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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the progress and results of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA)
Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program (NTPP) from August 2005 through December 2013. Section
1807 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU) provided approximately $25 million in contract authority to four pilot communities (Columbia,
Missouri; Marin County, California; Minneapolis area, Minnesota; and Sheboygan County, Wisconsin) for
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and nonmotorized programs.

In response to evaluation and reporting requirements in the legislation, the FHWA submitted two
reports to Congress: an interim report in 2007 and a final report in 2012. The Interim Report to Congress
outlined an evaluation plan for NTPP and initial program progress. The Final Report to Congress
reported the results of four years of data collection on program implementation, transportation mode
shift towards walking and bicycling, and related health and environmental benefits. This report
represents an update to the findings in the Final Report to Congress with evaluation of three additional
years of data, reflecting additional projects that have been completed since the 2012 report. This report
also expands the scope of analysis to further consider priority themes of access, environment, safety,
and public health.

Key outcomes from NTPP described in this report include:

e Spending: As of late 2013, the four NTPP pilot communities reported investing $88.5 million of NTPP
funds in nonmotorized transportation projects or programs ($79.8 million in on- and off-street
infrastructure, $7.5 million in outreach, education, and marketing programs, and $1.3 million in
bicycle parking). The pilot communities also leveraged $59 million in other Federal, State, local, and
private funds.

o Mode Share Shift: An estimated 85.1 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were averted from
increased nonmotorized trips between 2009 and 2013 relative to the 2007 baseline. The walking
mode share increased 15.8 percent from 2007 to 2013, while the bicycling mode share increased
44 percent over the same period. This translates to 22.8 percent and 48.3 percent increase in the
number of pedestrian and bicycle trips across the four communities.

e Project-Level Outcomes: Trip counts increased up to 56 percent and 115 percent at individual
pedestrian and bicycle project sites, respectively. Infrastructure projects also enhanced
nonmotorized transportation routes to community amenities and transit hubs. Community outreach
programs increased knowledge of nonmotorized transportation options and safety, and some
projects expanded access to bicycling for underserved populations.

e Access and Mobility: NTPP expanded 1/4-mile bicycle network access to approximately 240,000
people, 106,000 housing units, and 102,000 jobs. More than 70 percent of all NTPP infrastructure
projects connect to employment centers, schools, parks, and recreation areas.

e Environment and Energy: NTPP saved an estimated 25 pounds of CO, pollution in 2013 per capita in
the pilot communities, or a total of 9,065 tons. This is equivalent to saving over 1.25 gallons of gas
per capita in 2013 or nearly 3.6 million gallons between 2009 and 2013. NTPP saved an estimated
3.6 million gallons of gasoline between 2009 and 2013. This translates to an estimated 34,629 tons

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program —May 2014 Report



of CO, emissions averted over that time period. In 2013, the pilot communities reduced emissions
of hydrocarbons (33.4 tons), particulate matter (255 pounds PM,, and 241 pounds PM, 5), nitrogen
oxides (23.3 tons), and carbon monoxide (304.6 tons) that contribute to local air pollution.

e Safety: Despite large increases in nonmotorized transportation, the pilot communities collectively
observed a 20 percent decline in the number of pedestrian fatalities and a 28.6 percent decline in
the number of bicycle fatalities from 2002 to 2012. Similarly, over the same time period, three of
the communities experienced declines in the number of pedestrian injuries and pedestrian injury
rates declined between 17.9 percent and 55.1 percent in each of the four communities. Bicycle
injuries increased in three of the four communities, but bicycling injury rates (incidents per number
of trips) declined between 8.6 and 38.2 percent in each of the four communities.

e Public Health: Based on the added bicycling trips observed just in 2013, the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates reduced economic cost of mortality of $46.3 million from
bicycling in 2013. This does not include reduced economic cost of mortality from walking or benefits
from reduced economic costs of morbidity, which are likely higher than mortality.

e Build-Out: The benefits of the NTPP investments will continue into the future. Depending on future
walking and bicycling trends in the pilot communities, the pilot communities’ nonmotorized
transportation investments could avert 266 million VMT over the next ten years, and other benefits,
such as health, safety, and environmental benefits, would increase under similar potential scenarios.

