcement programs.

Executive Summary
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The overall goal is to implement a statewide program that targets pedestrians and bicycleriders of all
ages, community leaders, and facility designers. For Arizona, the recommended statewide approach to
safety and education should be* One-Message”. The “One-Message’ intent isto reduce costs through
shared devel opment and implementation. As a process of identifying implementation plans, the
publication and existing programs focusing on different bicycle and pedestrian safety education
programs in Arizona and nationwide were reviewed, and then implementation plans were devel oped
with thereview process. Five programming areas for statewide implementation are identified as
follows:

Safety Education Training;

Safe Routes to School;

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Training;

Safety Awareness Campaign; and

Archived Data.

1.6. Safety and Education Booklets

Safety and education booklets were devel oped in support of the recommendations of the Education
Program Plan described in Section 6. The Share the Road Guide for bicycling by Pima County
Department of Transportation was modified to be specific statewide (see Appendix C) and a similar
Share the Road with Pedestrians document was created (see Appendix D). In addition, the existing
Bicycling Street Smarts guide by Rubel Bike Maps was modified by them to be specific to Arizona (see
Appendix E). Theintent of the devel opment of the Share the Road Guides, is for these documents to
be targeted at the general public, both motorists and users. On the other hand, the Arizona Bicycling
Street Smartsis intended to be used by intermediate to advanced bicyclists interested in learning the
detail behind becoming a better and safer rider.

1.7. Maintenance and Facility Request System

The State of Arizona should implement a bicycle facility maintenance program that responds to citizen's
request. Aswith other citizen request and/or complaints, response to the maintenance problem should
betimely. The program goal would beto correct and/or inspect the problem within 72 hours and
schedule repairs within a reasonable timeframe.

In order to track the maintenance request and ensure the proper response Arizona should develop a
statewide natification and follow-up system. To be successful the statewide system should establish an
existing ADOT position as the central point of contact for citizen notification and the same point for
facility maintenance coordination.

Implementation steps:

- receive approval fromthe ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator and ADOT Risk Management
for the draft program outline and sample form (See Appendix F);
coordinate adoption of the program with all federal, state and local agencies having bicycle facility
mai ntenance responsibilities;
establish a single statewide central point of contact within an existing position;
o recommended that the center be located within the ADOT Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian

Coordinators Office.

each agency having bicycle facility maintenance responsibility provides phone number and email
address to the statewide center for the responsible maintenance supervisor and/or point of contact.

Q/ Executive Summary
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1.8. Pedestrian Action Plan

Several states and regions across the U.S. have devel oped and are implementing eff ective pedestrian
plans. Some examples include the states of Oregon, Vermont, California, Maryland, and Georgia, and
communities and regions including Santa Barbara, Portland, Madison, and San Diego, just to name a
few.

These states and regions are actively promoting pedestrian travel and access for all pedestrians, with a
particular emphasis on meeting Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. A primary
component of the plansis the inclusion of policies supporting the development of improved pedestrian
facilities and access as well as improved education of pedestrians and motorists. Currently, the State of
Arizona has limited policies regarding pedestrian travel, generally providing pedestrian facilities only if
thelocal jurisdictions through which the State facilities travel take on the liability and maintenance of
the sidewalks.

The purpose of this pedestrian action planis to support the adoption of a proposed pedestrian policy by
the State and to list potential action items that can be taken to achievethe policy. The draft pedestrian
policy isintended to address pedestrian access, safety issues, and facility needs. This draft policy isa
first step in improving the pedestrian environment and addressing ADA requirements. The draft
pedestrian policy reads as follows:

It isthe palicy of the State of Arizona to provide accessible and convenient walking facilities and to
support and encourage increased levels of walking.

Strategies to achieve the policy arelisted inthe“ ADOT Pedestrian Policy for Consideration”. The
ADOT Pedestrian Policy for Consideration is on pages 127-129 of the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian
Plan (Section 10.1 Phasel) and is not included in this plan. Additional specific actions to achieve the
draft pedestrian policy are recommended for consideration by ADOT and by incorporated jurisdictions
and counties in Arizona. These actions are intended to improve the overall pedestrian environment for
all pedestrians and in particular to address needs for persons with disabilities.
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2. Sakeholder Coordination

The Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Phase Il focused on input from the Steering Committee with
field condition information requested of the ADOT Traffic Engineers. Similar to the Phase | Plan, the
participation by representatives from both engineering and planning divisions from ADOT, MPOs, and
local jurisdictions plus interested organizations provides valuable input that is critical to the creation of
an implementabl e plan that meets the needs of the citizens and visitors to Arizona.

2.1. Steering Committee | nput

Members of the Steering Committee were actively involved in the review and development of the plan.
Comments provided by the Steering Committee were discussed at the meetings and the documents were
revised based on the consensus of the group. Steering Committee members also were ableto stay
involved with the project through e-mail communication. Representatives of the following

organizations made up the Steering Committee:
- ADOQOT Intermodal Transportation Division;
ADOT Northern Regiona Traffic Engineer;
ADOT Regiona Traffic;

ADOT Roadway Design;

ADOT Roadway Standards

ADOT Traffic Engineering;

ADOT Transportation Enhancements;
ADOT Transportation Planning Division;
ADOT Western Regional Traffic Engineer:
Arizona Office of Tourism;

Arizona State Parks:

Bicycle Advisory Committee— Flagstaff;
Bicycle Advisory Committee— Glendale;
Bicycle Advisory Committee— Prescott;
Bicycle Advisory Committee— Tempe;
Catholic Hedlthcare West, St. Josephs;
Central Arizona Association of
Governments;

City of Flagstaff;

City of Flagstaff City Council;

City of Glendale;

City of Goodyear;

City of Mesa;

City of Phoenix Trails;

City of Phoenix Bicycle Coordinator;

City of Yuma Community Development;
Cadlition of Arizona Bicyclists,

Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning
Organization;

Greater Arizona Bicycling Association —
Tucson;

Lake Havasu City Transportation
Maricopa Association of Governments;
Maricopa County DOT;

Northern Arizona University;

Northern Arizona Council of Governments;
Phoenix Children’s Hospital;

Pima Association of Governments;
Pedestrian Advisory Committee— Tucson;
Prescott Alternative Transportation;
Sedona Bicycle Advocate

Southeastern Arizona Governments;
Southwest Gas;

Tucson Department of Transportation;
Town of Oro Valley;

Valley Metro;

Western Arizona Council of Governments;
Yuma Unofficial Foothills Bicycle Club;
Yuma Metropolitan Planning Organization;
and

City of Scottsdale; Yuma Safety Representative.
City of Tempe Transportation;
City of Tucson;
Stakeholder Coordination

)
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2.2. ADOT District and Regional Traffic Engineer I nput
The ADOT District and Regional traffic engineers have avast knowledge of the conditions of roadways
under their jurisdiction and issues related to bicycle and pedestrian transportation. Thefollowing list of
district and regional traffic engineers that were involved in the data request for the Phase | Plan were
involved directly or indirectly in the Phase |l Plan:

Baja Regional Traffic Engineer;

Flagstaff District Enginesr;

Globe District Engineer ADOT

Holbrook District Engineer;

Kingman Maintenance District Engineer;

Kingman District Engineer;

Northern Regional Traffic Engineer;

Prescott Maintenance District Engineer;

Phoenix Construction Assistant DE;

Phoenix Construction District Engineer;

Phoenix Regional Traffic Engineer;

Phoenix Prescott District Engineer;

Safford Devel opment and Maintenance Engineer;

Safford District Engineer;

Tucson District Engineer;

Western Regional Traffic Engineer; and

Yuma District Engineer.

Thedistrict and regional traffic engineers were coordinated with through a request of the shoulder width
data on the draft user map to the Regional Traffic Engineers listed above. It was requested that the
Regional Traffic Engineers coordinate with the District Engineers within their region. Information was
received for areas within the Western and Northern Regions. That information provided is included in
the Bicycle User Map described in Section 3.0.

Stakeholder Coordination
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3. BicycleUser Map

Theinformation and format of the Cycle Arizona Map of Suitable Bicycle Routes on the State Highway
System, printed in 1998 by ADOT was evaluated and modified for the Bicycle User Map. The Bicycle
User Mapisacolor, doublesided 27" x 24" map that folds into 8” by 4.5” insize. Theuser map is
provided in Appendix A. The map provides the shoulder width, grade, and traffic volume designation
for state highways so that users can make a decision regarding the suitability of the route for their use.
The map also provides the local bicycle routes with regional significance, points of public interests,
monthly statewide average temperature, annual bicycle events, safety tips, Arizona bicycle safety laws,
and other bicycleresources. Blow up inset maps are provided for Flagstaff, Phoenix, Prescott, Tucson,
and Yuma

The main revision to the format of the data on the map was that the Average Annual Daily Traffic
(AADT) datathat was used in the legend on the Phase | Plan Network Map was revised to label low,
medium, or high traffic volume. The Steering Committeefelt that the low, medium, or high traffic
volume designation was more usable to the common rider. The AADT associated with each traffic
volume was labeled within the legend. The consensus of the committee was to utilize the following:

Low Traffic Volume Lessthan 2,500 Vehicles per Day
Medium Traffic Volume  Between 2,500 and 7,500 Vehicles per Day
High Traffic Volume Greater than 7,500 Vehicles per Day

Bicycle User Map
12/2004
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4. ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Website

A review of other State DOT websites was completed in order to aid in the enhancement of the ADOT
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program website. The review team primarily looked at content available on the
bicycle and pedestrian website, but also reviewed a number of additional features including: ease of
access, navigation within the website, number of web page layers (clicks) required to reach the
requested information, and readability.

Approximately 15 state department of transportation websites were reviewed in order to determine
which were the most effective. It was decided to further review the websites hosted by Washington,
Connecticut, Georgia, Florida, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. These
elght states presented the best information for comparison and/or features for incorporation into the
ADOT Bicycleand Pedestrian Program website. The website content is available at
http://www.azbikeped.org.

Thefollowing is a summary of the review of other state department of transportation websites:

Website Content

In general, al of the state websites reviewed offered similar information. Several states offered
expanded information on walking including safety tips, recreational facilities, multi-modal links, walk
to school and planned projects. The most common information presented included:

1) Information on trails and bike touring (9 of 9)

2) Information of available safety materials (9 of 9)

3) Information on bicycling and pedestrian laws (9 of 9)

4) Copy of State Bicycling and Pedestrian Plan (5 of 9)

5) Copies of statewide bicycling maps (9 of 9)

6) Information on commuting to work by bike (4 of 9)

7) Contact information for State Bicycle Coordinator and other State DOT staff (7 of 9)

8) State Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee information (5 of 9)

9) Bikeand or pedestrian design guides (6 of 9)

10) School related information/materials, Crossing Guard Program (4 of 9)

11) Bicycling Events (5 of 9)

12) Programmed or planned bicycle/pedestrian projects, funding (4 of 9)

Based on availableinformation, all of the above data isincorporated into the revised website.

Web Page Access/Navigation

The keys to accessing any bicycling and pedestrian information are: an easily identifiable link on the
DOT Home Page, navigation to the information with a minimal number of pages to review, and
navigation within the site. A number of dot web sites included a link directly from the DOT Home Page
to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program page. This removes location guess work and places the
information within a single click. On the other hand, many states (including Arizona), currently have
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program website under general information, available maps or different
divisions within the department. Since the original review of the ADOT website, the ADOT website
has been updated to include the Transportation Planning Division on the Home Page and a link to the
ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program is on the main page of the Transportation Planning Division

page.

7 =N ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Website
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The States of Florida, North Carolina, and Washington each offer a Bicycle/Pedestrian Home Page
briefly describing the program and providing a menu of additional information. Each styleis different.
North Carolina uses drop down menus. Florida lists each major topic web page along the left margin,
while Washington lists each major heading across the page with sub-topics (Exhibits 1-3, respectively).
Each method is successful while the North Carolina style allows for the addition of sub-topics within the
drop down menu without reformatting the web page. Each of the three examples allows the reader to
access a sub-topic with a minimum of two clicks from the DOT Home Page. A general “rule of thumb”
is that areader should be able to access the desired information with a maximum of three clicks.

Thethird consideration is site navigation, moving within the web pages without use of the Back Arrow.
Florida, North Carolina, and Washington each accomplish thisin a similar fashion listing the major area
sub-topics on theleft margin. The one noted difference is that North Carolina’ s drop down menus allow
for the movement between any major area sub-topic with a single click (Exhibit 4). Virginia maintains
links to other VDOT web pages and provides navigation between the bicycling and pedestrian site
through the use of the footer links. Florida helps the reader by providing a“you are here’ line below the
top header and the page content. In addition Florida provides a page indicator for multi-page reports
(Exhibit 5). Several states also provided a search capahility, (Exhibits 1 and 2).

We receved feedback from the Steering Committee regarding a desired heading layout and navigation
throughoui.

Readability

The team considered several readability factors. Thefirst factor was the ease and time it took for the
reader to determine whether the web page contained the information requested, the second factor looked
at material presentation and whether it could be understood by all ages and educational levels and the
third factor was whether or not the information could easily be downloaded within the normal print
margins. In general it was found that most websites are written for an adult audience, most sites
contained a lot of narrative which requires the reader to review considerable text to gain the information
requested and the text width exceeds the normal print page format for downloading.

Florida and Washington commonly used small text descriptions to introduce a subject (Exhibits 6 and
6a). North Carolina as one example uses more text requiring additional time to scan the information
(Exhibit 7). Web pages, especially those summarizing traffic laws and safety tips should be written in
layman terms and at a level easily understood by children. A couple of examples where the website
provided information for all ages were PennDOT s interactive graphics and games and the Bike Safety
laws offered by Connecticut DOT (Exhibits 8 and 8a, respectively). Virginiaand North Carolina’s
website (Exhibits 9 and 9a) both display a text format that exceeds the print area width. Several states
websites provided the file size of the material to be downloaded.

Each state that was reviewed is unique in how it presented information to the public. Each provides a
list of safety tips. Oneisvery brief but complete, the other consisting of more text (Exhibits 8a, 10 and
10a). Exhibit 6a displays an interactive map allowing one click to access the requested trail information
and Exhibit 11 presents an informative and useabletrail description tableformat. Pictures and graphics
areinformative and tell alot at a quick glance but were generally limited to one picture per page for the
statesreviewed. All exhibits areincluded in Appendix B.
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5. Grant and Funding Plan

Bicycle and pedestrian programsin Arizona need additional funding in order to continue to improve
conditions for walking and cycling in Arizona. The ADOT Satewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan —
Phase| report identified a number of potential federal, state, and local funding sources in Table 8 of
Chapter 12, for which bicycle and pedestrian improvements were eligible. Thefollowing funding plan
builds upon this information.

The project prioritization process is summarized, and more detailed information is included for each of
the potential funding sources. Theactionsin the following sections are recommended as an aid to
statewide bicycle and pedestrian program coordinators, individuals, organizations, and agencies
interested in the implementation and/or improvement of programs and facilities. Section 5.1 provides a
list of recommended strategies for ADOT staff to consider. Section 5.2 provides alist of recommended
actionsfor local jurisdictions and organizations. Additional detail on the funding sourcesis providedin
Sections 5.3 and 5.4. Section 5.5 provides a summary of funding strategies of bicycle and pedestrian
programs within Arizona and nationwide.

