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Central Ohio Bicycle Advocacy Coalition




August 20, 2004

Governor Bob Taft

Vern Riffe State Office Tower, 30th Floor

77 South High Street

Columbus, Ohio 43215-6117

Re: Comment on Draft ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030:

              Chapter 8: Ohio's Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
Dear Gov. Taft:

All Ohio bicyclists know how much interest you take in bike trails. 

And, thanks to Joe Hallett's report in the June 27th Columbus Dispatch, we all know how much attention you pay to the smallest details of every aspect of your administration. 

We hope that you give especially close scrutiny to the bicycling chapter in the draft ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030 long-range transportation plan which federal law requires the Ohio Department of Transportation to create and regularly update. Unless you exercise your power to direct the Ohio Department of Transportation to substantially revise and strengthen the bicycling provisions of ACCESS OHIO, your legacy of bicycling to the citizens of the State of Ohio will be a legacy of failure.

The health and well-being of the State of Ohio depends on your decision. The decision you have to make is whether to stick with the same old discredited policies and practices that have made the State's roads more and more unfriendly for bicycling and walking OR to join the ranks of those states, counties, and cities that have decided to make their communities more bikeable, more walkable, more liveable, and more accessible for all.

This is a hugely important decision. What's at stake here is this: making Ohio's streets and roads friendly for cycling and walking would attract greater economic development by making our state more attractive to college graduates, families, retirees, and employers; making more efficient use of precious road space by making room for bicycling and walking would reduce traffic congestion; having motorists learn to share the road with cyclists and walkers would improve bicyclist and pedestrian safety; making it possible for young and old to integrate bicycling and walking into their everyday routines would reverse the rising costs of health care resulting from inactivity and obesity-related illnesses; encouraging the use of non-polluting means of transportation would alleviate air pollution and the costs of remediating our non-attainment of EPA air quality standards; promoting the use of self-powered means of transportation would conserve our natural resources and add to our homeland security by reducing our dependence on foreign sources of energy; enabling those too young, too old, too poor, or simply philosophically opposed to owning an automobile to get around on foot and by bicycle would create a sense of social justice; putting the eyes of many more bicyclists and pedestrians on the street would help fight crime; and allowing people more opportunities to interact with one another and thereby create an improved sense of community would enhance our quality of life. 

On the other hand, the failure to mainstream bicycling and walking as envisioned by ISTEA and TEA-21 -- the federal transportation laws enacted in 1991 and 1998 -- would continue to worsen the environment for bicycling and walking as described by the FHWA in its 2000 design guidance:

[I]njury and fatality numbers for bicyclists and pedestrians remain stubbornly high, levels of bicycling and walking remain frustratingly low, and most communities continue to grow in ways that make travel by means other than the private automobile quite challenging. 

Your decision will have an enormous and lasting impact on the State of Ohio. We hope that you are wise enough and bold enough to make the right decision.

To help you make the right decision, we will tell you why you should have ODOT make room on our roads for bicycling and walking and how ODOT can do it. We will tell you specifically: (1) why ODOT is currently receiving failing marks for its policies and practices on bicycling and walking; (2) why the goal of national transportation policy is to integrate bicycling and walking into our transportation system; (3) what ODOT has been doing to make our roads and streets less and less friendly for bicycling and walking; (4) why the bicycling provisions in ODOT's draft ACCESS OHIO "plan" are so bad; and (5) what needs to be done to create a real long-range plan to make Ohio's streets friendly for bicycling and walking.

(1) ODOT's history of deliberate neglect of bicycling and walking

You should be aware that the Ohio Department of Transportation presently receives failing marks for its bicycle and pedestrian policy. The highly respected National Center for Bicycling and Walking, in its landmark February, 2003 report called "'Are We There Yet?' - Assessing the Performance of State Departments of Transportation on Accommodating Bicyclists and Pedestrians," available at:

http://www.bikewalk.org/assets/pdf/AWTY031403.pdf,

shows that the Ohio Department of Transportation flunks all of the benchmarks of a bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly policy.