Since authorization of the NTPP in 2005, interest and investment in nonmotorized transportation has
grown dramatically around the country. Walking and bicycling as transportation, once the purview of a
few U.S. cities and a peripheral issue for transportation practitioners, is increasingly a focus for
policymakers, planners, and engineers throughout the U.S. With increasing emphasis on creating more
livable communities, the public has grown to expect walking and bicycling options within the
transportation system that are safe, equitable, environmentally sustainable, and economically efficient.
Looking forward, the NTPP leaves a legacy of:

e Local nonmotorized infrastructure and organizational capacity, with community-wide benefits
e Improved evaluation tools, methods, and reporting techniques replicable in other communities
e Lessons for other communities

e Noteworthy practices for the design and implementation of future pilot programs

The NTPP demonstrated what communities can achieve with large investments in nonmotorized
transportation planning, infrastructure, and programs. Columbia, Marin County, the Minneapolis area,
and Sheboygan County serve as examples for peer communities nationwide as they consider how to
improve nonmotorized transportation to produce a broad range of benefits in their communities.

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program —May 2014 Report
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Program Introduction

The Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program (NTPP), established in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) provided approximately $25
million* each to four pilot communities (Columbia, Missouri; Marin County, California; Minneapolis area,
Minnesota; and Sheboygan County, Wisconsin) for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and
nonmotorized programs. This investment provided the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) with an
opportunity to work with the four pilot communities to implement a suite of focused nonmotorized
projects within relatively limited geographic areas and to evaluate their impacts to provide insights for
peer communities nationwide. SAFETEA-LU Section 1807 sought to “demonstrate the extent to which
bicycling and walking can carry a significant part of the transportation load, and represent a major
portion of the transportation solution, within selected communities.”

SAFETEA-LU Section 1807 enabled each pilot community to determine how best to program funds given
their experience with nonmotorized transportation, unique geographic and demographic contexts, and
community priorities. As a result, each community developed its own set of program priorities and
approach to implementation. The purpose of the summary in this section is to:

e Provide a profile of the investments the pilot communities made as a whole, individually, and
through leveraging other funding sources;

e Summarize the strategies the four communities used to identify their needs and allocate pilot
program funds;

e Understand which strategies were effective; and

e Provide examples for other communities as they consider how to prioritize investments in
nonmotorized transportation.

To respond to evaluation requirements in the legislation, FHWA and the pilot communities created a
Working Group (WG) to coordinate implementation of the program and develop a common
methodology for data collection and analysis across the four pilots (see Appendix A for a list of WG
members). With funding from the FHWA and program budgets of individual communities, the WG
developed a collaborative approach to data collection and evaluation relying on directly collected data
and supplementary national, State, and local data sources. The WG developed and implemented
evaluation approaches to assess the travel behavior impacts of nonmotorized investments, grounded in
a community-wide count approach following the National Pedestrian and Bicycle Demonstration Project

methodology.

Pursuant to the legislation, the FHWA submitted two reports to Congress: an interim report in 2007 and

! After the initial expiration of SAFETEA-LU in September 2009, the NTPP received one additional year of funds
during authorization extensions.
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a final report in 2012.%3 The Interim Report to Congress outlines an evaluation plan for NTPP and initial
program progress. The WG then implemented the evaluation plan and reported the results of four years
of data collection in the Final Report to Congress through 2010. The evaluation focused on program
implementation, transportation mode shift towards walking and bicycling, and related health and
environmental benefits. The WG decided to continue the evaluation as NTPP projects approached
completion. This report represents an update to the findings in the Final Report to Congress with
evaluation of three additional years of data. This report also expands the scope of analysis to further
consider priority themes of access, environment, health, and safety.