TheMoveAZ Long Range Transportation Plan will provide the meansto allocate funding to
transportation projects, including bicycle and pedestrian facilities, throughout the state as required by
both federal and state law. Projects will be evaluated based on their contribution to the performance of
the transportation system. One of the performance factors is “accessibility” with an objectiveto
“integrate transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities into highway improvements (where feasible).”
Measure 6.3 is “bike suitability” and is based on the definition of Bicycling Conditions Scorein the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan. Projects that increase the systemwide bike suitability by the
greatest percentage receive the most points for this measure.”

5.1. ADOT Funding Plan

Thefollowing are potential funding sources for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program:
- State Planning Research (SPR) funds;
ADOT Construction Program (Project Combination) — Undefined;
Transportation Enhancements or Highway User Resource Fund — up to $1.5 million annually; and
Highway Safety Program Funds — up to $400,000 annually, April 21 application deadline.

Thefollowing paragraphs summarize the rationale for selecting these four recommended funding
sources. Additional detail on the funding sourcesis provided in Sections 5.3 and 5.4.

Federal State Planning Research (SPR) funds have been used to fund the first two phases of the
Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The continued support of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
with SPR funds will enable the implementation of the plan to continue and the eff ectiveness of the
program to significantly improve. Both the recommended facility improvements and the proposed
programs, such as the Education Program, are significantly more likely to be implemented if the
program is a continuous program as compared to spot funding. Funds should be used annually to assist
with the monitoring of the plan and to update the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan at a minimum
of every fiveyears. Included within the plan update should be a summary of improvements that have
been made since the previous plan, and a comprehensive list of proposed bicycle/pedestrian capital
facilities improvements and program implementations grouped by the desired time frame (short,
medium and long-range) with an estimate of probable cost included. The update should review and
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modify, as necessary, statewide facility design criteria, operational and maintenance policies and
bicycle/pedestrian policies.

Although the term “ Project Combination” is not a recognized process typically identified as afunding
source, project combination is based on the ADOT Bicycle Policy which states that appropriate bicycle
and pedestrian facilities shall be included in major construction and reconstruction projects; therefore,
the standard application of this policy could be the most significant contributor to the improvement of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities on state highways.

Thus it isrecommended that an annual review of all large roadway capacity, corridor, bridge
reconstruction, and/or spot location projects be completed as part of the ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian
Program. The purpose of thereview is to ensure that appropriate bicycle and pedestrian facility
improvements are being incorporated into ADOT projects and so that these improvements are
incorporated into future Bicycle User Map updates, although the user map will not be changed every
time a new project comes on line. The proposed improvements should be consistent with adopted
bicycle/pedestrian plans and implementation policies. Thereview should occur early in the project
identification process in order to devel op project staff and management support. The goal for this effort
isto incorporate bicycle shoulder improvements and/or pedestrian improvements into all appropriate
construction projects. Implementation can be accomplished with a “ check-off” requiring the design
project manger to coordinate with ADOT' s Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator. Design, construction, and
coordination costs are eligible expenses through the larger project whether federally and/or state funded.

An annual allocation request could be made to Management and the State Transportation Board, in
consultation with the Resource Allocation Advisory Committee (RAAC), the Priority Planning
Advisory Committee (PPAC) and with coordination with the MoveAZ process. The funding programs
and dollar amounts for ADOT construction will be determined through the MoveAZ process. This
report recommends the request for an annual allocation be from the Transportation Enhancement (TE)
funds retained by ADOT and/or the Highway Users Revenue Fund (HURF) revenues. The annual
allocation can be included within the ADOT’ s System Improvements — Roadside Facilities
Improvements sub-category. The second alternative would be to request Management and Board policy
support to fund state bicycle/pedestrian projects up to $1.5 million each year.

Federal National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHT SA) Highway Safety Program funds,
Section 402, administered by the Governor’s Office of Traffic Safety, could be applied for in order to
support the Education Program. Funds would be applied in support of statewide bicycle/pedestrian
educational programs, devel opment of educational materials, procurement of the required program
support equipment, and for initial development and deployment of new programs. The State
Coordinator could request up to $400,000 annually to support statewide implementation of programs
appropriate for all age and user groups including a public education campaign, facilities design, and law
enforcement training.

5.2. Non-ADOT Funding Strategies

Thefollowing actions are recommended for non-ADOT personnel to acquire funding for bicycle and
pedestrians programs and facilities. Additional detail on the funding sourcesis provided in Sections 5.3
and 5.4.

Develop and adopt a comprehensive local and regional bicycle and pedestrian strategic plan
establishing a short, medium, and long-range list of improvements including an estimate of probable
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cost. In addition to facility improvements, the Plan should address operational and maintenance
issues and other programs supporting education, safe communities, bike and walk-to-school, and
bike-to-work programs, etc. Plans should be updated at least every five years.

Funding support is available through federal MPO Planning Funds (PL) or through support offered
by ADOT Transportation Planning Division. State and local revenues programmed for planning
activities are an eligible funding source.

Develop a project implementation strategy within each bicycle and pedestrian organization. The
construction project priority process is developed through the MoveAZ Plan. Include areview of
projects and fit the high priority projects to available funding programs including the competitive
grant programs. This process should start during the summer in preparation of the grant application
deadlines February to April and the development of the 5-Y ear Construction Programand TIP
programs.

Participate in the 5-Y ear Construction Program and TIP development and review process.

Work with the appropriate ADOT District and/or project design staff, MPO/COG to include
bicycle/pedestrian improvements into larger roadway capacity, corridor, bridge reconstruction,
and/or spot location projects. Stand-al one bicycle/pedestrian projects are digible for other federal
funds including National Highway System (NHS), Surface Transportation Program (STP),
Transportation Enhancement (TE) and Recreational Trails Program (RTP) and other state revenue
funding programs. Within Maricopa County bicycle/pedestrian projects are eligible for Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) federal funds.

Establish annual project allocation for bicycle and pedestrian programs in coordination with the
MoveAZ process. Local transportation policy makers and/or € ected officials should establish an
allocation from an existing funding category. The annual allocation should consider federal, state
and/or locally generated funds. The best opportunity for dedicated federal funding would involve a
statewide all ocation from the Transportation Enhancement (TE) program, from Section 402 Safety
Funds, and potentially from new federal Safe Routes to Schools funding that is currently included in
pending federal legislation. The best opportunity for dedicated state funds would involve annual
funding from the local area HURF allocation. Establishment of an annual HURF allocation within
each jurisdiction may not be practical. The recommended action would be to develop aregional
strategy and present the proposal to the nine MPO/COG’ s Boards. The second approach would be
to solicit a statement of MPO/COG Board policy supporting annual funding of bicycle/pedestrian
projects.

Propose a dedicated new funding source. This action would require a new tax initiative (existing
tax measures generally have very specific enabling legislation identifying both the tax source and
permissible/digible distribution requirements). An example of alocal tax is the 0.5 percent sales
tax initiative implemented in the City of Yuma (ROAD) for the purpose of funding street and
roadway improvements. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements such as awider curb laneand curb
ramps may occur as part of theroad project. However, any new tax initiative option presents
administrative and political hurdles. A second approach would be to modify the HURF distribution
formula establishing a statewide set-aside. Thiswould require a change in legislation.

Work with the Maricopa Association of Government (MAG) and member agencies regarding
allocation and project selection for bicycle and pedestrian projects. Therecently adopted MAG
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) allocates approximately $7 million annually for bicycle and
pedestrian projects.
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Submittal of federal NHT SA Section 402 Highway Safety funds through the Governor’ s Office of
Traffic Safety isrequired. Thiswould typically be submitted by regional/local bicycle/pedestrian
coordinators and/or organizations. Funds can be applied in support of safety and educational
programs, devel opment of safety/educational materials, procurement of the required program
support equipment and support initial deployment of separate programs. Regional/local program
applications should be coordinated with the ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Coordinator.
Submit Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) applications for pedestrian improvements.

5.3. Project Combination and the Prioritization Process

Although theterm “ Project Combination” is not a recognized process typically identified as a funding
source, project combination is based on the ADOT Bicycle Policy which states that appropriate bicycle
and pedestrian facilities shall be included in major construction and reconstruction projects and similar
federal guidelines which state that bicycling and walking facilities should be provided. As mentionedin
the previous sections, the standard application of this policy could be the most significant contributor to
the improvement of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on roadways in the state. The following summary
isintended to provide bicycle and pedestrian planners with an understanding of how most public
agenciesin the state, fund and prioritize their roadway improvements.

Each year the Arizona State Transportation Board adopts a 5-Y ear Construction Program allocating
projected revenues from all federal, state, and other sources including alist of prioritized
programs/projects. The Board, appointed by the Governor, must follow a process referred to as the
"Priority Programming Law" outlined in Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S. 28-6951). The5-Year
Construction Program must be adopted by June 30" of each year.

TheBoard is assisted by the Resource Allocation Advisory Committee (RAAC) composed of the
ADOT Assistant Director and State Engineer, one representative for Maricopa Association of
Governments (MAG) and Pima Association of Governments (PAG), two representatives from rural
COG’s, arepresentative for Phoenix Transit and a representative from an urban MPO. The RAAC is
responsiblefor allocating the necessary revenues to fund the ADOT program subdivided into three
major categories: System Preservation, System Management and System Improvements. Projects
included within the System Improvements category were identified through adopted plans, studies, and
ADOT staff through consultation with local jurisdictions, transportation agencies, individuas, and
organizations. The number and type of projects prioritized is dependent upon the specific funding
category digibility requirements and projected revenues.

During the program/project identification process, ADOT staff consults with each MPO/COG in
development of thefinal list of recommended area projects. The consultation and cooperatively
determined list aids in achieving program/project consistency and coordination between statewide and
local area needs. The RAAC submits the recommended list of prioritized projects to the Board. Dueto
the competitive nature of project selection and prioritization attributed to limited funding, public review
and adoption process, a sponsor should submit the proposed project at the earliest possible time for
incorporation into a future 5-Y ear Construction Program.

In addition to the 5-Y ear Construction Program, the State complies with the federal Transportation
Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21). TEA-21 requires each state to submit a three year Statewide
Transportation improvement Program (ST 1P) incorporating all statewide highway, federal lands, and
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transit projects funded under Title 23 and the Federal Transit Act. The STIP must be federally
approved, consistent with the adopted statewide long-range transportation plan and it shall incorporate
and be consistent with each MPO/COG TIP. Both the STIP and TIP identify programs/projects by
federal funding category following distinct programming rules and requirements.

MPO’sfollow federal guidelines requiring the TIP to be developed following an open public
participation and project identification process to include all projects funded by federal, state, local or
other revenue sources and to be adopted by the MPO governing board. Following MPO adoption, the
TIPis submitted to the Governor or his designee for approval; within Arizonathe six COG' s follow the
MPO requirements. Approved TIP's areincorporated into the STIP and submitted to FHWA/FTA for
approval by October 1% of each year.

The Arizona STIP incorporates the programs/projects identified within the first three years of the 5-Y ear
Construction Program. The PPAC, appointed by the ADOT Director and consisting of the Deputy
Director as Chairperson and representatives from the Intermodal, Operations, Aeronautics, Motor
Carrier and Administrative Services Division aids in development and coordination of the STIP. The
PPAC administers the work program and makes recommendations to the Board on any changesto
project scope and funding level.

5.4. Funding Sources Summary
Bicycle/pedestrian projects are an eligible program expense for roadway facility and transit system
funds. Two of the larger eligible federal category fundsinclude the National Highway System (NHS)
and the Surface Transportation Program (STP). ADOT receives approximately $126 millionin STP
apportionment, besides the bicycle/pedestrian eligibility of the STP primary program; TEA-21
established 10 percent TE set aside or approximately $13 million per year. NHS funds are eligible and
normally include bicycle/pedestrian facilities through project combination. The Bridge Replacement
and Rehabilitation category receives approximate $13.7 million annually and bicycle and pedestrian
facility improvements are an eligible expense when part of a bridge reconstruction project. The other
large federal apportionments category, Interstate Maintenance, generally is not used for
bicycle/pedestrian improvements.

Thetwo smaller federal apportionments include the Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program
(CMAQ) and the Recreational Trails Program (RTP). Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) is
the only recipient of CMAQ funds. ADOT also receives approximately $1.1 million annually in RTP
apportionment; funds received are transferred to the Arizona State Parks for programming. RTP funds
can be used for both motorized and non-motorized trail projects.

Review of the 5-Y ear Construction Program and STIP showed virtually all statewide bicycle and
pedestrian projects funded with STP — TE funds; within Maricopa County several projects utilized
CMAQ funds. In addition, few projects were programmed using 100 percent state or local revenues and
very few showed a larger state/local funding share than the required non-federal dollar match. This
finding was confirmed through discussions with ADOT and other regional staff; however, it was
stressed that an increasing number of bicycle/pedestrian improvements are being incorporated into
larger roadway project and there is increased use of other regional and local revenues. Several projects
were funded using Community Devel opment Block Grants (CDBG), Highway User Revenue Funds
(HURF) and other local revenues.
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Thefollowing sections include a summary of each funding source. Table 5-4 at theend of this section
includes a summary of each funding source.

Transportation Enhancement Program

The TE program represents the best opportunity and historically has been the primary funding category
for stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects. Annually ADOT retains $1 million from the federal
appropriation for design, project administration, and contingency or “projects of opportunity.” The
remaining $12 million is sub-divided with ADOT retaining $6 million for “ State” sponsored projects
and the remaining $6 million available for local jurisdiction “Local” TE projects.

ADOT administers the statewide TE program and is assisted by the 12 voting and 1 non-voting
(FHWA) members of the Transportation Enhancement Review Committee (TERC). The 12 voting
members represent the State Transportation Board, ADOT, MAG, PAG, 3 members appointed on a
rotating basis from the 6 remaining MPO and COGs, Historical Advisory Commission, Commission of
the Arts, Office of Tourism, State Parks Board, and the ADOT Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator. Refer
to the ADOT web site at http://www.azdot.gov/ABOUT /envplan/enhancement_scenic roads/
enhancement/index.html for downloadable versions of the Program Handbook, Grant Application, and
Evaluation Criteria. It isimportant for project applicants to consult these updated documents annually
for a complete understanding of the requirements and process.

Anindividual, organization, or agency can apply for TE funds. Candidate projects must be submitted

on a completed Arizona TEA-21 Transportation Enhancement Grant Application to the appropriate
reviewing agency. Inorder for aproject to be considered under the State program 75 percent of the
overall project must be located within ADOT right-of-way and must receive support/endorsement by the
appropriate District Engineer. All other projects are considered L ocal projects; thisincludes projects
submitted by federal lands agencies. All TE projects require a 5.7 percent hard cash match; ADOT
provides the hard match for State projects and the Local project sponsor provides the local hard match.
The State TE project funding limit is $1.5 million and Local is $500,000.

An application should be complete before being submitted to the appropriate reviewing agency. The
reviewing agency may be ADOT, alocal jurisdiction or aMPO/COG. The submittal should include any
preliminary/conceptual architectural and/or engineering design information and an estimate of cost. All
local jurisdiction supported projects are submitted to the appropriate MPO/COG for endorsement.
Endorsed projects and those that have a committed sponsor, such asalocal jurisdiction, ADOT or the
federal lands agency, and that are submitted to the ADOT TE staff for further evaluation. Projects
meeting all evaluation criteria are submitted to the TERC.

The TERC reviews each enhancement candidate project and ranks each against the “ General Merit” and
“Activity-Specific’ evaluation criteria. Project applicants should review the evaluation criteria during
the scoping and application devel opment process to ensure the proposal meets the overall intent of the
enhancement program. Projects receiving the highest number of points increase their ranking and
chancefor funding. Theranked list of projects is submitted to the State Transportation Board for
approval. Approved TE projects are incorporated into the appropriate MPO TIP and subsequently the
STIP.