The report of the National Center for Bicycling and Walking reflects that the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) does not have a bike/ped plan, let alone a bike/ped plan that conforms to Federal Highway Administration guidance. ODOT does not routinely include accommodations for bicyclists in all State highway projects. ODOT does not routinely include sidewalks in all state highway projects in urban areas. ODOT does not have a statewide Safe Routes to School or other program to encourage kids to walk and bike to school and to make bicycling and walking a routine part of their everyday lives. The only thing that saves ODOT from completely flunking the benchmark assessment is that ODOT does have an "other" statewide program: the creation of bike trails. And that is only because ODOT is REQUIRED by federal law to use the Transportation Enhancement set-aside to create bike trails.

It is painfully clear that if ODOT had its preference it would not spend ANY of the federal transportation funds it gets on bike trails. On September 30, 2002 ODOT Director Gordon Proctor, testifying (purportedly on your behalf, Gov. Taft) before the Senate subcommittee considering the reauthorization of the federal transportation law, asked Congress to change federal law to eliminate the Transportation Enhancement set-aside. Director Proctor's testimony can be found at:

http://www.dot.state.oh.us/testimony/default.htm
The Transportation Enhancement set-aside is the main source of funding for the trails that have been built throughout Ohio. While some officials are only too glad to appear at trail openings to cut ribbons, it appears that they only make a virtue out of necessity. 

Indeed, if it were not for a complaint lodged by the Central Ohio Bicycle Advocacy Coalition with the Federal Highway Administration in June of 2003 it is doubtful that ODOT would have included a chapter on bicycling in its draft long-range plan or even made a pretence of compliance with Federal Highway Administration guidance on bicycling planning.

(2) National transportation law and policy

The benchmarks used by the National Center for Bicycling and Walking in assessing the performance of state transportation departments are not the goals of some idealistic, pie-in-the-sky do-gooders. Rather, the benchmarks are imbedded in national transportation law and policy established by Congress some thirteen long years ago. 

The agency charged with ensuring compliance with national transportation law and policy -- the Federal Highway Administration of the United States Department of Transportation -- with input from the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), bicycle and pedestrian user groups, State and local governmental agencies, the U.S. Access Board and representatives of disability organizations -- developed and issued a program guidance in February, 1999 and a design guidance in February, 2000 prescribing how transportation agencies should accommodate bicycling and walking and how they should integrate bicycling and walking into our national transportation infrastructure. The FHWA's 1999 program guidance and 2000 design guidance are available at: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/guidance.htm

The FHWA's 2000 design guidance succinctly summarizes the vision of our national transportation policy since 1991:

During the 1990s, Congress spearheaded a movement toward a transportation system that favors people and goods over motor vehicles with passage of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (1991) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (1998). The call for more walkable, liveable, and accessible communities, has seen bicycling and walking emerge as an "indicator species" for the health and well-being of a community. People want to live and work in places where they can safely and conveniently walk and/or bicycle and not always have to deal with worsening traffic congestion, road rage and the fight for a parking space. (emphasis added)

***

The challenge for transportation planners, highway engineers and bicycle and pedestrian user groups, therefore, is to balance their competing interest in a limited amount of right-of-way, and to develop a transportation infrastructure that provides access for all, a real choice of modes, and safety in equal measure for each mode of travel. (emphasis in original)

The FHWA's 1999 program guidance and its transmittal letter summarize the key principles of national transportation policy as follows:

· Bicyclists and pedestrians have the same origins and destinations as other transportation system users and it is important for them to have safe and convenient access to airports, ports, ferry services, transit terminals, and other intermodal facilities as well as to jobs, services, recreation facilities, and neighborhoods.
· To varying extents, bicyclists and pedestrians will be present on all highways and transportation facilities where they are permitted and it is clearly the intent of TEA-21 that all new and improved transportation facilities be planned, designed, and constructed with this fact in mind.
· Improving conditions and safety for bicycling and walking embodies the spirit and intent of ISTEA and TEA-21 to create an integrated, intermodal transportation system which provides travelers with a real choice of transportation modes.
· Congress clearly intends for bicyclists and pedestrians to have safe, convenient access to the transportation system and sees every transportation improvement as an opportunity to enhance the safety and convenience of the two modes.
· "Due consideration" of bicycle and pedestrian needs should include, at a minimum, a presumption that bicyclists and pedestrians will be accommodated in the design of new and improved transportation facilities.
· In the planning, design, and operation of transportation facilities, bicyclists and pedestrians should be included as a matter of routine, and the decision to not accommodate them should be the exception rather than the rule. 
· There must be exceptional circumstances for denying bicycle and pedestrian access either by prohibition or by designing highways that are incompatible with safe, convenient walking and bicycling.
· We expect every transportation agency to make accommodation for bicycling and walking a routine part of their planning, design, construction, operations and maintenance activities.
Finally, the FHWA established the policy of "routine accommodation" in its 2000 design guidance:

Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in new construction and reconstruction projects in all urbanized areas unless one or more of three conditions are met:

· bicyclists and pedestrians are prohibited by law from using the roadway. In this instance, a greater effort may be necessary to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians elsewhere within the right of way or within the same transportation corridor.

· the cost of establishing bikeways or walkways would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable use. Excessively disproportionate is defined as exceeding twenty percent of the cost of the larger transportation project.

· where sparsity of population or other factors indicate an absence of need. For example, the Portland Pedestrian Guide requires "all construction of new public streets" to include sidewalk improvements on both sides, unless the street is a cul-de-sac with four or fewer dwellings or the street has severe topographic or natural resource constraints.

This is national transportation law and policy.  Is ODOT implementing this law and policy?

(3) ODOT refuses to accept and implement national transportation policy and it refuses to adopt the practice of making room on the road for bicyclists

Over the last thirteen years -- thirteen years in which other states have accepted and implemented national policy on accommodating bicycling and walking and have begun to create "more walkable, liveable, and accessible communities" -- what has our Ohio Department of Transportation done? 

ODOT has not yet even accepted the broad, general, fundamental goal of national transportation law and policy that bicycling and walking facilities should be incorporated into ALL transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist. 

At public presentations of the draft ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030 long-range plan ODOT representatives -- when asked if ODOT agreed with the broad principle of national transportation policy that bicycling and walking must be accommodated in all transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist OR whether ODOT believed that cyclists should be off the road and separated from motoring traffic -- admitted readily and openly that ODOT does not believe that room should be made on the road for cyclists. ODOT representatives said that ODOT policy was "somewhere in between" accommodation and separation. In short, ODOT does not accept the bedrock principle that bicyclists have a right to share the road. Rather, ODOT continues to adhere to the discredited view that making room on the road for bicyclists is "unnecessary, costly, and regressive" and that "providing better conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians will necessarily take away space or convenience from motor vehicles." This is confirmed by ODOT's long-standing opposition to putting up "Share the Road" signs along Ohio's roads and highways. 

Apart from and in addition to ODOT's refusal to accept the national policy of integrating bicycling and walking into our transportation system, ODOT continues its long-standing practice -- contrary to national policy -- of making the accommodation of bicycling and walking the exception rather than the rule. The proof of this is in ODOT's federally-mandated statewide transportation improvement program (STIP). 

In May of 2003 ODOT unveiled its FY 2004-2007 statewide transportation improvement program. The portion of the proposed STIP covering the non-MPO areas of the State -- the portion of the STIP prepared by ODOT itself -- listed some 1,444 transportation projects. Of these projects only six (6) included bike facilities. Of these six (6) projects with bike facilities, four (4) were for multi-use trails. Of the 1,444 projects, only six (6) included sidewalks. Thus, it is readily apparent that only a minute fraction of all of the road projects in this draft STIP actually makes room on the road for people who want to bicycle and walk. Unfortunately, the lack of accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians in new construction projects and in reconstruction projects has been and remains the policy and practice of ODOT and, thanks to ODOT's lack of leadership, virtually all of the jurisdictions with projects listed in the draft STIP. In short, the accommodation of bicycling and walking is by far the exception rather than the rule. This is a disgrace to the people of Ohio. 