Using community bookend counts collected over the course of seven years (2007-2013), the WG
modeled annual changes in nonmotorized trips and vehicle miles averted. These estimates contributed
to a community-wide and program-level evaluation of NTPP investments, pointing to positive
environmental, economic, health, and safety benefits of the pilot. Each community also selected a small
subset of projects and programs to receive more in-depth evaluation. The WG’s analysis reveals
improved local accessibility and safety and increased use of active transportation over the measurement
period. Non-infrastructure projects resulted in training and outreach for thousands of participants,
improving the awareness of nonmotorized transportation issues and directly benefiting a diverse array
of community members.

> FHWA. 2007. Interim Report to the U.S. Congress on the Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program SAFETEA-LU
Section 1807. Submitted by FHWA with the assistance of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/ntpp/2007 report/.

> FHWA. 2012. Report to the U.S. Congress on the Outcomes of the Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program
SAFETEA-LU Section 1807. Submitted by FHWA with the assistance of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s
Volpe National Transportation Systems Center:

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/ntpp/2012 report/.
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Background - Communities and

Approaches

This section summarizes the investments made in
nonmotorized transportation over the course of the NTPP
and how the pilot communities set funding priorities and
selected projects. The communities developed similar
processes for stakeholder consultation and community
outreach, but tailored their project selection processes to
their unique situations and program goals. One conclusion
of this summary is that the long-term value of the NTPP is
not just in the projects implemented over the course of the
program, but in the community support, practitioner
knowledge, and institutional relationships built through the
communities’ planning processes that have the potential to
support local nonmotorized transportation planning well
into the future.

The different approaches to project planning and
development described in this section provide four useful
models for peer communities around the country that are
interested in increasing investments in active
transportation to accomplish a broad range of goals.

The NTPP included a diverse set of communities in terms of
demographics, local industries, topography, climate, and
previous bicycle and pedestrian activities (see Table 1). In
light of different challenges and given differing levels of
experience with nonmotorized transportation planning and
infrastructure, each community had to develop project
planning, prioritization, and selection processes to
effectively allocate their NTPP funds.”

Key Highlights

The four NTPP communities
collectively committed $88.5 million
of NTPP funds to infrastructure
projects and outreach programs and
leveraged NTPP funds to invest an
additional $59 million in other
Federal, State, local, or private funds
in nonmotorized transportation.

In general, the communities
implemented outreach programs and
on-street infrastructure projects
relatively quickly. Off-street
infrastructure projects took longer to
implement due to complexities.

Each pilot community allocated its
NTPP funds differently based on its
unique context and program goals.

The long-term value of NTPP is not
just in the projects implemented, but
in the community support,
practitioner knowledge, and
institutional relationships built, which
have the potential to support local
nonmotorized transportation
planning into the future.

* See individual case studies of each community in the 2012 Final Report to Congress (FHWA, 2012).
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Table 1: Profiles of the NTPP Communities

Columbia, MO

Marin County,
CA

Minneapolis
INCERVYINE

Sheboygan
County, WI

Population (2010) 108,500 252,409 382,578 115,507
Housing Units (2010) | 46,739 111,214 178,287 46,390
Jobs (2010) 72,070 101,475 290,990 52,736

Geographic Area

53 square miles

520 square miles

58.4 square miles

500 square miles

Population Density

2,047 persons

485 persons per

6,551 persons per

213 persons per

per square mile square mile square mile square mile
Sidewalks (2005) 350 miles Not available 1,715 miles 414 miles
Bicycle Lanes (2005) 28 miles 35.8 miles 38 miles 1.75 miles
Shared-Use Paths 25 miles 33.7 miles 57 miles 35.5 miles
(2005)
Previous Bicycle / Moderate Extensive Extensive Limited
Pedestrian Planning
and Project
Experience
Key Community College town; Steep Large, diverse Large land area;
Characteristics large institutional | topography; population; 16 communities
employers limited densely
connections developed; flat;
between extreme winter

communities

weather

Profile of Investments

As of late 2013, the four NTPP pilot communities collectively committed $88.5 million of NTPP funds to
nonmotorized transportation projects or programs in the following five categories:

e Bicycle parking investments;

e On-street infrastructure projects;

> Statistics are for the city of Minneapolis only, though the grant area also includes portions of 13 adjacent

municipalities.
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e  Off-street infrastructure projects;

e Projects with both on-street and off-street components, including those with sidewalk
improvements and on-street bicycle lanes; and

e Qutreach, education, and marketing to promote walking and bicycling.