All project sponsors are required to sign an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) prior to construction
that defines how the project will be maintained, the organization(s) responsible, type of on-going
program and source of funding. In addition each project applicant/sponsor is required to attend a TE
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Workshop and Kick-off Project Scoping Meeting. A fee of $5,000 covering ADOT expenses is
submitted by the sponsor with the project scoping document. Project applicants/sponsors should consult
the TE Program Handbook for an explanation of a“typical project development process.”

Congestion Mitigation Air Quality Program

The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) has theresponsibility for administering the CMAQ
program including development of projects designed to achieve reductions in transportation related
emissions. Projects for consideration for CMAQ funding are submitted by Maricopa County
jurisdictions, ADOT, and MAG staff. MAG staff evaluates all projects submitted against vehicle
emission reduction criteria ranking those projects producing the most benefit. Ranked projects are
programmed to the extent of available funds. MAG is considering aformal CMAQ project application
process. The CMAQ program offers a source of funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects.

Highway Safety Program

Annually the Governor’ s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) receives approximately $2.5 million from
NHTSA. Each year NHTSA identifies specific funding priorities. In general, funds are intended to
enhance existing programs and may be used for conducting inventories, needed studies, engineering
studies, systems development, and program implementation or for purchasing equipment. Bicycleand
pedestrian safety is one of the eight GOHS priority program areas.

Each January GOHS mails invitations soliciting submittal of funding request. Agencies responding to
the request should carefully prepare the application to include a cover letter signed by the submitting
agency, project description containing identification of the problem or reason for the request, how the
problem will be solved and include a budget. Applications received are reviewed by a Grant
Coordinator and a recommended list is submitted to the Director. Applications are reviewed for
completeness, evaluated against achieving identified priority areas and satisfying an overall need.
Applications can not repeat work already funded. In addition, there are requirements and restrictions
applicants should be aware of involving request for equipment and production of print media including
printed materials, brochures and bumper stickers, etc. The applicant should contact a GOHS Grant
Coordinator for clarification of rules. Agencies applying for safety funds should refer to the GOHS
grant application Proposal Guide web site at http://www.azgohs.state.az.us/dloadpdf/Proposal Guide.pdf.
Application deadlineis typically April 1* of each year.

Transit Enhancements Program

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5307 Basic Tier Funds urbanized area formula
program provides funds that can be used for transit capital improvements, planning, and, in some cases,
operating assistance. The Urbanized Area Formula Governors Apportionment for areas between 50,000
and 200,000 populations provides grant funds to Flagstaff and Yuma. The Urbanized Area Formula
Apportionment, areas greater than 200,000, provides funds to Phoenix and Tucson transit systems.
Based of need ADOT provides $4 million annually from the STP apportionment to urbanized area
formula recipients. Eligible expenses may include bicycle and pedestrian improvements at Park and
Ridefacilities, bus shelters, and bicycle racks on buses. FTA Section 5309 funds awarded on a
discretionary basis are digible for capital projects. TEA-21 requires the four transit operators to include
programming of all federally funded projectsinto thelocal MPO TIP. Bicycle and pedestrian advocates
should coordinate proposed projects and programs with the transit operator. Section 5307 funding is
annual and offers a good source of funds for operational improvements versus facility improvements.
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Highway Users Revenue Fund (HURF)

HURF represents the largest single source of transportation funding considering all federal, state, and
local generated revenues. HURF includes taxes collected from motor fuels and a variety of user fees

including motor carrier taxes, vehicle license taxes, motor vehicleregistration fees, and other charges
relating to the registration and operation of motor vehicles on the public highways of the state. These
revenues are distributed through formula to the State Highway Fund, cities and towns and counties.

The State Constitution, Article 1X, Section 14, restricts the use of HURF funds to highway and street
purposes, cost of administering the state highway system, HURF administration, payment of principal
and interest on highway and street bonds, expenses for enforcement of state traffic laws, administration
of traffic safety programs and publication/distribution of the Arizona Highways magazine. Eligible
expenditure of funds for highway and street purposes includes the acquisition of right-of-way and all
facility improvements contai ned within the right-of-way.

Between FY 2004-2012 HURF revenues are projected to grow at an annual rate of 4.3 percent per year,
increasing revenues from $1.151 billion in 2004 to $1.616 billion in 2012. The HURF distribution
formula includes two takedowns, $10 million per yeer is transferred to the Department of Public Safety
(DPS) and $1 million per year set aside for the Economic Strength Project (ESP). The remaining funds
are allocated to the State Highway Fund — ADOT receives 50.5 percent and 49.5 percent is allocated to
cities/towns and counties.

HURF Local Jurisdiction Allocation

The49.5 percent local jurisdiction shareis further sub-divided with 27.5 percent sub-allocated to cities
and towns, 3 percent to cities over 300,000, and 19 percent to counties. The 27.5 percent sub-allocated
city and town share considers the incorporated area population and county origin of the gasoline salesin
the distribution formula. From 2004 to 2012 the 27.5 percent shareis projected to increase from
approximately $313.5 million to $441.3 million. The 3 percent sub-allocated shareis based solely on
population. From 2004 to 2012 the 3 percent shareis expected to increase from approximately $34.2
million to $48.1 million. Jurisdictions within the “ cities over 300,000” category (Phoenix, Tucson, and
Mesa) also receive ther digible share of the funds from the cities and towns 27.5 percent sub-
alocation. The 19 percent sub-allocation share distributed to the counties considers several factors
including the distribution of gasoline sales, diesel fuel consumption, and unincorporated area
population. From 2004 to 2012 the 19 percent shareis projected to increase from approximately $216.6
million to $304.9 million. InFY 2002 — 2003, Table 5-1, the combined 27.5 percent and 3 percent sub-
allocation to cities and towns was approximately $321.8 million, the counties 19 percent share equal ed
approximately $200.5 million.
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Table5-1-FY 2002-2003 Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF)
City/Town and County Distribution

COUNTY CITY
Apache $6,359,875 Eagar $910,667
Springerville $445,726
St. Johns $738,368
Cochise $7,098,403 Benson $369,205
Bisbee $478,479
Douglas $1,123,371
Huachuca City $136,959
SierraVista $2,964,848
Tombstone $117,786
Wilcox $292,597
Coconino $9,830,761 Flagstaff $7,408,116
Fredonia $145,509
Page $952,244
Williams $397,703
Sedona $414,775
Gila $3,202,973 Globe $702,573
Hayden $83,626
Miami $181,828
Payson $1,279,669
Winkeman $41,304
Graham $2,154,959 Pima $156,078
Safford $725,194
Thatcher $315,424
Greenlee $708,992 Clifton $186,913
Duncan $58,520
LaPaz $3,137,770 Parker $898,194
Quartzite $961,454
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Maricopa $81,523,647 Apache Junction $18,429
Avondale $2,323,982
Buckeye $603,053
Carefree $188,985
Cave Creek $241,229
Chandler $11,443,761
El Mirage $493,141
Fountain Hills $1,310,997
GilaBend $128,302
Gilbert $7,103,864
Glendale $14,183,180
Goodyear $1,226,423
Guadalupe $339,023
Litchfield Park $246,715
Mesa $31,384,493
Paradise Valley $885,598
Peoria $7,020,874
Phoenix $104,596,507
Queen Creek $272,664
Scottsdale $13,136,860
Surprise $1,996,908
Tempe $10,285,029
Tolleson $322,726
Wickenburg $330,432
Y oungtown $194,428
Mohave $9,765,472 Bullhead City $3,222,246
Colorado City $317,270
Kingman $1,914,305
Lake Havasu City $4,000,566
Navajo $7,229,030 Pinetop/L akeside $484,552
Holbrook $664,533
Show Low $1,039,230
Snowflake $602,108
Taylor $429,920
Winslow $1,284,217
Pima $37,716,916 Marana $1,043,282
Oro Valley $2,283,594
South Tucson $422,000
Tucson $44,383,949
Sahuarita $249,135
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Pinal $10,252,245 Apache Junction $2,487,277
Casa Grande $1,987,709
Coolidge $612,433
Eloy $818,531
Florence $1,057,139
Kearny $177,565
Mammoth $139,299
Superior $255,406
Queen Creek $9,490
Winkelman $165

Santa Cruz $2,657,384 Nogales $2,180,037
Patagonia $92,291

Yavapai $9,504,729 Camp Verde $798,947
Chino Valley $662,298
Clarkdale $289,706
Cottonwood $775,805
Jerome $27,546
Prescott $2,865,724
Prescott Valley $1,989,445
Sedona $610,933
Peoria $46

Yuma $9,321,929 Somerton $631,597
San Luis $1,332,864
Welton $158,665
Yuma $6,732,658

Source— ADOT Financial Management Services Division HURF distribution report

HURF represents the single largest revenue source available to fund local jurisdiction transportation
services. Table5-1 identifies 92 cities/towns and 15 counties sharing the total HURF FY 2003 local
jurisdiction distribution of $522 million. It isrecommended that bicycle/pedestrian projects sponsors
approach each of the larger entities to establish a dedicated funding all ocation; however, for the smaller
jurisdictions, devel oping a regional approach may be more acceptable. Any request should be supported
by an adopted bicycle/pedestrian strategic plan.

HURF State Allocation

The 50.5 percent HURF sub-allocation is further sub-divided, 42.83 percent (approximately $531.6
million in 2004) is allocated to support the statewide program and 7.67 percent isidentified for
controlled access facility projectsin Maricopa and Pima Counties (approximately $44.2 millionin
2004). HUREF represents to the principal share of non-federal revenues contributed to the State Highway
Fund. The HURF allocation, federal apportionment and other state, local and private sources constitute
thetotal State Highway Fund revenues. The Arizona share of the federal aid highway apportionment is
projected at $500 million per year; ADOT retains the major portion of the apportionment, other
apportioned funds are pass-through funds programmed by local jurisdictions and minor sums are
allocated to other state agencies.
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The projected FY 2004-2008 5-Y ear Construction Program budget is $3.94 billion, approximately $788
million per year. Over thefive year period $972 million has been identified for Maricopa County
freeway improvements leaving ADOT an average of approximately $594 million per year for all
remaining statewide programs/projects. Working through an iterative process RAAC evaluates
projected funding levels and recommended funding levels necessary to meet operational and

mai ntenance needs of the transportation system. Projected revenues are all ocated between three major
program areas, System Preservation, System Management, and System I mprovements.

The5-Year Construction Program Resource Allocation, Table 5-2, represents the five-year budget and
approximate average annual funding levels for System Preservation at $744 million/$149M, System
Management $365 million/$73 million and System I mprovements $2,835 million/$567 million ($1,877
million/$375 million with the $972 million identified for Maricopa Co. removed). The5-Y ear
Construction Program Summary of Dollars by County, Table 5-3 indicates that the largest portion of all
State Highway Fund revenues is programmed for capital improvements within the 15 counties. Thelist
of capital projects represents the larger high-priority projectsincluding spot and corridor improvement,
roadside facility improvements and minor and major capacity/operational improvements. Theidentified
list of projects was developed through a public participation process, identified through studies or
responses to a need identified through public policy. Thelist was developed through consultation
between ADOT and each of the local jurisdictions and MPO/COG'’s. Even though bicycle/pedestrian
projects areincluded within this list of prioritized projects they were selected through an evaluation and
ranking process matching projects against competing needs. The process described devel ops a mix of
project types which changes annually offering no guarantee of annual bicycle/pedestrian project
selection; therefore, the approach of competing against other high priority projects does not present a
reliable annual funding program for bicycle/pedestrian projects.
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Table5-2 — Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF)
Resour ce Allocation
(000) Thousand

FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008  Total

STSTEM PRESERVATION SAFETYPROGRAM  52i5m2 $14.500 F14.140 514,140 $14.140 575,508
ROADZIDE FACILITIES 8RAD 3000 51,000 51,800 51,600 56,090
PLBLIC TRANSIT 5,500 8,500 36,500 56,500 9,500 §32,500

PAVEMENT PRESERVATION 560045 $107.723 $26,200 SEBO000  §100000 473408
(OPERATIONAL FACILITIES 510,354 3325 36,200 56,300 $11800 544,800
BRIDGE FRESERVATION 530,560 §13,19 $21,850 523,740 $18750 5106108

Summary Totals:  $150797  $133324  §136480  §I51790  $150730 74379

SYSTEM MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM OPERATIMG CONTINGENCES §21,54 17175 7,175 BIER00  3MBA00  5B04M
CPERATING SUFFCRT $,676 400 24,006 54,006 4008 526,380

DEVELOPMENT SLPPORT §56.40 $50.200 348,202 IO B4T0E 5240080

Summary Totals:  $84712 §723m $70,39 SEE81E 468818 §3651M

SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS TEA 21 HGH PRICRITY PROVECTS 35,000 35,000
ROADSIDE FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS 136,242 $25,003 $16,710 530,612 30368 3117080

MINCR CAPACITY/OPERATIONAL SPOT IMPROVENENTS 518838 72 R §2.75 5850 BMEE 50043

MAJOR. CAPACITYIOPERATIONAL SPOT IMPROVEMENTS $31.067 §06.203 333,162 4047 3AIIE0 5297184

OORFIDOR IMFROVEMENTS  sgreai §596.128 883775 SOE21A0 204445 52305314

Summary Totals:  §766,899 $681,259 $636,022 $356734  $391961  §2.834.895

Total Resource Allacations; 1,002,408 $887 576 $862,905 $579,362 (611,569 §3943820

The SubProgram category listed in Table 5-3 represents the Departments five-year internal budget. The
total is approximately $1 billion or $200 million per year. The annual budget is sub-allocated between
System Preservation, Management and Improvements. The Department has identified System
Preservation and Management as high priority funding areas, suggesting any proposed reallocation of
“limited” funds would be difficult to support. Thethird category, System Improvements, has afive-year
annual average budget of $38 million. State funds account for 76 percent of the category budget
currently sub-divided into a number of separate program areas. The SubProgram System Improvements
category contains the smaller capital improvement projects including discretionary or projects of
opportunity. Program areas range in funding from as high as $95 million to $400,000. The averageis
approximately $1 million per year. System Improvements includes the Roadside Facilities
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Improvements sub-category which contains funding for facility improvements and program support for
statewide transportation enhancement and the recreational trails programs.

Implementation of a bicycle and pedestrian sub-all ocation would require approval of the State
Transportation Board, concurrence from ADOT Management and coordination with the RAAC and
ADQT staff on the appropriate funding level. To support the request, the adopted local area plans
within the M oveAZ Plan should document the identified need.

L ocal Transportation Assistance Fund | and Il (LTAF)

Apache Count
Cochise Count
Coconino Count
Gila County
Graham Count
Greenles Count
La Paz Count
Maricopa Count’
Mohave Count
Navajo County
Pima County
Final County
Santa Cruz Count
Yavapai County
Yuma Count

SubProgram

Table 5-3 — Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF)
Summary of Dollars by County

(000) Thousand

FY2004  FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 Toral
53,743 523,814 3800 512,000 56,000 545,157
518,178 518,530 53,800 514,542 555,148
332,807 529,332 512,485 57,335 54,400 385,139
50,800 519,326 55,775 521,700 547,601
57,576 5475 51,000 56,500 515,951
56,889 513,809 51,700 522,398
54,019 59,261 5200 513,480
5568 457 5474913 $360,690 5244 462 5173643 51,822,185
540,122 544 804 52,750 55,250 512,500 5105,226
319,520 525,304 513,282 5200 31,800 351,088
545,161 525,533 $153,400 517,085 575,302 5317,491
318,316 $30,000 5300 26,300 578,018
56,859 51,194 5700 58,553
512,832 2,062 59,835 528,575 523,080 5115,184
530,515 2,350 534,850 54,000 571,615
5135416 5155,069 5232278 5245,403 5255444 31,028,510
$4,002,408 §887,576 $8652,905 §579,362 5611,569  $3,943,820

The Local Transportation Assistance Fund | (LTAF I) program may receive up to $23 million per yeer.
TheLTAF I funds are distributed on the basis of population; the proportion received by a city/town is
based on the share of total population compared to all cities and towns in the state. Funds can be used
for public transportation and transportation purposes depending on the jurisdiction's population.