(4) What's wrong with the bicycling provisions in the draft ACCESS OHIO

The draft of ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030 is an update to the existing version of ODOT's long-range plan, ACCESS OHIO: Ohio's Multi-Modal State Transportation Plan to the Year 2020, published in June, 1995. While the 1995 version does not devote a chapter to bicycling and walking like the draft update does, it does contain some significant goals that have STILL NOT BEEN ACHIEVED OR EVEN ATTEMPTED.

The 1995 ACCESS OHIO contains a section under "Statewide Issues" called "Statewide Bicycle Plan" at page 117. It says in pertinent part:

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Administration of the Ohio Department of Transportation is in the process of developing a separate statewide bicycle plan as part of a concurrent study during ACCESS OHIO, Phase II. Summaries of the findings are presented in the Statewide Issues and Regional and Intercounty Issues sections of this document.

Currently there are no accurate figures for bicycle usage or numbers of bicyclists in Ohio. One long-term goal of the Statewide Bicycle Plan is to determine the number of bicyclists in the State and the percentage of trips taken by bicycle for all transportation purposes in Ohio. 

***

Most bicycle riding in the State is done on roadways, but some paths and trails are very popular.

***

A preliminary report on existing bicycle conditions is included by region in Part III, Regional and Intercounty Issues. However, the analysis of conditions over the next 30 years is being performed in-house by the Bicycle/Pedestrian staff and will be included in the final Ohio Statewide Bicycle Plan. Major statewide issues to be addressed include the best uses of available funding for bicycle/pedestrian projects, improving the accommodation of bicyclists on existing roadways, and improving bicycle education. The Ohio Statewide Bicycle Plan will address comments received during the Public Involvement process of ACCESS OHIO, Phase II. (emphasis added)

Before moving on to a new long-range plan, it would be appropriate to assess ODOT's performance under the existing long-range plan. The existing ACCESS OHIO plan raises a number of troubling questions: (1) where is the Statewide Bicycle Plan that ODOT promised to create in 1995?; (2) what has ODOT done to address the issue of funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects?; (3) what has ODOT done to accommodate bicyclists on existing roadways?; and (4) what has ODOT done about bicycle education?

The short answer to all these questions is this: ODOT has done absolutely nothing, zilch, zero, nada, naught, a big fat goose egg. 

In fact, although ODOT promised in its 1995 update of ACCESS OHIO to create a statewide bicycle plan, at public presentations of the draft ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030 ODOT representatives declared emphatically that ODOT has no intention of creating a statewide bicycle plan that would, over time, ensure that our streets and roads are made friendly for bicycling and walking again.

And that's not all. The 1995 ACCESS OHIO, at pages 2-3, indicates not only that a statewide bicycle plan has been drafted but also that it contains five specific goals:

The Bicycle/Pedestrian Component identified five goals in a draft Statewide Bicycle Plan: (1) developing an interconnected bicycle transportation system; (2) determining the number of bicyclists in Ohio, the percentage of trips taken by bicycle for all transportation purposes, and strategies to increase the number of trips by bicycle; (3) determining the average number of bicycle related injuries and fatalities per year; (4) promoting bicycle and traffic safety education programs; and (5) increasing public acceptance and recognition of bicyclists as vehicle operators on Ohio's roadways. (emphasis added)

These are excellent goals. The only problem is that ODOT has never even TRIED to achieve them. 

ODOT has not even issued a proposal for an interconnected bicycle transportation system; the current regime at ODOT doesn't even believe that bicycling is a legitimate part of the transportation system. ODOT has never undertaken a study to determine how many people in Ohio want to bicycle or how many trips they take; such a study would only serve to show that ODOT is not serving the transportation needs of ALL Ohioans. ODOT never determined the number of traffic fatalities and injuries involving bicyclists; this is something that was done for ODOT by the Ohio Department of Public Safety. ODOT never established or promoted bicycle and traffic safety education programs. And ODOT has not only done nothing to get motorists to share the road with cyclists, its policy and practice of not making room on the road for cycling but of only creating separate trails has made our roads even unfriendlier for bicycling.