In addition to these investments, the pilot communities also spent NTPP funds on planning, program
administration, and evaluation. This section focuses on the five investment categories listed above.

The pilot communities allocated over 90 percent of their project funds ($79.8 million) to on- and off-
street infrastructure projects (see Figure 1). Those funds were nearly evenly split between on-street and
off-street improvements. The communities also invested 8.4 percent ($7.5 million) of their funds in
outreach, education, and marketing programs. Another 1.4 percent (51.3 million) was invested in bicycle
parking. °

Figure 1: NTPP Pilot Community Investment Percentages by Type

100% - 0.8%

= 13.7% 8.4%
oo% | 156% :
80% -
Outreach,
70% - Education, &
Marketing
60% -
m Infrastructure On-
50% - Street and Off-
Street
40% - B Infrastructure On-
Street
30% -
M Infrastructure Off-
20% Street
10% - ] .
H Bicycle Parking
0% T T T T
Columbia Marin Minneapolis Sheboygan All Pilots

Table 2 outlines the extent of investments made in each community and across the pilots. In terms of
facility length, the pilot communities built 12 times more on-street bicycle-specific facilities than

® These figures are based on project investments reported by the NTPP pilot communities and do not include NTPP
funds spent on planning, program administration, or evaluation.
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sidewalks. Of the 325 miles of on-street bicycle facilities funded by NTPP, 58 percent were bicycle lanes

(187 miles), 32 percent were shared lane markings (104 miles), and 10 percent were bicycle boulevards

(34 miles). The pilots developed approximately 37 miles of shared-use paths, which are used by

pedestrians and bicyclists.

Table 2: Complete or Funded Projects by Project Category

: Marin Minneapolis Sheboygan All
SlRme: Climisl County Area County Pilots
Shared-Use Paths (Miles) | 13.2 11.2 2.9 9.6 36.8
On-Street Bicycle Lanes 70.8 7.8 65.5 43.0 187.1
(Miles)
Bicycle Boulevards 6.1 - 27.8 - 33.9
(Miles)
On-Street Shared Lane 44.4 1.7 10.9 47.2 104.2
Markings (Miles)
Sidewalks and 2.1 3.9 3.9 26
Crosswalks (Miles) 16.1
Bicycle Parking (Number) | 1,371 127 1,504 905 3,907
Intersection 6 60 19 - 88
Improvements (Number)
Bike Sharing Bicycles - - 1,554 - 1,554
(Number)
Bicycle Racks for Transit | - - - 25 25

Figure 2 shows high-level conceptual maps for each pilot community’s bicycle network with and without

NTPP investments (see Appendix B for more detailed maps).
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Figure 2: Pilot Community Bicycle Network Maps With and Without NTPP Investments
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In addition to investing NTPP funds in these projects and programs, the pilot communities leveraged
other Federal, State, local, and private sources to increase the program’s impact (see Figure 3). In all, the
pilot communities leveraged outside funding in each investment category for an estimated total of $59
million in leveraged funds. A large portion of those outside funds ($44 million) were leveraged for off-
street nonmotorized infrastructure, which is more than the nearly $36 million the pilot communities
spent of their own NTPP funds for these projects. Approximately $10 million in leveraged funds went to
three large projects.