0

ADOT

24

Grant and Funding Plan
12/2004



STATEWIDE N
BICYCLE | PEDESTRIAN & L A\
PLAN ¥ 4 B G

Generally, a city or town with a population less than 300,000, use the funds for general transportation
services and public transit including operating and related capital expenses. A city or town with a
population over 300,000, use the funds for public transit operating and related capital purposes.
Through resolution, a city or town may authorize 10 percent of the LTAF | for cultural, educational,
historical, recreational, scientific facilities, programs for nonresidential outpatient programs and/or
services for persons with a developmental disability. Similar to the federal Section 5307, funds can be
programmed for operational type improvements, bus bike racks, bus shelters and Park and Ride facility
improvements. Reliance on funding for recreational uses through the resolution processis highly
competitive, and depending upon the jurisdiction, potentially offers a small funding source. This
avenueis not recommended.

LTAF Il program may receive up to $18 million per year, funding provides additional statewide transit
and transportation funds to counties, cities, and towns. The LTAF Il program is administered by
ADOT, funds are distributed to the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), MPO, and cities
and counties not represented by a RPTA or MPO. A jurisdiction’s share of the fund is proportional to
its share of thetotal state population. Counties with a population greater than 500,000 can use the funds
for public transit, or under certain circumstances, other programs up to a maximum 50 percent grant
match. In counties with a population less than 500,000, the grant funds are distributed to the
cities/towns and county board of supervisors and require a 25 percent match. The distribution to the
county board of supervisors shall be based on the unincorporated population of the county. Cities with
greater than 50,000 in population are awarded grants requiring a 50 percent match, less than 50,000 the
match is 25 percent.

Annually ADOT, RPTA or MPO natifies each city/town and county board of supervisors the amount of
grant monies available. The jurisdiction may submit proposals to the appropriate agency, RPTA, MPO
or ADOT requesting some or all of the matching grant monies availableto the jurisdiction. The
proposal shall certify the appropriate match is available and detail a plan for spending the grant and
local match. Funds can only be used for public transit purposes, including operating and capital
purposes that conform to the long-range transportation plan or regional transportation plan. Eligible
expenses may include bicycle and pedestrian improvements at Park and Ride facilities, bus shelters and
bicycle racks on buses.

Arizona State Par ks Grant Programs

The ASP Board administers nine competitive grant programs funded through both federal and state
funds covering a variety of recreational and preservation programs throughout the state. Three
programs offer an aopportunity for bicycle and pedestrian access and facility improvements. The
programs include the Trails portion of the Arizona State Parks Heritage Fund, federally funded
Recreational Trails Program (RTP) and the Growing Smarter Grant program for land conservation and
acquisition. Program information can be found on the ASP web site
http://www.pr.state.az.us/partnerships/grants/grants.html. Annually ASP updates each grant program
application; the documents are down-loadable and it is recommended project applicants consult the
documents to ensure an understanding of the grant process and that the most recent program
requirements are being followed. Each grant application submitted is reviewed by ASP staff; the review
determines project digibility following the basic requirements outlined in the appropriate grant manual.
Eligible applications are submitted to the appropriate ASP committee; the committee evaluates each
applicant against established criteria and submits a prioritized list to the ASP Board.
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Growing Smarter Program

The Growing Smarter program provides assistance for the acquisition and preservation of open spaces
inor near urban centers. Competitive grants are awarded for either land acquisition or purchase/lease of
the development rights. The Program can receive up to $18 million per year transferred to the Land
Conservation Fund from the State General Fund. Prior to the site acquisition recommendation, the
location must be classified as suitable for conservation and added to State Trust Lands property by the
Arizona State Land Department. Funding requests can not exceed 50 percent of the appraised value
based on highest and best offer. Grant applications for suitable sites are recommended to the ASP
Board by the Governor appointed Conservation Acquisition Board (CAB). Grant applications are due
the last working day of March each year. The lands can be used for recreational purposes including
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Recreational Trails Program

ADOT receives an approximate $1.1 million annual federal apportionment to fund the RTP.
Approximately $967,000 is transferred to ASP for program implementation. ASP currently programs 7
percent of the funds to support Program administration, 5 percent for educationally based projects and
the remaining is divided equally between two programs, RTP — Motorized Portion and maintenance of
statewidetrails. Motorized and non-motorized trails can be for recreational and/or transportation
purposes, trails used for transportation purposes are eligiblefor other federal highway funds.

RTP — Motorized Portion is a competitive grant application process. ASP Board is assisted in project
grant application review and prioritization by the Off-Highway Vehicle Advisory Group (OHVAG).
Approximately $430,000 is available annually. Governmental entities, cities, towns, counties, tribal
governments, state and federal agencies, and non-profit organizations designated as 501(c) by the
Internal Revenue Service and meeting all eligibility criteria can apply for RTP grants. Thefederal RTP
funds can be used to pay a maximum 80 percent of the total project cost; the applicant must provide the
remaining 20 percent as match. A federal agency may provide 15 percent of the match from other
federal sources but the remaining 5 percent must be non-federal. The applicant’ s matching share must
be certified at the time of application. Grant applications are due the last working day of March each
year.

TrailsHeritage Program

The Trails Heritage Fund Grant Program is a competitive grant program providing funding assistance
for non-motorized trail projects. Annually $475,000 is contributed by the Arizona Lottery for project
funding. The ASP Board administers the program assi stance with policy and grant application
evaluation criteria development provided by the Arizona State Committee on Trails (ASCOT) and the
Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Committee (AORCC). AORCC reviews each digible
application and recommends a prioritized list including the level of funding to the ASP Board. Trails
proposed for funding assistance must belisted in the State Trails System or a nomination application
must be submitted. Deadline for thetrail nominationis July 1 of the year preceding the planned grant
application submittal. Acceptance into the State Trails System must occur prior to the project grant
application deadline. State Trails System nomination forms are available on this website under “ Trails
Program.” Trail nominations can include projects for both recreational and for transportation purposes.

Grant applicants may include governmental entities, cities, towns, counties, tribal governments, and
state and federal agencies. Private or non-profit organizations may apply through a governmental entity
acting asathird party. An entity may submit more than one application per year for completdy different
projects; however, no one entity can be awarded more than 20 percent of the funds available regardliess
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of the number of applications submitted. Federal land agencies including the National Forest Service,
National Park Service and Bureau of Land Management are considered a single entity.

Grantsrequire a 50 percent match based on the total eligible project cost. The project applicant can
provide matching funds in the form of cash or in-kind contributions including donated land, materials or
services, cost of in-house labor and equipment, local appropriations or bond monies, or monetary
contributions from outside sources. The applicant’s matching share must be certified at the time of
application. The minimum dollar amount that can be requested is $4000. Applications must be
received by the last working day of February each year.

Arizona Game and Fish Department Heritage Grant Funds

The Arizona Game and Fish Commission administer the state supported Heritage Fund Grant Program
including the Public Access sub-program. The Public Access program is a competitive grant program
intended for relatively small projects. Funds are intended to increase entry to public lands for
recreational purposes when entry is consistent with the provisions establishing those lands. The annual
public access grant fund budget is $160,000. Eligible applicants include any federal agency, Indian
tribe, state agency, state board or commission and any local agency including county, city, town,
municipal corporation, school district or other political subdivision.

A description of the project prioritization process is provided at the Department’ s web site:
http://www.gf .state.az.us’w_c/heritage_apply.html. The web site offers downloadable versions of the
Heritage Grant Application manual, forms and instructions. Applicants should check the web site
annually because instructions, forms, and information on prioritization scoring periodically change. A
prospective applicant requiring assistance may attend an agency sponsored Heritage Grant Application
workshop; schedule/locations are posted on the web site. Applications must be received prior to 5 p.m.
on the last working day of November each year.

Arizona Office of Tourism

Arizona Office of Tourism (AOT) Tourism Development Division administers two competitive
matching grant programs, one eligiblefor statewide applicants and the Proposition 302 Maricopa
County grant program.

The statewide program was specifically designed to assist rural communities in marketing their tourism-
related products and services with dedicated funding and resources. The matching grant programis
offered to destination marketing organizations including tourism-oriented non-profit organizations, city,
county and chambers of commerce. The statewide program, referred to as Teamwork for Effective
Arizona Marketing (TEAM), awards matching grant funds totaling approximately $1 million per year.
Grants are awarded both as individual and regional, a single applicant is eigible for an individual
matching grant of $20,000 and a regional grant of an additional $10,000, total $30,000. Grantsrequirea
50 percent match. The TEAM application guidelines can be found at
http://azot.com/tourisn/grants/data/

TEAM%20FY 05%20Booklet.pdf. The AOT web siterequires users to register.

TEAM funds are available annually based on AOT's fiscal year. New Guidelines are available in early
January, applicants are required to attend a mandatory workshaop starting in late January and held in
various locations. Applications are duein late March, and awards are announced in May.

TEAM funding can be used for advertising, internet website development, printed material and
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brochures, media communications and public relations, strategic planning and research, and other
tourism-related promotional activities.

Small Project Grants

The Bikes Belong Coalition and the American Greenways Kodak Awards both provide grant funds for
bicycle pedestrian facilities and programs. The maximum project amount for the Bikes Belong
Coalition is $10,000, with the maximum project amount for the American Greenways Coalition being
$2,500. Based on the maximum project funding amount, these grants are appropriate for projects or
programs with small budgets that are typically not eligible for the major funding sources.

5.5. Funding Strategies— Other Agencies

This section includes information on how other State Departments of Transportation currently fund their
bicycle/pedestrian programs. The information collected included funding sources utilized to fund staff
positions, safety and educational programs and new or the rehabilitation of existing bicycle/pedestrian
facilities. Theinformation demonstrates funding source similarities for the three core operational areas.
Included is additional information for those states who have implemented unique and/or innovative
funding sources to construct new or rehabilitate existing facilities.

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

The NCDOT Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation funds staff positions with state and
federal STP funds. Positions prior to the passage of ISTEA are state funded all new positions primarily
engineering are federally funded. The Department of Environment and Natural Resources supports a
state funded Trails Coordinator position responsible for non-transportation related recreational/hiking
trails. The program administers the federal RTP funds and occasionally request TE funds for projects
that are transportation related.

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Division uses state operating funds to support development, reproduction,
and distribution of safety and education brochures, and state bicycle maps. State funds also support the
safety education and enforcement programs. To alesser extent, a specific project request for funds from
the Governor’ s Highway Safety Program (GHSP) provides funding to a variety of pedestrian and
bicycle safety initiatives. The Divisionincludes in the STIP, $200,000 in TE funds for support of
training workshops, pedestrian safety and research projects, and other pedestrian needs. Eligible
expenses include hiring of instructors, payment for the host venue and related expenses.

The State characterizes bicyclefacility projectsinto two categories, which determines the types of funds
that may be available. Thefirst, “ Independent Projects” are not part of a scheduled highway project.
“Incidental Projects” are part of a scheduled highway project.

Annually, NCDOT programs $6 millionin federal TE funds for statewide bicycle improvements and
$1.4 million for pedestrian hazard elimination independent of scheduled highway projects. 1n 2004 the
State Legislature as part of an Economic Stimulus package programmed an additional $5 million is state
funds for bike lanes, pedestrian facilities and shoulder widening to accommodate bicycle use. State
funds are an digible funding sourcefor either independent or incidental projects

Bike lanes, bicycle-safe drainage grates, widened paved shoulders, pedestrian safety improvements, and
bicycle-safe bridge projects are included as incidental features on highway projects. These scheduled
improvements receive funding from a combination of federal and state construction funds including
NHS, STP, and CMAQ within the non-attainment areas.
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Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT)

ODOT uses state revenues to fund the Bicycling/Pedestrian Coordinator position. State funds cover
operating expenses including the production/reproduction and distribution of safety materials. For
larger safety campaigns, Safe Streets brochure, the Program Coordinator has used Transportation
Enhancement (TE) funds for the development and reproduction of brochures, etc.

Bicycle/pedestrian facilities proposed at the state level will request TE funds for construction. Normally
the Districts will utilize NHS and STP funds constructing bicycle and pedestrian where required as part
of a construction/reconstruction project. Districts are encouraged and occasionally request TE funds.
State policy encourages the inclusion of bicycle/pedestrian facilities as part of aroadway construction
project. The Ohio Department of Natural Resources administers the Recreational Trails Program (RTP)
and the “ Clean Ohio” recreational trails grant program. Statewide MPO’swill utilize CMAQ funds for
bicycle/pedestrian facilities.

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Legislation passed by the State of Oregon, ORS 366.514, referred to as the "Bike Bill" requires the
construction of bikeways and walkways as part of the initial road project or as part of a "modernization”
project. The“Bill” requires ODOT and the cities and counties to expend reasonable amounts of
highway fund to provide facilities with three exemptions:

wherethereis no need or probable use;

where safety would be jeopardized; or

wherethe cost is excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use.

The State of Oregon supports the following funding programs for bicycle and pedestrian facilities:
The state funded Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility | mprovement Grant Program provides $2.5
million annually for projectsincluding completion of short missing sections of sidewalks, ADA
upgrades, crossing improvements, intersection improvements, and minor widening for bike lanes or
shoulders. The maximum grant amount is $200,000;
CMAQ funds projects and programs that reduce transportation related emissions including bicycle
and pedestrian facilities; and
Transportation Enhancement, funds are used to fund transportation related bicycle and pedestrian
projects that may also serve recreational .

Washington State Department of Transportation (WsDOT)
The State of Washington and/or WSDOT support several state funded grant programs for bicycle and
pedestrlan facilities, programs include:
Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program, acquisition and development of local and state
parks including trails;
Non-Highway and Off-Road V ehicle Program, supports facility development including non-
motorized trail activitiesfor bicyclists, and hikers;
Traffic Safety Near Schools Grants, WSDOT, traffic and pedestrian safety i mprovements near
schools, includes sidewalks, signing and signals, pedestrian crossings, pavement warning lights,
flashing beacons, turning lanes, and bus pullouts; and
Traffic Safety Grants, safety and education programs, and projects.
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Federal funded programs for bicycle and pedestrian facilitiesinclude:

- Transportation Enhancement Grants, transportation-reated activities including bike and
pedestrian facilities;
Recreational Trails Program, construction, rehabilitation, and maintenance of recreetional trails
and facilities including environmental education and trail safety programs;
Hazard Elimination Safety Grants, WSDOT, safety improvement projects to correct hazardous
locations, and/or el ements;
National Scenic Byways Grants, WSDOT, consistent with the corridor management plan bicycle
and pedestrian facilities and signing are eligible;
Public Lands Highways Program, WSDOT, transportation related project providing and/or
improving access to and within federal lands are digible including bicycle and pedestrian projects;
Surface Transportation Program, MPO regional and state rural funds are used for modifications
to existing public sidewalks to comply with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act; and
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality, MPO, fund projects and programs that reduce transportation
related emissions including bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Wisconsin Department of Transportation (Wisconsin DOT)

Wisconsin DOT Bicycling and Pedestrian Coordinator staff position is 100 percent funded through the
federal State Planning and Research (SP&R) program. The Coordinator position is primarily
responsiblefor facilities and statewide planning. A Safety Coordinator position is |ocated with the
Office of Traffic Safety. The safety position is state funded; however, the statewide safety, education,
and enforcement program utilizes federal 402 Safety Funds. Funding for the Safety Program has
historically averaged $200,000 per year.