There are two serious problems with ODOT's over-reliance on multi-use trails as THE solution to the continual squeezing of bicyclists and pedestrians off of our roads and streets. First, while multi-use trails are wonderful for recreation and for some people a comfortable and convenient way to travel, most people cannot get to most places they want to go by using multi-use trails. Very few people can bicycle or walk to work, to school, to the store, or to visit their neighbors and friends on a multi-use trail. Most of us can only get there from here by using the roads. Second, the unbalanced, lopsided policy of continuing to design bicyclists and pedestrians out when building new roads and improving old roads while at the same time building a system of multi-use trails for bicyclists and pedestrians exacerbates the dangerous misconception held by a substantial part of the motoring public that cyclists and pedestrians do not belong on the road but on multi-use trails.  

And what does ODOT propose to do about this unbalanced, lop-sided policy in the draft ACCESS OHIO? Section 8.3 of the draft says that "ODOT typically limits its funding to trails..... ODOT funds bikeways and pedestrian ways with FHWA Enhancement Funds supplemented by STP funding." In other words, ODOT plans to maintain the status quo: more of the same.

We agree that multi-use trails are needed and are an important part of a comprehensive transportation system for bicycling and walking. But multi-use trails are only a small part of the solution. By far the biggest part of the solution is to make room on our streets and roads for bicyclists.

So, although the bicycling provisions of the 1995 version of ACCESS OHIO amount to nothing more than a statement of goals, those goals are still excellent goals. The question now is whether or not ODOT has, in the new draft ACCESS OHIO, reaffirmed those goals or abandoned them.  Put another way, how does the new draft ACCESS OHIO measure up when compared to the existing ACCESS OHIO?

Giving credit where credit is due, the new draft ACCESS OHIO contains a whole chapter -- alongside the chapters for each of the other modes of transportation -- on bicycle and pedestrian issues. On the surface it appears to be a plan, using all the right buzz words everywhere, like "strategy" and "prioritization" and "performance." But when you actually read the fine print to find out what ODOT actually proposes to DO, you find out that this "plan" is nothing but an empty shell: ODOT commits itself to do absolutely NOTHING!!! 

ODOT is required by Section 1204 of TEA-21 to develop statewide plans, including a long-range plan, that provides for "the development and integrated management and operation of transportation systems and facilities (including pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities) that will function as an intermodal transportation system for the State and an integral part of an intermodal transportation system for the United States." (emphasis added) In its 1999 program guidance on integrating bicycling and walking into an intermodal transportation system, the FHWA, in Appendix 3, spells out what a plan should include:

The bicycle and pedestrian plan elements should contain policy statements, goals and, whenever possible, specific projects and programs. The plan and TIP should identify the financial resources necessary to implement the bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs. (emphasis added)

Does the draft ACCESS OHIO "plan" contain any of these things? No. Why not? Because the bicycling element in the draft ACCESS OHIO is a ruse, a farce, a scam, a pretence, a fake, a counterfeit, a sham. And any self-respecting Governor would be embarrassed and ashamed by it.

Why do we say this? Because it is obvious that the people who approved this update to ACCESS OHIO were determined to make it LOOK like a plan without being a real or a serious or a meaningful plan.

What do we mean? 

Appendix 3 to the FHWA's 1999 program guidance on accommodating bicycling and walking, a copy of which is appended to these comments, identifies the elements of a REAL plan: 

A REAL plan includes "Vision and Goal Statements, and Performance Criteria. *** The vision statements express concisely what the plan is expected to accomplish. *** The goals to reach the vision, and the time frame for reaching each goal should be spelled out. They should be clear and objectively measurable."