Figure 3: NTPP Funds and Leveraged Funds by Project Category
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-
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220 1 $35.8 $35.6

10 A 1627
’ $0.2 20
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Bicycle Parking Infrastructure off-Infrastructure On-Infrastructure On- Outreach,
street Street Street and Off- Education, &
Street Marketing
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The pilot communities have made substantial progress in implementing their slate of investments (see
Figure 4). All of the infrastructure projects are either complete or are being implemented. Projects are
listed as “being implemented” if the community is actively spending the NTPP funds allocated to the
project, either for design, engineering, or construction. All project types except one (bicycle boulevards)
are at least 50 percent complete.
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Figure 4: Status of All NTPP Infrastructure Projects by Type (Percent of Facilities Completed as of
September 2013)
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The pilot communities began prioritizing NTPP funds and implementing projects in 2006. As with all
transportation infrastructure projects, project planning and construction can take several years. Figure 5
shows the timing of infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects over the course of the program. The
chart shows that the communities completed their initial on-street infrastructure projects in 2008 and
plan to continue making these improvements through 2016.
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Figure 5: NTPP Investments over Time
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Infrastructure investments, especially those that include off-street improvements, took longer to
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implement due to a variety of factors: Federal funding requirements, necessary coordination, the need
to secure authorizations from various agencies, and jurisdictional and right-of-way challenges. Outreach,
education, and marketing programs began early, but were largely completed by the end of 2013.

Goals and Planning Approach

Each pilot community planned within their unique contexts given distinct sets of challenges, goals, and
opportunities. In Columbia and Marin County, the local public works departments administered NTPP
funds, while in Sheboygan County, the planning department administered the funds. Congress
designated a Twin Cities non-profit organization, Transit for Livable Communities (TLC), to administer
the Minneapolis program. Each community developed different approaches to planning and project
selection (see Table 3). While they faced some common challenges, each community had to determine
how to allocate the NTPP funds in an efficient manner to most effectively meet their nonmotorized
transportation objectives.

Table 3: NTPP Communities' Planning Approaches

Columbia Marin County Minneapolis Sheboygan
Area County
Program Name | GetAbout WalkBikeMarin Bike Walk Twin Sheboygan
Columbia Cities County NOMO
Administering | City Department of | County Department of | Local Non-Profit County Planning
Entity Public Works Public Works and
Conservation
Department
Project Focus / | Innovative design, | Closing local and Capacity building, Develop
Approach education, and regional network strategic pedestrian and
promotion gaps, leveraging expansion, bicycle plan,
programs partnerships, community-wide nonmotorized
connections to transit, | and corridor scale corridors in the
and strategic planning studies, heart of cities
community outreach outreach to and towns,
underserved broad education
communities campaigns
Advisory 30-member 19-member technical | Bike/Walk Advisory | 30-person
Committee citizens’ advisory advisory committee Committee advised | advisory
board with three provided project TLC Board about committee
subcommittees. funding project selection advised Board of
Worked with city recommendations to and funding Supervisors
staff to develop the County Board of strategy
program plan Supervisors
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To involve stakeholders throughout NTPP implementation, the communities worked with citizens’
advisory committees to guide program implementation. These committees typically included
representatives from local transportation and planning departments, pedestrian and bicycle advocacy
groups, public health officials, law enforcement, and the business community. They met in public
settings, which provided a transparent forum for decision-making and a means to include community
input in project selection. This arrangement helped strengthen the relationships between different
agencies and stakeholders, building a common understanding among participants and capacity for
future collaboration. For example, participants in WalkBikeMarin’s Technical Advisory Committee
reported learning from the process and expressed a desire for a similar project selection process in the
future.’

Through this engagement, each community’s administering entity developed goals that reflect its
nonmotorized transportation needs. Columbia’s pilot program, GetAbout Columbia, chose to focus on
experimental infrastructure design and made an effort to “get the word out” about nonmotorized travel
options, spending a proportionally greater percentage of its funds on education and promotion than the
other pilot communities. Marin County benefited from the substantial bicycle and pedestrian network
already in place, but important gaps existed in regional connectivity. Therefore, WalkBikeMarin focused
its efforts on closing key gaps in its nonmotorized transportation network and enhancing connections to
transit for longer-distance commutes. In the Minneapolis area, Bike Walk Twin Cities used outreach
techniques to build community capacity and support a longer-term culture shift towards nonmotorized
transportation. The Minneapolis area program also focused on social equity and increasing access to
nonmotorized transportation across neighborhoods and communities. Sheboygan County had the least
experience with planning for walking and bicycling as a form of utilitarian transportation. Its primary
goals were to develop a comprehensive nonmotorized transportation plan, with broad community
participation, as well as to develop nonmotorized corridors in the hearts of its cities and towns.