The State utilizes bridge replacement, NHS, and STP funds for facility construction and reconstruction.
Facilities not directly connected to the roadway, referred to as “freestanding” use TE funds.
Freestanding projects include multi-use paths, support facilities, and trails. The Department of Natural
Resources administers the state trails program utilizing TE and RTP program funds. CMAQ funds are
available to the deven southeast counties included within the non-attainment. Historically, the MPO’s
have programmed approximately 50 percent of the funds available for bicycle and pedestrian projects.
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Table 5-4 — Funding Source Summary

Project Types | Required Total Available
Funding Programs M odes Trip Types (Const., Non- | Matching Deadlines Annual Funding (All Contact and Website
Construction) Funds M odes)
Transportation Enhancements All Transportation | Both 5.7% Variable Approx. $13M Cheryl Banta, Transportation
Program (TE) (hard cash annually /2 Enhancements Manager (602)
min.) ($500,000 max. for 712-7906
local projects, $1.5M | http://www.azdot.gov/Highways/
for State projects) EEG/enhancement_scenic_roads/
enhancement/index.html
Congestion Mitigation and Air All Transportation | Both 20% September Approx. $40.9M MPOs,
Quality Improvement Program (2002) /1 ($31.4M to | http://tpd.az.gov/air/index.htm
MAG) Federal Apportionment at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environ
ment/cmagpgs/index.htm
Highway Safety Program All Transportation | Non- 20% April 1, Approx. $12M /2 Governor's Office of Highway
construction annually Safety
http://www.azgohs.state.az.us/
dloadpdf/Proposal Guide.pdf
Transit Enhancements Program All Transportation | Both 20% Phoenix = $26.9M http://www.fta dot.gov/office/pro
(Section 5307) pop. >200,000 Tucson = $8.9M gram/2003/5307g.html
(2003 e<t.) /3
Transit Enhancements Program All Transportation | Both 20% $1.5M (2003 est.) for | http://www.fta dot.gov/office/pro
(Section 5307) pop. 50,000 — 200,000 Flagstaff and Yuma gram/2003/53071.html
/4
Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) | Bike/Ped | Transportation | Construction N/A N/A $536.4 M ADOT www.dot.state.az.us ABOUT/
(2003) fmg/hurflink.htm
Local Transportation Assistance Fund | All Transportation | Construction N/A N/A $23M (funding http://www.dot.state.az.usABO
(LTAF) (bike/ped currently on hold) UT/fms/fndsorce.htm
improvements
directly related
to transit)
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Project Types | Required Total Available
Funding Programs Modes Trip Types (Const., Non- | Matching Deadlines Annual Funding (All Contact and Website
Construction) Funds M odes)
Growing Smarter Planning Grant All Transportation | Non- 50% October $60,000 annualy Marty Lynch, (602) 280-8144,
Program construction Www.commerce.state.az.us/
CommunityPlanning/ GSGrants.h
tm
Recreationa Trails Program (RTP) Paths Recreationa Construction 20% Currently N/A | Approx. $1.1M Annie McVay, Recreationa
annually /5 Trails Coordinator,
(602) 542-71186,
http://www.pr.state.az.us/
partnershi ps/grants/grants.html
Arizona State Parks Heritage Funds Paths Recreation Construction 50% Last working $500,000 annually Robert Baldwin (602) 542-7130
day of February www.pr.state.az.us/partnerships/
grants/grants.html
Arizona Game and Fish Department Paths Recreation Construction None Last working $160,000 (Public Robyn Beck (602) 789-3530
Heritage Funds day of Access) ($1,000 min.) | www.df.stete.az.us/frames/other/
November h_grant.htm
Arizona Office of Tourism Bike/Ped | Both Non- 50% March $1 M, each project Local Jurisdiction
Construction not to exceed $20K
individual or $30K
regional
Bikes Belong Coalition Bicycle Both Both N/A On-going Each project not to www.bikesbelong.org
exceed $10,000
American Greenways Kodak Awards | Bike/Ped | Both Both N/A Early June Each project not to www. conservationfund.org
exceed $2,500

/1 Source: http://www.fhaw.dot.gov/l egsregs/directives/notices'n4510479/n4510479al15.htm
/2 Source: http://http://www.azdot.gov/ABOUT/fms/fndsorce.htm (FY 2001)
/3 Source: http://www fta.dot.gov/office/program/2003/5307g.html
/4 Source: http://www .fta.dot.gov/office/program/2003/53071.html
/5 Source: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/refunds.htm
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6. Bicycle/Pedestrian Education Program Plan

The education of bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists is a key component to reduce vehicle and
bicycle/pedestrian conflicts. In order for bicyclists to safely travel with motorists, bicyclists need to
develop good cycling skills that include knowledge of the*rules of theroad.” Like drivers, bicyclists
must understand and obey the rules and laws that apply. Likewise, pedestrians must also understand
and obey rules and laws if they areto coexist safely with vehicles. Drivers also can be made to be more
aware and careful around bicyclists and pedestrians through safety and education campaigns and
through spot enforcement programs.

Educating the public through training, published materials, workshops, and “how to” guides can provide
the bicyclist, pedestrian and motorist the knowledge and skills necessary for each to more safely coexist.
An educational plan must be broad based, comprehensive, and understandablein its approach.
Participants should include public facility administrators, facility designers, and users from each age
group. Training sessions and materials include all age groups, present statutory laws in an

understandabl e manner and offer training that teaches good bicycling skills and other practical exercises
aimed at the pedestrian and motorists.

Section 6.1 contains areview of publications and existing programs offered by state and local agencies.
Thereview focused on areas recommended for implementation identified in the Phase | Plan. Section
6.2 contains descriptions for five recommended ADOT Bicycle/Pedestrian Education Program aress.
- Safety Education Program;

Safe Routes to School Program;

Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Design Training Program;

Safety Awareness Campaign; and

Data Archive.

6.1. Literature Review

Theliterature search included review of publicly offered educational and safety related programs
sponsored by federal agencies, state departments of transportation and other state agencies, national
bicycling organizations and agencies within Arizona. Chapter 11 of the Phase | Plan listed several
Arizona agency guides devel oped to teach safe bicycling and walking, present “rules of theroad” and
laws and tips for bicycle commuters. 1n addition, Chapter 11 offered a number of recommendations that
ADOT and agencies around the state could implement to improve bicycling and walking conditions.
The principal needs identified included improvements in the following program areas.

Safety Education Program;

Safe Routes to School Program;

Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Design Training Program;

Safety Awareness Campaign; and

Data Archive.

Safety Education Program

The Safety Education Program review |ooked at the following list of publications and existing programs
offered by organizations, federal, state, and local agencies:
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Bike Sense, British Columbia Bicycle Operator’s Manual — sponsored by Grester Victoria
Cycling Coalition. The manual developed for distribution contains numerous photos and situational
graphics. The manual focuses on five basic principles:

0 maintain your bicycle in good working order;

0 beasvisibleas possibleto others;

0 learnthe skills needed to control your bike;

0 cydeintraffic safey and predictably; and

0 know and obey therules of the road.

Bicycling Street Smarts: Riding Confidently, Legally, and Safely — produced by the Florida
Bicycle Association through permission granted by author John S. Allen was funded by the Florida
“Share the Road” license plate program and State Safety Office of FDOT. The manual includes
State Statutes classifying a bicycle as a vehicle and a bicyclist asadriver. A driver must follow all
traffic rules common to all drivers and as a bicyclist you must also obey all rules developed
specifically for bicycles. The manual intended for a non-classroom environment teaches safe
bicycling techniques on public roads and streets.

Michigan DOT provides the latest edition of Bicycling Street Smarts: Riding Confidently, Legally
and Safely through the DOT web site.

e Ridng Coafdent
Lagally, and Sal

Syfklféet Smarts

By dan S M

Safe Bicycling in Chicago — sponsored by City of Chicago and Chicagoland Bicycle Federation is
an eleven-page quick reference guide with photos and graphics. The guideincludes descriptions on
equipment and fit, traffic basics, lane positions and turning, and off-street bicycling.

Sharethe Road: A guide for bicyclists and motorists — produced by the Pima County Department
of Transportation. The 39-page “pocket guide” includes illustrations, tips for motorists and
bicyclists, and relevant statutes to promote safer roadway travel. The pocket guide is distributed
through bike shops, libraries, motor vehicle division offices, health clubs, at special events, and
through numerous other outlets to encourage greater understanding of traffic laws and sharing of the
road. The guide, also availablein Spanish, is presented in a Power Point program to drivers
education classes, traffic safety educators for traffic diversion classes, public bus providers, school
bus drivers, middle school classes, bike clubs, and other venues to promote greater roadway safety.
Good Practices Guide — [Publication number: FHWA-SA-02-001 HSA-4/30-02 (5M)QE] is
available at the Bicycle Safety Education Resour ce Center sponsored by the Federal Highway
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Administration. The Guide provides a good reference tool for devel oping a bicycle education
program or selecting the most effective program for your needs. The Guide summarizes 16 existing
safety education programs including both successful and unsuccessful features, provides strategies,
and discusses issues in developing a program. Features discussed are program funding, presenting
safety education in schools, devel oping partnerships, and gaining publicity for the project.

National Bicycle Education Program Cour se Descriptions — developed by the L eague of
American Bicyclists offers a number of different courses designed to meet the needs of any group
from information to on-bike skills:

0 Road| —isanintroductory course covering safe operation of a bicyclein a variety of situations.
Road | is recommended for adults and children above 14 years of age. A similar course, Kids
I1, designed for 5th and 6th graders, covers on-bike skills, aswell as choosing safe routes for
riding;

0 Kidsl —instructs parents on how to teach a young child to ride a bike. Parents learn how to
perform a bicycle safety check, helmet fitting, and bike sizing;

0 Road Il —offers advanced cycling principlesincluding fitness, training for longer rides,
advanced mechanics, pace line skills, advanced traffic negotiation, foul weather riding, and
night riding; and

o Commuting — covers topicsincluding route selection, bicycle choice, dealing with cargo and
clothing, bike parking, lighting, reflection, and foul weather riding.

Traffic and Bicycle Safety Education Program — sponsored by Florida DOT, it offers training

workshops and certificate programs through the University of Florida. Trainers are selected from

elementary and middle schoolteachers, community volunteers, law enforcement officers, and
recreation leaders. The FDOT Safety Office provides program devel opment and continued training.

Courses at the elementary school level focus on pedestrian safety, safety on school buses, bicycle

safety, and bike-handling skills. At the middle school level, the focusis on bicycle knowledge and

skillsincluding on-bike practice and classroom instruction. Thethird training session focuses on
law enforcement officials, youth group leaders, community safety specialists, and school officials
covering bicycle safety, rules of theroad, how to implement successful bicycle safety programs, and
how to present bicycle safety information to the public. The fourth session trains driver education
instructors on information for teaching bicycle and pedestrian laws, common crash types and
responsible sharing of the road.

Basics of Bicycling Curriculum — North Carolina DOT and the Center for Bicycling and Walking

developed an elementary school-level program for fourth and fifth graders. The Guide offers

systematic instructions so that instructors of differing cycling abilities can teach the course. The
curriculum includes classroom instruction, and students learning on their bikes in an outside setting.

The step-by-step guide provides all handouts including a parent letter and permission dlip.

Inter active Games and Activities— geared for kids focusing on bike safety sponsored by the

Pennsylvania DOT web site. The interactive graphics cover such topics as how to check the parts of

your bikefor safety, proper fitting of your biketo make it safer to ride, using hand signals for road

riding, fitting your helmet properly, and understanding the meaning of traffic signs. Interactive
games and activities cover topics including: Have a Safe Ride, equipping your bike and yourself for
asaferide; Safe Road Riding, a gameto test your knowledge Trail Riding, which checks your
knowledge of safe and responsible riding on trails, and Take a Bike Driver’s Test.

Bicycle Safety Education Program — organized by the Bicycle Coalition of Maine (BCM). Initia

funding support was through the State Office of Traffic Safety. The BCM Education Committee

devel oped training program guidelines and materials. Maine DOT sends out applications to all
schools and contracts with BCM to provide the Bicycle Safety Education Program statewide.
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Instructors come equipped with a bicycle, helmet, and handouts spending approximately one-hour
in each classroom. The approach is to make the student think as a“driver” with all the rules and
responsibilitiesinstead of asa“rider”. Thetraining covers proper helmet fit, dressing for safety,
doing the ABC Bike Check, and rules of the road.

BIPED - bicycle/pedestrian safety education program is offered statewide by the White Clay
Bicycle Club, Wilmington, Delaware in partnership and with funding support from the University of
Delaware, and the 4-H Cooperative Extension Service. BIPED isaone-hour classroom
introduction on the basics of bicycle safety. Volunteer instructors, generally certified by the L eague
of American Bicyclists, come equipped with a teaching kit (course outline, videotape, handouts).
Instruction focuses on the concept of “driving” a bicycle as opposed to “riding” and that driving a
bicycle carries the same responsibility as driving a car.

T.E.A.M. (Traffic Education and M anagement) — sponsored by the City of Mesa provides traffic
safety education. Part of the program includes interactive presentations on pedestrian and bike
safety.

Bicycle Awareness and Safety Program — presented by the Bicycle Transportation Alliance,
Portland, Oregon is a comprehensive classroom and on-bike ten-hour curriculum that teaches
middle school students the fundamentals of bike safety. Instruction includes obeying traffic laws
and signs, ride with traffic, use hand turn signals, road positioning, right-of-way rules, hazard
identification, defensive cycling, proper helmet fitting, and bicycle maintenance. The goal isto
maintain an on-bike focus spending six of the ten hours riding and culminating with an on-street
community ride. Certified instructors complete a twelve-hour teacher-training class. The program
is supported through funds provided by a Section 402 grant.

Effective Cycling Training and Effective Cycling I nstructor s — devel oped by John Forester,
founder of the Effective Cycling League. Effective Cycling isa handbook for cyclists. It contains
what aroad cyclist needs to know to use a bicycle every day, for any purpose, under different
conditions of road, traffic and topography, and under different conditions of weather. Effective
Cycling Instructors covers the full adult course and the full intermediate and dementary children’s
courses. While this manual is not an instructor's workbook for the new multi-step courses (Road 1,
Road 2, etc.), it discusses understanding the difficulties of cycling instruction in modern America,
the teaching techniques for different levels of students, and the preparation that is required.

Safe Routes to School Program

The Safe Routes to School Program review looked at the following list of publications and existing
programs offered by organizations, federal, state, and local agencies.

School Administrators Guide to School Walk Routes and Student Pedestrian Safety -sponsored
by the State of Washington. This program discusses key steps in walk route devel opment and
provides guidelines for decision-making. Washington requires all school districts to have suggested
route plans for every elementary school (WAC 392-151-025). The Guide provides information on
laws and liabilities, background on student safety education, direction on how to develop and
maintain school walk routes, how to identify pedestrian safety deficiencies, and when to consider
enhancements, and makes recommendations on how school administrators can work with local
public works agencies. Consulting Traffic Engineers recommended as appropriate throughout the
process. School districts provide recommended wal king route maps to parents, students, and host
workshops on safe walking and biking.