>Nowhere in the draft ACCESS OHIO will you find anything that "expresses concisely what the plan is expected to accomplish." Nor, despite the liberal use of the words "strategy" and "vision" and "goals" will you find any commitment to achieve anything concrete or specific or any measurable criteria or timetables for doing anything.

A REAL plan includes "Assessment of Current Conditions and Needs. *** The information collected in this step should determine the extent to which the existing transportation system meets the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians. *** Determination of current levels of use for bicycling and walking transportation trips.... *** Determination of the capacities and the type and security level of bicycle parking.... ***Identification of desired travel corridors for bicycle and pedestrian trips. *** Planning, design standards, and agency policies... 

>Look hard for any meaningful assessment of "the extent to which the existing transportation system meets the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians" and you won't find it. Why? Because ODOT has never, and to this very day still does not, really, seriously consider meeting the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians part of its mission. It doesn't come anywhere near close to meeting the transportation needs of bicyclists and pedestrians and ODOT doesn't really care. A real plan would include the "identification of desired travel corridors" for bicycling and walking all over the state. ODOT steadfastly refuses to do this because, as stated in draft Section 8.5, "ODOT will remain flexible in selecting bicycle and pedestrian projects for funding and continue to provide local governments the ability to identify and prioritize opportunities within their own communities." We all know what this means: ODOT's plan is not to plan and not to require local communities to plan, either. 

A REAL plan includes "Implementation of bicycle and pedestrian elements in the statewide and MPO transportation plans and transportation improvement programs[.] *** Inclusion in the plans: The bicycle and pedestrian elements as a set of policy statements and/or a list of projects will be included in statewide and metropolitan transportation plans and will be updated appropriately as statewide and MPO plans are updated."

>You won't find any "list of projects" or "set of policy statements" in the draft ACCESS OHIO, other than the policy statement that ODOT doesn't have any policy to accommodate bicycling and walking. One would expect to find a policy statement requiring routine accommodation, in conformity with the FHWA's 1999 program guidance and its 2000 design guidance. Guess what? ODOT, at the end of Section 8.4.2, pledges to "work to incorporate ideas and concepts from USDOT guidance....in drafting a policy that will also address where and when bicycle and pedestrian facilities should be considered as part of project development." Does this sound familiar? Remember the promise in the 1995 ACCESS OHIO to issue the draft Statewide Bicycle Plan? Remember what happened to that promise? If ODOT was serious about adopting a policy of routine accommodation of bicycling and walking, it would be IN THIS DRAFT LONG-RANGE PLAN. After all, the Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC) and the Northeast Ohio Area Coordinating Agency (NOACA) already have adopted routine accommodation policies. It wouldn't take any significant amount of time or effort for ODOT to adopt a similar policy -- if it really wanted to. 

A REAL plan includes "Evaluation of progress. *** Using the performance measures adopted previously, regularly determine progress in reaching the identified vision and goals. Appropriate changes to either the vision and goals or to the strategies and proposed projects should be made." 

>It may sound repetitive, but by now you should get the picture: nowhere in this draft update to ACCESS OHIO does ODOT evaluate its progress in serving the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians OR its performance under the existing long-range plan. There is no recognition that ODOT breached its promise to create a "statewide bicycle plan," completely failed to even begin to develop an "interconnected bicycle transportation system," abjectly failed to "determine the number of bicyclists in Ohio" and "the percentage of trips taken by bicycle," totally ignored its promise to promote "bicycle and traffic safety education programs," and, last but not least, abysmally failed to "increase public awareness of and recognition of bicyclists as vehicle operators on Ohio's roadways."

In short, this is no "plan." It is a mere facade. And it has your name on it on the front cover: "Bob Taft, Governor." Are you proud of this charade? You should be angry, as we are.

The people at ODOT may think that no one will see what a sham this is and count on the folks at the Federal Highway Administration to simply rubber stamp it. ODOT may be right about the current regime at the FHWA, but the bicycling community of Ohio is not fooled by it.