Project Selection and Programming

Each pilot community allocated NTPP funds differently to meet their distinct goals (see Figure 1). For
example, Columbia and the Minneapolis area spent comparatively more of their funds on outreach,
education, and marketing, since creating a culture of nonmotorized transportation and building
community capacity were important goals for the respective communities. Marin and Sheboygan
Counties focused a proportionally greater share of funding on off-street nonmotorized transportation
infrastructure, helping achieve their respective goals of closing regional network gaps and developing
nonmotorized corridors through city and town centers.

’ Marin County Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Technical Advisory Committee. 2007. Process Evaluation,
Summary of Committee Member Comments.

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program —May 2014 Report

12



The pilot programs in Marin County, the Minneapolis area, and Sheboygan County all worked with their
advisory committees to develop selection criteria to guide the project selection process according to
their wider community goals. In Columbia, the advisory committee used selection criteria detailed in its
previously adopted plans for nonmotorized transportation, including its Sidewalk Master Plan, Trails
Plan, and Bikeways Plan. Marin County, whose overall priority was to fill gaps in its local and regional
network, chose projects based on performance measures including the impact on mode share,
contribution to transportation networks, safety improvements, and implementation-readiness. The
Minneapolis area chose its projects based on maximizing mode shift and network connectivity, with
criteria that included cost effectiveness, addressing cultural and economic equity, innovation, and
demonstrated support of the local community and jurisdiction. In Sheboygan County, which focused on
increasing residents’ access to destinations, the advisory committee ranked project applications using
several criteria, including population density, network connectivity, and safety.

One challenge each pilot community had to address was how to establish a process to allocate Federal
funds efficiently within their community. This was especially important given the time and resources
required to select projects, update regional Transportation Improvement Programs, transfer Federal
funds to the agencies implementing selected projects, and meet required project reviews. Columbia and
Marin County, which both benefited from previously developed bicycle and pedestrian transportation
plans and previously identified projects, chose to allocate all of their available funds in one grant
application process. Columbia, which only had to plan for one jurisdiction, decided to program $30
million of projects. This was more than the S22 million they expected to receive from the NTPP, so that
they would have projects ready to fill in if some of their other projects were delayed. Marin County also
benefited from experience in managing similar grant programs, which allowed them to develop their
application process more quickly. By contrast, the Minneapolis area and Sheboygan County held
multiple calls to identify projects to fund. Although this may have required more time to select and fund
the projects, it also created greater opportunities for community outreach. The Minneapolis area, which
prioritized network expansion within the city as well as connections with surrounding communities,
awarded its funds through three requests for proposals, increasing its outreach across 14 jurisdictions.
Sheboygan County first developed a Pedestrian and Bicycle Comprehensive Plan to guide their project
selection and issued multiple project calls to build community awareness.

Each of these communities’ planning processes increased professional knowledge and community
familiarity with nonmotorized transportation programming. This could support future pedestrian and
bicycle improvements in these communities as they move forward, increasing the impact of the NTPP
far beyond the seven years studied in this report.

The lessons learned by the four communities can also be helpful for other counties, cities, and towns
that want to improve their pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and programming. These lessons
include:

1. Comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle plans and street design policies help communities to
program funds effectively. Communities with preexisting plans and policies were able to select
projects for implementation more quickly because of the previous research, outreach, and
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community support these planning efforts had achieved. Some communities that did not have
plans or policies in place for nonmotorized transportation chose to develop them before moving
forward with project selection.

Leveraging funds expands program impact. The four pilot communities increased the impact of
the NTPP grant funds by leveraging them in combination with available funds from other
Federal, State, local, or private sources.