School Safety Program — sponsored by the City of Phoenix. This program created a School Safety
Task Force with responsibility to educate the public on transportation safety topics, evaluate safety
conditions at all schoolsincluding school-related crosswalks, and to improve pedestrian/student
safety. The Task Force studied school safety at all crosswalks recommending a list of 26
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engineering, enforcement, and educational countermeasures, as well as experimenting with new
traffic control technology. One of the recommendations was to establish a two-person school safety
team to work exclusively with schools on traffic safety concerns and provide improved service to
school principals and transportation directors. Other recommendations included: development of a
new school crossing guard training video, development of a* Safest Route to School” walking plan,
introduction of automated enforcement of speed limits at schools, installation of fluorescent yellow-
green school warning signs, introduction of staggered crosswalks, revised student drop-off/pick-up
procedures and school safety summit meetings.
Pima County-Tucson Safe Routes to School and Pedestrian/Bicycle Education Program —
sponsored by the Pima County and Tucson Departments of Transportation and funded by a federal
Transportation Enhancement grant. This program will work with seven dementary schoolsin a
two-year pilot program to assess bicycle and pedestrian safety needs around the schools, provide a
comprehensive pedestrian education program for second graders and bicycle education program for
fourth graders, and work with area motorists and parents to improve safety around the schools. The
program, beginning with the fall school year of 2004, will provide near-term and lower cost
improvement projects at the schools and will plan for longer-term projects for which additional
funding will be pursued.
Getting to School Safely — sponsored by the USDOT, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. This guide offers help in devel oping a school transportation safety program. The
program considers students whether traveling by passenger car, on foot, bicycle, public
transportation, or school bus. The guide offers design assistance whether it is a one-time event or
for the school year.
California’s Safe Routes to School Program — is principally a public relations and awareness
program, but also provides grants for physical improvement projects. The program encourages safe
routes through better enforcement of traffic laws, engineering projectsto help slow down residential
traffic, and educational programs. Funding sources for enforcement and education are offered
through the California Office of Traffic Safety and engineering projects are digible for federal, state
and local funds. Program implementation is at thelocal jurisdiction level.
Marin County Safe Routesto School Program —is funded by athe Bay Area Air Quality
Management District and administered by the County of Marin on behalf of the Marin County
Congestion Management Agency and the county, Cities and towns of Marin . Thirty-five schools
have participated in Safe Routes to Schools activities since the spring of 2000. Marin Safe Routes to
Schooals offers the following assistance to local schoolsin starting up and maintaining a Safe Routes
to Schools program:
0 Training and materials in organizing events for International Walk to School Day;
0 Instructors offering In-class lessons on safety, hedlth, and the environment;
0 Bicycle Rodeos;
0 Guidance on developing Safe Kid Zones with the assistance of engineering consulting provided
by David Parisi and Associates,
Cooperation with local law enforcement in providing added protection;
0 Guidance on forming carpools, Walking School Buses Kids Walk to School, Centers for
Disease Control, and Bike Trains;
0 Materials and prizes for the annual Frequent Rider Mile Contest; and
0 Promotional and educational materials to encourage Walking and Biking to school.
WalkBoston Safe Routes to School Program — started as an initiative to get elementary students
to walk to school. The program includes walking and/or riding a bike in groups with parent escorts,
provides safety training, and working with local governments to ensure that there are sidewalks,
crosswalks, and safer streets. A key feature of the WalkBaoston program is the use of a parent escort
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coordinator. The coordinators are part-time paid parents, one per school, who implement the
program including coordination of the volunteer parent escorts.

Safe Routes to School in Texas Program — resulted from the enactment of State legislation
directing the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) to establish the Safe Routes to School
Program. Thelocal jurisdiction submits an application for safety improvements around school
areas. Projects must be within the public right-of-way, within a two-mile radius of a school and
may include multiple sites if similar work is performed at each site. The projects arelimited to
$500,000 in federal funds and require a 20 percent local match unless the project is located on the
state highway system in which case TxDOT will provide the match. Six categories of work are
eligiblefor funding:

0 Sidewalk improvements,

Pedestrian/Bicycle crossing improvements,

On-street bicyclefacilities,

Traffic diversion improvements;

Off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and

Traffic calming measures for off-system roads.

OO O0OO0Oo

Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Design Training Program

The Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Design Training Program review looked at the following list of

publlcatlons and existing programs offered by organizations, federal, state, and local agencies.
A Walkable Community, Common Char acteristics of Pedestrian Friendly Communities—isa
program sponsored by the USDOT-FHWA. The program focuses on the design of safe and
successful pedestrian facilities through eff ective planning, education, and law enforcement. The
program provides solutions to vehicle/pedestrian problem areas through engineering
counter measures.
Getting People Walking: Municipal Strategiesto | ncrease Pedestrian Travel — the report
sponsored by the State of Washington focused on developing a more wal kabl e environment.
Included in the report were the benefits on making walking easier, design recommendations for
more pedestrian-friendly streets and a discussion on land-use policies benefiting walkable
communities.
Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide — sponsored by the Georgia DOT provides direction to design
professionals, devel opers, municipalities and others regarding the design, construction, and
maintenance of pedestrian facilities. GDOT updates the Guide as required offering therevisionsin
an electronic downloadable format. The Guide is not intended as standards, regulations,
requirements, or specifications, but rather as“desirable” or * minimum” recommendations.
Chapters include general design guidelines, accessibility issues, children and school zones, trails
and paths, sidewalks and walkways, intersections, street crossings, traffic calming measures,
pedestrian access to transit, site design for pedestrians, and safety in work zones.
National Center for Bicycling and Walking (NCBW) — sponsors Walkable Communities.
Workshops designed to foster community-based initiatives related to walking and bicycling. The
four-hour workshop brings together elected officials, public agency staff, public health practitioners,
planners, engineers, and advocates to focus attention on making communities more walkable,
including how land use and transportation decisions affect walking. One aspect of the training
involves taking participants on an interpretive walking tour, a*“ ped audit” of a pre-determined study
area emphasizing seeing the community from the perspective of a pedestrian. Workshop
arrangements are through applications submitted by the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO).
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NCBW provides bicycle facility design guidelines covering street crossings, overcoming bicycle
barriers, trail networks, transit connections, roadway bridge modifications, traffic signals, drainage
grates and utility covers, rural road shoulders, facility maintenance, liability aspects of bikeway
designation, and the economic benefits of a bicycle- and pedestrian-based tourism.
Training through the National Highway Institute (NHI) and FHWA —routinely provides awide
array of training seminars and workshops upon request. Training includes facility planning,
engineering techniques, increasing bicycling and walking through land use practices, and a variety
of other urban and rural design procedures. The NHI charges afeefor each participant while the
FHWA provides most course offerings at no cost. The following bicycle and pedestrian offering is
currently available:
0 Pededrian Safety Roadshow workshop is designed to educate and inspire a community to
develop an advocacy group supporting facilities and programs to improve walkability and safety
for pedestrians.

Safety Awar eness Campaign

The Safety Awareness Campaign review looked at thefollowing list of publications and existing

programs offered by organizations, federal, state, and local agencies.
Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety and Education Program — sponsored by Pima County and Tucson
Departments of Transportation. The project will provide for education and promotion of safety
programs for bicyclist and pedestrians. Project includes cycling safety instruction, development of
enforcement training and educational videos, public service announcements for both broadcast and
print media, posters and purchase of safety equipment, helmets, and safety lights for distribution.
The project also includes a major awareness and enforcement e ement with motorists, bicyclists and
pedestriansin order to improve overall traffic safety.
School Crossing Guard Training Program — sponsored by the State of Florida. The statewide
program certifies all trainers who train the school crossing guards in their jurisdiction based on
guidelines developed by FDOT.
School Crossing Guard Training Program — within North Carolina, school crossing guards are
considered traffic control officers requiring the sametraining as other traffic control officers. The
NCDOT Division of Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation devel oped a train-the-trainer program to
train local law enforcement officers responsiblefor training school crossing guards. A practical
application session uses students at a ssimulated intersection.
Education, Encour agement and Enforcement (3-E Program) — sponsored by the Virginia DOT.
The program focuses on teaching effective riding principles and use of safety equipment. The
guidebook Bike Smart Virginia equips educators and others with the resources necessary to
encourage helmet use. Other educational activities include Bikewalk Conferences, sponsorship of
Bicycle Safety Rodeos, and public service announcements. Encouragement focuses on providing
assistance in the form of maps, brochures and/or travel guides making bicycling more enjoyable for
novice and advance bicyclists alike. Additional programs include supporting bikes with transit,
website information, biketo work weeks, bike tours, and program funding. Thethird E,
Enforcement, focuses on educating the bicyclist and motorist, ticketing of bicyclists and motorists,
police on bikes, adoption of local helmet ordinances, and bicycle crash reporting.
Don't Get Stuck: FIX IT —bikerepair video produced by NCDOT in collaboration with 4-H
addresses the large percentage of bike crashes caused by mechanical problems and poor
maintenance. The 38-minute video for children ages 11 to 15, teaches ten basic bicycle repairs.
NCDOT loans the video to schools and organizations by request.
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Bike Safety Program — sponsored by New Jersey DOT. The program offers downloaded posters
from the web site. In addition, the site offers games, books on safety, and quizzes geared toward
children.

Bicyclist and Pedestrian Safety Program — sponsored by Oregon DOT. Theprogramis

performance based with annual goals. Annual goals set the number of educational sessions,

enforcement activities, and outreach activities accomplished each year. This updated approach isa
change from previous years when performance goals were set on reduction of accidents, which
proved difficult to quantify due to the many variables that influence accidents. The program
encourages bicyclist/pedestrian safety through:

0 Public information program including placing messages on billboards, production of posters and
brochures, posters on transit buses and public service announcements on radioand TV;

0 Law enforcement has focused on the motorists' failing to yield to pedestrians in a crosswalk.
Bicycle enforcement will focus on bicyclists riding the wrong way, failureto yield, and not
using bike lights at night. Both activities are done through payment of overtime salaries to law
enforcement agencies;

o0 Information and education programs for targeted audiences are focusing on motorists who are at
fault in 65 percent of all bicycle/motor vehicle accidents and adult cyclists who research shows
arethe primary offenders of riding the wrong way, failing to yield, and not using bike lights;

0 Law enforcement training isincluded as part of the crosswalk and bicycle enforcement
programs; and

0 School presentations are part of the student education program.

Building Safe Communities — sponsored by NHTSA. The program is a comprehensive guide that

listsideas, activities, and programs in each major area of traffic safety. A Safe Community program

promotes injury prevention activities at thelocal level to solveloca highway and traffic safety
problems. The program uses traffic safety activities called "best practices" that have frequently
been used and identified as practices that most experts in highway and traffic safety would agree
work well at the community level. Program topics cover how to evaluate your program, policy,
legislation, enforcement, and community education.

SAFE KI1DS Coalition — sponsored by Yuma County Health Department, Injury Prevention

Program. The program offers helmetsto the public at a substantial discount in sizes from infant to

adult. Thefunding for the helmets and other safety products comes from donations to SAFE KIDS.

County Health works with Parks and Recreation and law enforcement to conduct bicycle safety

rodeos and education classes.

Archived Data

The archived data review looked at the following list of publications and existing programs offered by

organlzatl ons, federal, state, and local agencies.
USDOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Related Publications and Reports — The USDOT provides
national bicycling and walking study reports and copies of bicycle and pedestrian-related research.
Other sources of information include the USDOT National Transportation Library, and TRIS hosted
by the Transportation Research Board.
California Pedestrian Safety Networ k — sponsored by the California Pedestrian Task Force. The
network provides a website where you can add to and view a shared-documents library. Viewers
can also add links to outside sites for additional information on specific topic areas. The site
reserves theright to post only those sites appropriate to the subject matter. The Task Force has
devel oped the public information campai gn and the documents library to educate the public about
pedestrian and bicycle safety in order to help reduce pedestrian-involved collisions and make
walking and bicycling safer for everyone.
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I nteractive Crash Data T ool —incorporated into the NCDOT bike/pedestrian web site, the tool
offers access to a central location for information. The interactive database is designed for
researching and analyzing bicycle and pedestrian crash data. The data bank allows queries of the
cross-tabulated information by city, county, state, and includes other variables such as age, gender,
race, injury severity, type of roadway, and type of crash for both bicyclist and pedestrian crashes.

6.2. Recommended Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Education Program

Section 6.1 included a literature review of publications and existing programs focusing at different
bicycle and pedestrian safety education programs within Arizona and nationwide. Thereview and
information collected from interviews helped formulate the program described in Section 6.2. This
section outlines a recommended plan that ADOT and interested parties may consider in developing the
Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Educational Campaign.

To achieve improved statewide bicycling and walking safety, five program areas are discussed. The
overall goal isto implement a statewide program that targets pedestrians and bicycleriders of all ages,
community leaders, and facility designers. For Arizona, the recommended statewide approach to safety
and education should be “One-Message’. The“One-Message’ intent is to reduce costs through shared
development and implementation. Discussed are thefollowing five programming areas for statewide
implementation:
- Safety Education Training;

Safe Routes to School;

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Training;

Safety Awareness Campaign; and

Archived Data.

Safety Education Training

Bicycle safety education should focus on a combination of classroom and non-classroom training. This
will include both training courses and the distribution of safety training booklets. Bike |l and Bikel |
programs from the L eague of American Bicyclists are recommended for elementary school age children
and Road | for the more experienced teenage and adult riders. ADOT and the Statewide
Bicycle/Pedestrian Steering Committee should consider developing Bike | for 3 and/or 4™ grade levels
and Bike |1 for the 5" and/or 6™ grade levels. Both courses should be offered annually statewide.
Limiting each course to one grade leve reduces cost and provides more assurance that each student will
have the opportunity to receive training on basic bicycling skills. When possible, the course should be
presented during national and local bike events.

Bike | implementation steps:
ADOT should be the lead agency.
Develop a program description and present to the Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian Steering Committee.
Submit a multi-year grant application to the Governor’ s Office of Highway Safety for Highway
Safety Grant (Section 402) funds for program devel opment and start-up costs including travel,
course materials, instructor training, training aids, video production, and presentation equipment as
appropriate. The Committee should consider long-term funding support, initial devel opment and
start-up implementation may be obtained through Section 402 funds, but overall program success
depends upon securing an annual funding source.
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Select ajurisdiction, school district, school(s) for apilot test. Evaluate the results of the pilot
project and modify the course as appropriate.

Information on the results of the pre- and post-test, jurisdiction, school district, school, grade and
number of students receiving instruction will be provided to the ADOT Bicycle/Pedestrian
Coordinator. Information will be used in the preparation of an annual report used to justify
reguested funding support.

Reminders to annually schedule the course should be sent to each school administrator. It is
recommended that each elementary school contact the area MPO/COG bicycle/pedestrian program
coordinator or State Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator to schedule the class.

Required budget, including cost to develop the course materials/handouts and to “train-the-trainers’: up
to $90,000. Annual budget to produce materials, providetrainer support: up to $100,000.

Similar programs at the national and local level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
Bicycle Safety Education Program — organized by the Bicycle Coalition of Maine.
BIPED — sponsored by the White Clay Bicycle Club, Wilmington, Delaware.
T.E.A.M. (Traffic Education and M anagement) — sponsored by the City of Mesa.
National Bicycle Education Program Cour se — devel oped by the L eague of American Bicyclists.

A Bikell safety coursetypically contains approximately four hours of outside and classroom
instruction. When possible, the class should be presented during national and local bike events.