(5) What you must do to create a serious long-range plan to make our streets friendly for bicycling and walking again

We are sorry for the length of these comments. But it is necessary to expose the bicycling provisions in the draft ACCESS OHIO long-range plan for what they are: a fraud on the good people of Ohio and a disservice to all those who are waiting for ODOT to make room on the road for bicycling.

There is only one thing to do with this "plan": throw it out and start over from scratch.

It's not as if there aren't excellent examples of outstanding bike plans already in existence all across the country. ODOT doesn't need to reinvent the wheel. Examples of state, regional, and local bike/ped plans can be found on the website of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, which is supported by the U.S. Department of Transportation, FHWA, NHTSA, CDC, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, and others, at:

http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/pp/exemplary.htm

All the resources that ODOT needs to create a meaningful bike/ped plan are readily available.

If you are genuinely interested in creating a real plan to make bicycling and walking part of the transportation mainstream, it will be easy to do. It does not require legislation or approval by the Ohio General Assembly. You have the power to do this all on your own.

What to do:

1. ODOT must finally and unequivocally accept and adopt, as its own, established national transportation policy that bicycling and walking facilities will be incorporated into ALL transportation projects unless exceptional circumstances exist. This is called "routine accommodation." The America Bikes coalition calls it "Complete Streets." As we have already mentioned, MORPC and NOACA have already adopted "routine accommodation" policies. And our neighboring states, Kentucky and Tennessee -- among others -- have adopted "routine accommodation" policies. Pennsylvania, under the administration of then-Governor Tom Ridge, adopted what is called the "PennDOT Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities Checklist," a copy of which is appended, to ensure that transportation planners and engineers give "due consideration" to accommodating bicycling and walking in every transportation project and that they justify, in this document, why bicycling and walking is not accommodated if it is not.

2.
The State of Ohio must commit significant state resources -- and not just federal Transportation Enhancement funds and a miniscule amount of Clean Ohio Trails money -- to make bicycling and walking an integral part of our statewide and national transportation system. We fully support the goal of the Ohio Mobility Partners to have the State of Ohio adopt legislation like the federal transportation law, TEA-21, which fully funds all modes of transportation and not just highways and bridges.

3.
ODOT must create a separate statewide bicycle plan -- as promised in the 1995 version of ACCESS OHIO -- that incorporates all the essential elements of planning as described in the FHWA's planning guidance. This includes: (a) evaluating ODOT's past performance under its existing long-range plan and admitting that ODOT has not kept its past promises and has not seriously tried to meet the needs of the Ohio bicycling community; (b) assessing current conditions for bicycling and walking throughout the state and assessing the needs of Ohio cyclists and pedestrians; (c) identifying bicycle routes and corridors and prioritizing the creation of bikeways on these routes and corridors; (d) stating concrete action steps to create an interconnected statewide system of on-road routes and off-road trails that will become an integral part of the mainstream transportation system; (e) conducting a visible and ongoing campaign to get motorists to safely share the road with bicyclists; (f) encouraging our younger generation to make bicycling and walking a part of their everyday routines through a state- and federally-funded Safe Routes to School program; (g) spending a fair share of its safety funding on education programs to reduce bicycle and pedestrian traffic fatalities and injuries; (h) establishing meaningful, clear, and objectively measurable goals and timetables for making our State bicycling and walking friendly, including a goal to increase the percentage of trips taken by bicycling and walking to 10% of all trips within 5 years.

We have told you, in some detail, why you should have ODOT make room on our roads for bicycling and walking and how ODOT can do it. It is now up to you, Governor.

The eyes of the entire Ohio bicycling community are watching to see what you do. Please do the right thing for Ohio and put ODOT on the path of making Ohio's streets and roads friendly again for bicycling and walking.

Sincerely yours,

                                                                                           /s/








John Gideon
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Central Ohio Bicycle Advocacy Coalition

cc: Gordon Proctor, Director, ODOT

      Suzann Rhodes, Administrator, ODOT Office of Urban and Corridor Planning

      Dennis Decker, Ohio Division Administrator, FHWA
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