Developing selection criteria that reflect community goals helps guide project selection. The
pilot communities developed tailored selection criteria, based in part on performance measures,
which helped to select projects that would enable them to effectively fulfill their community
goals and meet the legislative intent of the program. This approach may be helpful to many
communities as they consider how to allocate funds for nonmotorized transportation
infrastructure and programming. Tailored selection criteria are also useful, because they can
help communities inspire innovation and demonstrate the value of these investments to
decision-makers and community members.

Outreach and collaboration across agencies and stakeholders builds capacity for future
nonmotorized transportation planning and projects. Each pilot community emphasized
outreach and collaboration among planners, engineers, transportation and public health
advocates, and other professionals through their project selection processes and use of
collaborative advisory committees. In addition to selecting projects for implementation, the
committees brought professionals together from different jurisdictions and focus areas. This
process strengthened relationships between these stakeholders, and provided them with a
shared base of knowledge about nonmotorized transportation planning in their communities.

NTPP funds nurture and seed long-term programming. The achievements of each pilot
community have longer-term effects by building staff knowledge and capacity, collaborative
relationships between professionals from different jurisdictions or focus areas, public support
for nonmotorized transportation programs, planning capacity, and policies that will support
future nonmotorized transportation projects. For example, Marin County adopted a Complete
Streets Policy to guide future roadway projects and the Minneapolis area and Sheboygan County
developed plans to guide future efforts.

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program —May 2014 Report
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Evaluation and Results

While the 2012 Final Report to Congress presented evaluation of results through 2010, this section
updates (for 2011-2013) and expands upon earlier findings.? Given that many NTPP investments were
not completed until after 2010, these data represent the most comprehensive evaluation of the NTPP to
date. As described earlier, many NTPP projects are still being implemented (see Figure 4). The pilot
communities will continue to develop new nonmotorized transportation improvements with NTPP funds
over the next three years.

When the WG initiated NTPP analysis and reporting discussions in late 2005, it assessed reporting
options based on the legislative goals of the NTPP, data availability, and a limited evaluation budget.
Given these constraints, the WG developed a collaborative approach to data collection and evaluation,
relying on directly collected data, where feasible, and supplementary existing national, State, and local
data sources, where available. Evaluation areas fall under the following themes:

¢ Mode Share Shift

e Access and Mobility

e Environment and Energy
e Safety and Public Health

The WG developed and implemented evaluation approaches to assess the travel behavior impacts of
nonmotorized investments, grounded in a community-wide count approach and following the National
Pedestrian and Bicycle Demonstration Project methodology. Using community-wide counts collected
over the course of seven years (2007-2013) as “bookends” to measure progress, the WG modeled
annual changes in nonmotorized trips and vehicle miles averted. These estimates form the basis of
averted emissions and gasoline usage calculations under the Environment and Energy theme and the
exposure and economic cost of mortality estimates under the Safety and Public Health theme.

The counts and estimates, in addition to locally administered surveys and outside data sources,
contributed to the evaluation, which the WG decided to report at three different scales:

e Project-Level Evaluation: Identifies the specific impact of individual investments. Each
community selected a sample of infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects to both highlight
and report localized results.

e Community-Wide Evaluation: Identifies the community-wide and synergistic impacts of
investments across each individual pilot.

e Program-Level Evaluation: Identifies the overall impact of investments across the four pilots.

The WG recognizes that the evaluation results are not completely attributable to NTPP investments
because:

o The results are based on estimates: The changes estimated in each community, particularly the
mode share shift results, are based on a snapshot of time (i.e., one or two count days a year);
the counts and their conversions provide an estimate and representation of overall

8 Specifically, this section builds off and complements Section 4 of the 2012 Final Report to Congress (FHWA, 2012).
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/ntpp/2012 report/page03.cfm#Toc308001036

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program —May 2014 Report

15


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/ntpp/2012_report/page03.cfm#Toc308001036

nonmotorized travel in each community.

e The NTPP’s impact differs depending on preexisting infrastructure and other concurrent
investments in each community: Investments differ as both a share of total nonmotorized
investments over the evaluation period and in contribution to the overall network in each pilot.
The relative impact of NTPP is considered in the health section of the report.

e External factors that influence results: Changing economic conditions, gas prices,
demographics, and preferences all impact travel decisions.