Implementation steps and funding would be similar to Bike I. Required budget would be similar to Bike
I; develop materials and to “train-the-trainers’: up to $90,000. Annual budget to produce materials,
providetrainer support: up to $100,000.

Similar programs at the national level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
Traffic and Bicycle Education Program — sponsored by Florida DOT.
National Bicycle Education Program Cour se — devel oped by the L eague of American Bicyclists.
Basics of Bicycling Curriculum — sponsored by the North Carolina DOT.
Bicycle Awareness and Safety Program — presented by the Bicycle Transportation Alliance,
Portland, Oregon.

Road | is designed for teenagers, adults and advanced riders consisting of approximately four to eight

hours of outside and classroom instruction. The Bicycling Street Smarts document that is described in
Section 6.1 and has been modified to be specific to Arizona should be utilized in conjunction with the
Road 1 course (See Section 7 for a description of the Arizona Bicycling Street Smarts document).

I mplementation steps and funding would be similar to Bike | and I 1. However, the implementation can
build upon the fact that the Road | course is currently being offered in the Phoenix metropolitan area
through the Coalition of Arizona Bicyclists, see http://www.cazbike.com/flyer.pdf. Therequired budget
for Road | would include materials and funds to “train-the-trainers” would be up to $60,000 for the first
year and up to $50,000 annually there after.
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Similar programs at the national level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
National Bicycle Education Program Cour se — devel oped by the L eague of American Bicyclists.
Basics of Bicycling Curriculum — sponsored by the North Carolina DOT.
Bicycle Awareness and Safety Program — presented by the Bicycle Transportation Alliance,
Portland, Oregon.

Safe Routes to School

Safe Routes to School (SRS) is aprogram intended to provide a safer environment and encourage
students to walk or bicycle to school and other community sites. Similar to safety education, SRS
programs require the dedication of afew individuals starting at the grass-roots level building community
and political support for the program. The Arizona Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Steering
Committee and other interested parties can help fulfill that role.

Through the effort described, ADOT should develop a set of guidelinesto help communities and/or
schools to assess and i mprove hazardous conditions that exist around school sites and in surrounding
neighborhoods.

Recommended implementation steps:
- Under ADOT direction, draft a SRS statement of need and define the program goals.

ADOT should submit a multi-year grant application to the Governor’ s Office of Highway Safety for

Highway Safety Grant (Section 402) funds for program devel opment, preparation of draft State

guidedline and resource materials, cover start-up costs of a pilot project and cost to review and

finalize the SRS program guidelines. ADOT should conduct the review after the second year of the
pilot program.

The organizing group should carefully select theright jurisdiction, school district and schools for a

pilot project. The pilot project should consist of about 15 to 20 eementary schools distributed in

threeto four local jurisdictions in the state (i.e., an average of five e ementary schools per
jurisdiction). The group should meet with school administrators, PTAS, or appear at other functions
to present the program and solicit support from the parents and students.

The group should identify local champions for the pilot project. The champions will oversee

activities at each school and chair a School SRS Committee. The Committees for each school

should consist of parents, students, teachers, school administrators and members of the community
at large (political leaders, public works, public health and law enforcement are critical members,
getting community-wide participation and support can spread the program, plus gain the necessary
support for street improvements, enforcement, and community safety education). The school-based
safety team should organize and carry out various assessments and surveys, and oversee an on-
going educational component.

The Committee should seek official statusas either a committee of the PTA or other existing School

District committee. Recognition will help attain cooperation and participation of the local

municipality, school board and principal, etc.

SRS Committee activities should include;

0 Assisting with development of a bicycle/pedestrian safety component for inclusion into a
"School Safety |mprovement Plan" addressing safe routes, a safer community, and a pedestrian
and bicycle safety education curriculum for the students.

o0 Conducting a school-wide travel survey at the beginning of the project to assess the various
transportation modes students use to go to and from school.
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0 Conducting a school site design review and a neighborhood site assessment to determine
characteristics of vehicular traffic, neighborhood traffic counts, parent and bus drop-off
locations, speed limits, vehicle speeds, commercial driveways, intersections, the need for
crossing guards, and missing or ineffective crosswalks, sidewalks, and bike lanes.

0 Mapping routes children currently take to school, walking the routes in groups, identifying
sidewalks, crossings, and the overall safety issues along the routes, suggesting safer routes when
necessary and recommending improvements. Developing a safe routes checklist; soliciting the
aid of parents, public works and enforcement officials, and students.

o0 Collecting information from parents and students identifying their concerns

o Deveopingalist of on-site and off-site saf ety improvements. Presenting the list to the
appropriate government entity for consideration and pursuing additional funding to construct
the improvements. Organizing events and contests to encourage students to walk and bike,
encouraging parents to participate in "walking school bus* programs and other "safe"
neighborhood initiatives.

0 Assisting with the presentation of the Bike | safety course described previously at the pilot
elementary schools, aswell as with a pedestrian safety education component. The Bike | safety
instructors will be responsible for organizing and implementing both the pedestrian and bicycle
education programs for the pilot schools.

The Committee should work to keep the program alive by reintroducing the program every year at

the beginning of the school year. With the aid of school administration the champion/Committee

should:

0 Noatify parents and include information about the program in the parent packages that are sent
home at the start of the school year;

0 Hold akick-off event or assembly with parents and students to explain the program, solicit new
and replacement parent helpers;

0 Meet with the principal and teachers at the beginning of the year to plan in-classroom activities
for theyear; and

0 Conduct afollow-up travel survey to assess traffic hazards.

The NHTSA devel oped document, Safe Routes to School, should be utilized for setting up the pilot
program.

Requested funding level for the statewide pilot Safe Routes to School program should be up to
$800,000.

Similar programs at the national and local level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
School Administrators Guide to School Walk Routes and Student Pedestrian Safety — sponsored
by the State of Washington.
WalkBoston Safe Routesto School Program — started as an initiative to get elementary students
to walk to schoal.
School Safety Program — sponsored by the City of Phoenix and designed to educate the public and
schoolchildren on transportation safety topics.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Design Training

Theintent of the Bicycle/Pedestrian Facility Design Training is to educate community officials,
developers, professionals, and advocates regarding the planning, design, construction, and maintenance
of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Training should focus on making communities more bicycle
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friendly and walkabl e including discussions on how land use and other transportation decisions and
roadway design standards affect bicycling and walking.

ADOT should conduct workshops statewide on the bicycle and pedestrian facility design guidelines
listed in Section 8 of the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan. The training can be presented
frequently, sponsored by ADOT and/or MPOs or COGs. ADOT should also pursue hosting any
NHI/FHWA offered courses on bicycle and pedestrian facility design. The Statewide Bicycle and
Pedestrian Steering Committee can assist ADOT with course review and selection. The training content
should focus on “desirable” conditions for walking and bicycling. As a separate task, the bicycleand
pedestrian facility design guidelines in Section 8 of the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan
should expeditiously be updated to include any applicable new design guidelines, such asthe
accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians at roundabouts and at mid-block and intersection crossings
of shared use paths.

Recommended implementation steps:

- Utilize Statewide Planning and Research (SPR) federal funds to revise the bicycle/pedestrian
facility design guidelines in Section 8 of the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan to
include new items and to be consistent with the training courses.

Present the design guiddine statewide through a series of workshops.

Request up to $30,000 to hold training seminars.

Similar programs at the national level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide — sponsored by the Georgia DOT.
National Center for Bicycling and Walking (NCBW) — sponsors Walkable Communities
Workshops designed to foster community-based initiatives related to walking and bicycling.
Training through the National Highway Institute (NHI) and FHWA — both organizations
routinely provide awide array of training seminars, workshops, and technical assistance to
stakehol ders upon request.

Safety Awar eness Campaign
The Safety Awar eness Campaign will focus on non-classroom bicycle and pedestrian community
education and an enforcement program. Education would focus on reaching a larger audience.
Strategl esinclude:

placing postersin public places,

placing messages on transit buses;

using billboards;

distributing educational booklets/pamphlets; and

developing articles for print media, and radio and TV public service announcements (PSA).

The educational booklets that were developed within this project that are similar to the Pima County
Share the Road booklet should be distributed statewide. See Section 7 for more information on the
pedestrian and bicyclist share the road guides developed for Arizona.

An attractive poster displaying, for example; “rules of theroad”, “give a bicyclist five (5) feat”, facts on
bike helmet use and dangers of riding a bike against traffic can be widely distributed in schools,
libraries, community centers and other public places, such as malls.
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A Public Service Announcement (PSA) can be designed to communicate a message to one age group or
many at the same time including motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists. For example, a PSA can inform
motorists how to “share the road” with bicyclists. Sharing the road is something many motorists are
uncomfortable with because motorists were never really taught how to safely deal with bicyclist when
learning to drive. Nor do many motorists understand that the cyclist has a legitimate right to be on the
road and that riding in the gutter or on the sidewalk isin most instances less safe. These and other
messages should reach a larger audience than can be reached through a classroom setting.

Lack of understanding and knowledge makes enforcement of laws governing riding of bicycles, and
laws aff ecting the interaction of motorist and bicyclist difficult to enforce and frequently met with
resistance; therefore, education can aid and encourage both the bicyclist and motorist to follow the rules
of theroad. A method to communicate this information is through the distribution of educational
pamphlets, such as Bicycling Street Smarts and the Share the Road Guides currently being devel oped by
ADOT.

A second approach is to make enforcement of the laws and rules of the road a community priority,
observing someone break the law and “ get away with it” (especially with children) can lead to other
occurrences. Enforcement can be community-wide or focused in an area where the majority of
problems occur. An effective strategy, similar to announcing a DUI checkpoint, can use PSA’s to
inform the public that there is a problem and that an increased enforcement program will be undertaken.
The announcement itself is effective in identifying the problem and often more effective than the actua
enforcement activity. Recommended areas in which to focus enforcement for bicyclistsinclude:
- driving a night without lights or required reflectors;

riding the wrong way in a traffic lane or on the wrong side of the road,

running a stop sign or red light;

failing to yield the right-of -way;

o while changing lanes;
whileturning right or left;
for pedestriansin or entering crosswalks;
when entering a crosswalk at a speed too fast for approaching traffic; and
failing to signal before a left or right turn.

O o0oOo0o

Aresas to focus enforcement at the motorist include:

driving while impaired by drugs or alcohol;

failing to yield the right-of-way;

0 whenturning left at intersections or at driveways;
when turning right at intersections or at driveways,
when entering the roadway;
while changing lanes; and
for pedestriansin or entering crosswalks.
running red lights or turning right on red lights without stopping;
speeding, particularly in neighborhoods and near schools; and
overtaking bicyclesin areas whereit cannot be done safely (not giving bicyclists the required 3-foot
separation).

O o0oOo0o
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Recommended implementation steps:

ADOT should be the lead agency.

Distribute the Arizona Pedestrian and Bicyclist Share the Road Documents (See Section 7 for a
description of these documents.

Identify bicyclist and bicycle/motor vehicle safety issues and statewide problem locations. Collect
bicycle and bicycle/motor vehicle crash data, citation data, and survey law enforcement agencies
and medical facilities on the types of crashes occurring.

Develop a safety awareness campaign and present it to the Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian Steering
Committee.

Submit a multi-year grant application to the Governor’ s Office of Highway Safety for Highway
Safety Grant (Section 402) funds. The application should include a funding request for three areas;
creation and printing of safety related posters, brochures and display of messages on transit buses
and billboards, development and broadcast of PSA’s, and funding to support enforcement activities
statewide.

Obtain the required services to design required poster program and PSA’s.

Devel op intergovernmental agreements with law enforcement agencies implementing focused
enforcement activities.

The Arizona Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Steering Committee should assist ADOT with
statewide review of program effectiveness.

Required funding for the focused non-classroom educational program would be up to $150,000. Annual
budget for increased enforcement programis up to $100,000.

Similar programs at the national level and local level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
Bike Safety Program — sponsored by the New Jersey DOT, offers downloaded posters on their web
site.
Bicyclist and Pedestrian Safety Program — sponsored by the Oregon DOT.
Building Safe Communities — sponsored by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
provides a guidethat lists ideas, activities, and programs in each major area of traffic safety.
SAFE KIDS Coalition — sponsored by Yuma County Health Department, Injury Prevention
Program.
Bicycling Street Smarts— a bicyclist educational guide based on classifying a bicycle as a vehicle
and a bicyclist asa driver and it was written by John S. Allen.
Share the Road Guide — created by the Pima County Bicycle and Pedestrian Program and it
includes safety materials for bicyclists and motorists.

Archived Data

Develop awebsite that centrally locates data resources providing information on bicycle and pedestrian
crashes and usage. Based on the information collected and stored, research and analysis of bicycle and
pedestrian crash data in Arizona could allow queries by city, county, state, and other variables. For
example, tables of crash factsrelated to age, gender, race, injury severity, type of roadway, and type of
crash for both bicyclist and pedestrian crashes can be created. The site should provide a shared
documents library containing study reports and related research in addition to other information
resources including other state and local web sites, USDOT, and other sources such as the National
Transportation Library and TRIS hosted by the Transportation Research Board. Site design and
information content should present the information in a manner accessible by all ages and computer
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knowledge. This feature will aid with the public information campaign and the documents library
should assist with educating the public about pedestrian and bicycle safety.

Recommended implementation steps:

- Issuean RFP for services to devel op the website.
The Arizona Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Steering Committee should assist ADOT with the
website review.
Place the website on the ADOT siteand a link to the website from the ADOT bicycle/pedestrian
program website.
Present the website statewide through a series of workshops.

Required funding for the website design would be up to $60,000. Annual budget for site maintenance
would be up to $15,000.

Similar programs at the national level and local level (refer to Section 6.1) include:
USDOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Related Publications and Reports — sponsored by USDOT,
provides a source for national bicycling and walking study reports and related research.
California Pedestrian Safety Networ k — sponsored by California Pedestrian Task Force, provides
website where persons can add to and view a shared documents library.

I nteractive Crash Data T ool — incorporated into the NCDOT bike/pedestrian website, offers
access to a central location for information.
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7. Safety and Education Booklets

Safety and education booklets were developed in support of the recommendations of the Education
Program Plan described in Section 6. The Share the Road Guide by Pima County Department of
Transportation was modified to be specific statewide and a similar walking document was created. In
addition, the Bicycling Street Smarts guide was modified to be specific to Arizona. Theintent of the
development of the Share the Road Guides, is for these documents to be targeted at the general public,
both motorists and users. On the other hand, the Arizona Bicycling Street Smartsis intended to be used
by intermediate to advanced bicydlists interested in learning the detail behind becoming a better and
safer rider.

7.1. Sharethe Road Guide

A statewide Bicycling “ Share the Road” Guide was deve oped based on the existing Pima County
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program’ s Share the Road, A guide for bicyclists and motorists. The Pima
County’s document is 37 pagesand 5 %2’ by 3%%" insize. This guide provides educational information
that is directed at both bicyclists and motorists and cites Arizona bicycle laws and those specific to Pima
County.

The* Share the Road” Guide for Arizona consists of 40 color pagesand isalso 5 ¥2" x 3%%” insize. (A
copy of the document is provided in Appendix C). This guide provides information how to share a
roadway between bicyclists and motorists and discusses what both bicyclist and motorists can do to
avoid accidents/conflicts. This guideis recommended for beginner bicyclists and motorists.

7.2. Sharethe Road with Pedestrians Guide

A statewide Walking “ Share the Road” Guide was devel oped based on the Share the Road Guide format
and content within the existing Pedestrian Facilities User Guide-Providing Safety and Mobility by US
DOT Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The “ Share the Road with Pedestrians’ Guideis also
542" x 3Y¥%" in size. The FHWA guide provides information on pedestrian friendly street designs,
pedestrian friendly walking facilities, and analysis and solutions to pedestrians and motorists accidents.

TheWalking “ Share the Road” Guide addresses motorist considerations to pedestrians and pedestrian
considerations to awareness in surrounding area. This guide analyzes conflict situations between
pedestrians and vehicles in motion or stationary and presents what pedestrians and motorists should be
aware of to avoid accidents. A copy of the document is provided in Appendix D.

7.3. Arizona Bicycling Street Smarts

Leaning how to ride a two-wheel bicycleis probably one of the most exciting experiences, dueto the
difficulty of maneuveringit. At the beginning, most bicyclists ook for safe places where they fed
confident in riding a bicycle such as parks, parking lots, and open spaces. When bicyclists have more
experiences and feel comfortable to ride a bicycle for transportation, exercise, or fun, they start riding
on roadways and need to follow certain traffic laws.

The Bicycling Street Smarts booklet by Rubel Bike Maps that was discussed in Section 6 was modified
to be specific to Arizonain an effort to target these experienced bicyclists. This booklet teaches
experienced bicyclists how to ride confidently, legally, and more safely on roadways. The5.3” X 8.4”
booklet contains 48 pages of roadway regulations to bicyclists. The document isincluded in Appendix
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8. Maintenance and Facility Request System

8.1. Initial Program Implementation

The State of Arizona should implement a bicycle facility maintenance program that responds to citizen's
request. Aswith other citizen request and/or complaints, response to the maintenance problem should
betimely. The program goal would be to correct and/or inspect the problem within 72 hours and
schedule repairs within a reasonable timeframe.

In order to track the maintenance request and ensure the proper response Arizona should develop a
statewide natification and follow-up system. To be successful the statewide system should establish a
central point of contact for citizen notification and the same point for facility maintenance coordination.

Implementation steps:

- receive approval fromthe ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator and ADOT Risk Management
for the draft program outline and sample form (See Appendix F);
coordinate adoption of the program with all federal, state and local agencies having bicycle facility
mai ntenance responsibilities;
establish a single statewide central point of contact within an existing ADOT position:
o recommended the center be located within the ADOT Statewide Bicycle/Pedestrian

Coordinators Office.

each agency having bicycle facility maintenance responsibility provides phone number and email
address to the statewide center for the responsible maintenance supervisor and/or point of contact.

Program description:

- distribute an Arizona Bicycle Program Facility Improvement Request Form, the form should be
designed in such a manner that all required information is obtained (See Appendix F):
0 includethe statewide central contact phone number, fax number and mailing address;
0 include spacefor adescription of the hazard/mai ntenance problem;
0 include spacefor detailed location description;
0 include space for information on person submitting the request; and
0 include spacefor requesting facility improvements.
incorporate the Arizona Bicycle Program Facility Improvement Request Form into the ADOT
Bicycle/Pedestrian web site, the form should:
0 bedownloadable and interactive (preferable).
establish the statewide center with a system computer, fax and phone for message, each accessible
to Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordinator office staff;
once a mai ntenance request notification is received, staff will, based on the location description and
type of maintenance requested, contact the proper District and/or agency:
0 establish a completion date; and
o dofollow-up.
implement a public relations (PR) program announcing the program i mplementation using broadcast
and print media public service announcements (PSA)’s and notification letters to all public
agencies, bicycle organizations and interested public; and
provide copies of the Request Form to ADOT District offices, regional and local agencies, federa
and Indian Lands agencies and bicycle stores statewide.
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8.2. Long-Range Implementation

ADOT should consider the following long-range strategies:
incorporate the process and contact phone number(s), email address for reporting a bicycle hazard
and/or maintenance problem on ADOT and other state agency bicycle facility maps. Requested
information should include the type of hazard/maintenance request and location.
establish a budget line-item for spot improvements/hazard eimination/repairs that are less than
$25,000 per project (dollar amount to be determined) within the 5 Y ear Construction Program/ST I P.
Funds controlled by the State B/P Coordinator and made available to the Districts for the requested
work.

8.3. Review of Other Jurisdiction Maintenance and Request Systems

City of Madison, WI — Arthur Ross at (608-266-6225)

Several notification methods are utilized:

- Thecity maintenance department phone number is placed on the back of bike/ped facility maps/
The phone call direct to maintenance works best and shortens the response time;
A web siteis used to contact traffic engineering/bike program staff. The site also has arequest form
for maintenance and/or improvements. The form can be downloaded and faxed or mailed; and
Pre-paid postcards that are placed in bike shops. The system does not work well and staff does not
check to see if shops need additional cards or if they are routinely offered to patrons.

Biggest issueis the need for a centralized maintenance coordinator/contact person to notify the correct
agency, cities/county/state, that a mai ntenance request has been received.

City of Seattle, WA — Paul Wong (206-684-7583)

Several notification methods are utilized:

- pre-paid postcards are distributed to community centers, bike shops and libraries;
citizens can post the requested maintenance through the cities bike/ped web site;
citizens can call the city bike/ped staff; and
citizens can send direct e-mail to staff.

The direct phone call and e-mail are most commonly used method; staff will coordinate the request with
the proper agency and department.

Small improvement requests are received on postcards, by a direct e-mail and through phone calls.
Larger requests are identified in plans, by staff and bike advisory board.

North Carolina DOT — Tom Norman (919-715-2342)

The public contacts the District Office by phone or can access the NCDOT .org web site and send an
email messageto the District Maintenance Engineer. Minor improvements, sign replacement, striping
and painting are included within the District budget. Larger improvements, less than $25,000 per
project, are funded by the State Bike/Ped Coordinator Office. The Department has a line-item budget
category included within the STIP for spot improvements; e.g. replace drainage grates, trim vegetation,
eliminate hazards, repair RR crossings, etc.
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Summary of Study “Road Hazard | dentification and Reporting”, Wisconsin DOT — Peter Fluckie

(920-497-3196)
This project was funded by the WisDOT pilot program in the Green Bay metro area. The reporting

system utilized:
acentral point of contact; and
a public relations and education program to inform the public of the central reporting point of
contact that explained the purpose and how to contact the central reporting point.

Steps in the reporting system included:
initial hazard notification was received through phone calls;
receipt of pre-paid postcard and email;
central contact would confirm hazard and location through field verification;
report hazard to the proper agency; and
follow-up infield.

Several issues wereidentified/confirmed during the study: First, the public was confused or unaware of
how to report the hazard. This issue was addressed through the public relations program and resolved
by implementation of the central reporting location. The second issue identified the maintenance
staff/agency as either not caring or not understanding the hazard. The study addressed this issue
through training of public works staff and by pre-checking the location and hazard prior to notifying the
mai ntenance staff. Confirming the location and hazard to be fixed reduced the perception of a “wild
goose chasg’. Second, the training focused on having the mai ntenance staff look at the hazard from the
perspective of a bicyclist, e.g. aninch longitudinal pavement crack does not impact a vehicle but can
cause abiketofall. Other topics covered werethat abikeis alegal vehicle and has aright to usethe
roadway and covered agency liability there was the perception that if the agency was unaware of the
hazard there was no liability.

Oregon Department of Transportation — Michael Ronkin (503) 986-3555
The Statewide B/P Plan established maintenance standards and established a schedule for regular
inspections and maintenance activities.

Department provides postage-paid, pre-addressed postcards that include staff tel egphone numbers.
ODOT has experienced mixed success from the postcards.

Caltrans— web site information

Caltrans palicy allows bicycle/pedestrian facilities within State highway right of way that are partially
funded by local agencies to be maintained by the local agencies through a Cooperative Agreement. |If
thefacility connectsto alocal facility and is outside the limits needed for operating and maintaining the
roadway, Caltrans will seek an agreement for the local agency to maintain the facility. This strategy can
provide continuity in the maintenance.
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9. Pedestrian Action Plan

Several states and regions across the U.S. have devel oped and are implementing eff ective pedestrian
plans. Some examples include the states of Oregon, Vermont, California, Maryland, and Georgia, and
communities and regions including Santa Barbara, Portland, Madison, and San Diego, just to name a
few.

These states and regions are actively promoting pedestrian travel and access for all pedestrians, with a
particular emphasis on meeting Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. A primary
component of the plansis the inclusion of policies supporting the development of improved pedestrian
facilities and access as well as improved education of pedestrians and motorists. The Arizona State
Transportation Board policy on Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities can be found at
http://www.azdot.gov/Board/PDF/Board_Policies 081503.pdf. The policy generally supports design
guidelines and policies that givethe designer the flexibility to balance the needs of motorists, bicyclists
and pedestrians and to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians in construction. However, sidewalks are
generally only provided if the local jurisdictions through which the State facilities travel take on the
liability and maintenance of the sidewalks.

The purpose of this pedestrian action planis to support the adoption of a proposed pedestrian policy by
the State and to list potential action items that can be taken to achievethe policy. The draft pedestrian
policy isintended to address pedestrian access, safety issues and facility needs. This draft policy isa
first step in improving the pedestrian environment and addressing ADA requirements. The draft
pedestrian policy reads as follows:

It isthe palicy of the State of Arizona to provide accessible and convenient walking facilities and to
support and encourage increased levels of walking.

Strategies to achieve the policy arelisted inthe “ADOT Pedestrian Policy for Consideration” section of
the Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan (Section 10.1, on pages 127-129). Additional
specific actions to achieve the draft pedestrian policy arerecommended for consideration by ADOT and
by incorporated jurisdictions and countiesin Arizona. These actions are intended to improve the overall
pedestrian environment for all pedestrians and in particular to address needs for persons with
disabilities.

Recent significant federal lawsuits' regarding the Americans with Disabilities Act indicate jurisdictions
should prioritize resources in order to address ADA requirements over the next several decades. Further
guidance to address ADA needs within public rights-of-way were published in an Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in September 2004, which is available at http://www.ada.gov/anprm04.htm. The
proposed rulemaking revises Parts | and 111 of the ADA and ABA Accessibility Guidelines, comments
on the proposed revisions are due to the Department of Justice by January 28, 2005.

The overall pedestrian environment can be improved in large part by meeting ADA requirements, and
good pedestrian facility design will consider pedestrian n-eeds above and beyond the ADA. Basic
action items that may be considered to address overall pedestrian issues and ADA needs include but are
not limited to the following:

! See Barden v. Sacramento and Tennessee v. Lane
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1) Compileand review ADA Transition Plans from different state plans, Metropolitan Planning
Organizations, and incorporated and unincorporated local jurisdictions and research ADA action
items and timetables. Review action items and ADA implementation progress requirements with
referenceto U.S. Supreme Court decision regarding the Barden v. Sacramento ADA case.

Transition Plans primarily address pedestrian facility improvement needs relating to disabled access
and the presence and condition of pedestrian facilities. Transition Plans address how jurisdictions
will maketheir streets and roads accessible to all persons and include specific project information
and commitment to a detail ed time schedule for completion. Additional information on Transition
Plan requirements may be found at http://www.access-board.gov/

2) Based upon U.S. Justice Department Access Board guidance and exemplary ADA Transition Plans
from communities across the U.S., develop ADA Transition Plan updates within all local
jurisdictions in Arizona and for State maintained public rights-of-way

3) Incorporate ADA standardsinto all new and reconstructed roadway projects, as applicable
(pedestrian walkways provided as part of roadway projects are required to incorporate ADA
requirements)

4) Incorporate pedestrian standards of the Federal Highway Administration Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices, including safety for pedestrian travel in construction zones (Chapter 6)

5) Measure, utilizing Geographic Information Systems mapping (as applicable), demand factors
including:

a) Proximity to schools, parks, employment centers, transit stops, shopping, and community centers
b) Land use (zoning categories)
¢) Population Density
6) Measure, utilizing GIS mapping as applicable, needs factors including:
a) Traffic Crashes (number of crashesin past 3 years)
b) Missing sidewalks and curb ramps, existing non-rADA compliant sidewalks
¢) Inaccessible intersection crossings
d) Public comments

7) Adopt American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTO) Guidefor the Planning,
Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, July 2004

8) Incorporate Guiddinesfor Accessible Public Rights-of-Way (forthcoming)

9) Provide annual funding set aside to address ADA needs at required level (based on Sacramento
case)

10) Address pedestrian “ support facility” needs such as shade landscaping and rest areas to facilitate
pedestrian walking comfort

11) Pursue safety programs — Safe Routes to Schools, bicycle, pedestrian and motorist safety and
Education campaigns, crosswalk “stings’, pedestrian and bicycletraffic diversion programs. Pursue
Governors Office of Highway Safety, Transportation Enhancement, Section 402 grants

12) Pursue Transportation Enhancement, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality, and Safe Routes to
Schooal (if approved in pending Surface Transportation Program legislation) federal funding and
demonstration grant funds for pedestrian projects and safety programs

Adoption of the ADOT Pedestrian Policy for Consideration and implementation of policy strategies and
action items can result in significant improvements to the pedestrian environment. The proposed
adoption of the palicy is also timely regarding the pending Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for the
Guidelines for Accessible Public Rights-of-Way. The State of Arizona can show strong progress to
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providing effective, prioritized facilities and education programs in support of pedestrian travel and
safety.

Sdlected Pedestrian Plan References:

Arizona Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Phase | Plan ADOT Pedestrian Policy for Consideration
(Section 10.1, pp 127-129) http://www.azbikeped.org/phaseldocuments.html

State of Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan http://www.odot.state.or.us/techserv/bikewal k/obpplan.htm

State of Washington Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Bike/Bike Plan.htm

Vermont Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Planning and Design Manual
http://www.aot.state.vt.us/progdev/Documents/L TF/Final PedestrianAndBicycleFacility/PedBikeT OC.ht
ml

Georgia Department of Transportation Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide
http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/plan-prog/planning/proj ects

Maryland Statewide Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
http://www.fhiplan.com/md bike ped plan/index.htm

City of Santa Barbara Pedestrian Plan (under development) http://www.ci.santa-
barbara.ca.usdepartments/public works/transportation/alternativel also
http://www.altaplanning.com/news/03summer/

Madison, Wisconsin Pedestrian Transportation Plan http://www.ci.madison.wi.us/reports/execsum?2. pdf

City of Portland, OR Pedestrian Master Plan
http://www.trans.ci.portland.or.us/Plans/PedestrianM aster Plan/default.htm

City of Sacramento Public Works Dept Pedestrian Safety Guidelines
(http://www.pwsacramento.com/traffic/M edia/ PedSaf ety. pdf)

Planning and Designing for Pedestrians: Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?proj ectid=2& fuseacti on=projects.detail

City of San Diego Pedestrian Design Manual http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/pdf/peddesign.pdf

Maricopa Association of Governments Pedestrian Plan 2000:
http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/pdf/cms.resource/ped-plan2000sum-web  427.pdf

Federal Highway Administration Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Parts | and 11

Part 1 at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewalks.

Part 2 at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewal k2/
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The HTML version incorporates all the changes listed on the errata sheet:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/errata.htm

NOTE: The HTML version does not incorporate corrections needed in Section 6.5 (accessible signals).

Detectable Warnings memorandum:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/dwm.htm

* Transmittal Memo:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/tranmemo.htm
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Appendix A

Bicycle User Map

The document can be viewed electronically at the ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program
website: http://www.azbikeped.org/
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Appendix B

Website Review

The ADOT Bicycle and Pedestrian Program website can be viewed at:
http://www.azbikeped.org/
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