Recommendations for addressing and better understanding the impact of community-wide investments
are provided in the Future Research and NTPP Legacy sections. Despite these uncertainties, the WG’s
analysis reveals that, over the seven-year measurement period, concurrent increases in active
transportation and accessibility improvements helped reduce emissions and energy usage and improve

health and safety outcomes.
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Mode Share Shift

Key Highlights

To gauge an on-the-ground increase or decrease in nonmotorized
activity, each pilot community conducted counts of bicyclists and
pedestrians on days in the fall at predetermined locations every
year between 2007 and 2013. The methodology for these counts
followed the National Pedestrian and Bicycle Documentation
Project, developed by Alta Planning and Design and the Institute
of Transportation Engineers.9

Walking mode share increased 15.8
percent from 2007 to 2013.

Bicycling mode share increased 44
percent from 2007 to 2013.

According to Alta Planning and Design, “Studies have shown that 85.1 million VMT were averted by
activity levels of bicyclists and pedestrians may vary as much as 30 nonmotorized trips between 2009
percent or more on a daily basis at the same location (even on and 2013 relative to the 2007
sequential days).”*° To address this variability, the results in this
section present activity as a three-year moving average, with each
annual count calculated as the average of the current and
previous two years. For example, the 2010 count is the average of the 2008, 2009, and 2010 counts. This
method, which is used by the American Community Survey for many of its data tables and reports,
mitigates year-to-year variability, instead showing a smoother trend over time. For reference, actual
count volumes recorded in each year are provided in Appendix C.

baseline.

Program-Level

Using three-year moving averages, Figure 6 shows the results of the pilot communities’ annual
pedestrian and bicycle counts. Based on these results, the WG estimates that the number of pedestrian
and bicycle trips in the pilot communities increased by 19 percent and 62 percent, respectively
compared to the baseline year (2007).* From 2007 to 2013, these increases equate to 3.7 and 10.5
percent average annual growth rates for walking and bicycling, respectively.

° Alta Planning and Design. 2014. National Bicycle and Pedestrian Documentation Project. Accessed 30 January
2014: http://bikepeddocumentation.org/

1% Alta Planning and Design. 2013. “Draft Summary of 2007-13 Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts and Surveys,
November 2013.” Prepared for GetAbout Columbia.

" The WG did not have enough years of pre-program data to apply a moving average for the baseline year.
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Figure 6: Program-Level Annual Nonmotorized Count Percent Change from Baseline (2007) (3-Year
Moving Averages)
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Table 4 and Table 5 show the annual pedestrian and bicyclist counts by community.

Table 4: Annual Pedestrian Counts (3-Year Moving Averages, Except for 2007 Baseline Year)

Marin Minneapolis Sheboygan

Year Columbia County Area County All Pilots
2007 900 9,203 2,522 80 12,705
2009 1,047 10,173 2,590 83 13,893
2010 1,089 10,879 2,733 86 14,787
2011 1,196 11,485 2,836 102 15,619
2012 1,169 11,385 2,919 125 15,597
2013 1,100 11,031 2,877 148 15,155

Table 5: Annual Bicyclist Counts (3-Year Moving Averages, Except for 2007 Baseline Year)

Marin Minneapolis Sheboygan

Year Columbia County Area County All Pilots
2007 202 3,820 4,102 66 8,190

2009 239 4,934 5,175 71 10,419
2010 257 5,785 5,630 76 11,748
2011 285 6,331 5,800 74 12,489
2012 285 6,501 6,077 70 12,933
2013 291 6,323 6,563 65 13,243
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Community-Wide

Figure 7 to Figure 10 show pedestrian and bicyclist count changes in each community.

Columbia

In Columbia (Figure 7), walking increased an estimated 22 percent and bicycling increased an estimated
44 percent between 2007 and 2013. These increases equate to an estimated average annual growth
rate of 7.7 and 4.4 percent for bicycling and walking, respectively.

Figure 7: Annual Columbia Count Percent Change from Baseline (2007) (3-Year Moving Averages)
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