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D.0 O ver vie w
A number of  federal  and state  bic ycle  and pedes-
tr ian pol ic ies  have been de veloped in recent  years .  
This  appendix covers  a  number of  these  pol ic ies  that 
are  intended to better  integrate  bic ycl ing and walk-
ing into transportat ion infrastructure .   

D.1 Bic ycle  and Pe destrian Polic y
United States Department of Transportation (US 
DOT)
A United States  Department of  Transportat ion (US 
D OT) pol ic y  statement regarding the integrat ion 
of  bic ycl ing and walk ing into transportat ion infra-
structure recommends that ,  “bic ycl ing and walk ing 
fac i l i t ies  wi l l  be  incorporated into a l l  transportat ion 
projects”  unless  except ional  c ircumstances  exist . 
The Pol ic y  Statement was draf ted by the U.S .  De-
partment of  Transportat ion in  response to  Sect ion 
1202 (b)  of  the Transportat ion Equity  Act  for  the 
21st  Centur y (TE A-21)  with the input  and ass istance 
of  publ ic  agencies ,  profess ional  associat ions and ad-
vocac y groups .  USD OT hopes that  publ ic  agencies , 
profess ional  associat ions ,  advocac y groups ,  and 
others  adopt  this  approach as  a  way of  committ ing 
themselves  to  integrat ing bic ycl ing and walk ing into 
the transportat ion mainstream.  The ful l  s tatement 
reads  as  fo l lows ,  with some minor adjustments  for 
appl icabi l i ty  in  Carrboro (note :  some par ts ,  l ike  #3, 
are  pedestr ian-focused) :
	

Bic ycle  and pedestr ian ways  shal l  be  estab-
l ished in  ne w construct ion and reconstruc-
t ion projects  in  a l l  urbanized areas  unless 
one or  more of  three condit ions are  met :

Bic ycl is t s  and pedestr ians  are  prohibited 
by law f rom using the roadway.  In  this 
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instance,  a  greater  ef for t  may be necessar y 
to  accommodate bic ycl is t s  and pedestr i-
ans  else where within the r ight  of  way or 
within the same transportat ion corr idor.
The cost  of  establ ishing bike ways or  
walkways  would be excess ively  dispro-
port ionate  to  the need or  probable  use . 
Excess ively  disproport ionate  is  def ined as 
exceeding twenty percent  of  the cost  of 
the larger  transportat ion project .
Where spars i ty  of  populat ion or  other 
factors  indicate  an absence of  need.  For 
example ,  on low volume,  low speed res i-
dentia l  s treets ,  or  streets  with se vere  top-
ographic  or  natural  resource constraints .

In rural  areas ,  paved shoulders  should be 
included in a l l  ne w construct ion and recon-
struct ion projects  on roadways used by more 
than 1 ,000 vehicles  per  day.  Paved shoulders 
have safety  and operat ional  advantages  for  a l l 
road users  in  addit ion to prov iding a  place 
for  bic ycl is t s  and pedestr ians  to  operate . 
Rumble str ips  are  not  recommended where 
shoulders  are  used by bic ycl is t s  unless  there 
is  a  minimum clear  path of  four  feet  in  which 
a  bic ycle  may safely  operate .
Side walks ,  shared use paths ,  s treet  cross ings 
( including over-  and undercross ings) ,  pedes-
tr ian s ignals ,  s igns ,  s treet  furniture ,  transit 
s tops  and fac i l i t ies ,  and a l l  connect ing path-
ways  shal l  be  designed,  constructed,  oper-
ated and maintained so that  a l l  pedestr ians , 
including people  with disabi l i t ies ,  can travel 
safely  and independently.
The design and de velopment of  the transpor-
tat ion infrastructure shal l  improve condi-
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t ions  for  bic ycl ing and walk ing through the 
fol lowing addit ional  s teps :

Planning project s  for  the  long-term. 
Transportat ion fac i l i t ies  are  long- term 
investments  that  remain in  place for  many 
years .  The design and construct ion of  ne w 
fac i l i t ies  that  meet  the cr i ter ia  in  i tem 1) 
above should ant ic ipate  l ikely  future de-
mand for  bic ycl ing and walk ing fac i l i t ies 
and not  preclude the prov is ion of  future 
improvements .  For  example ,  a  br idge that 
i s  l ikely  to  remain in  place for  50 years , 
might  be bui l t  with suf f ic ient  width for 
safe  bic ycle  and pedestr ian use  in  ant ic i-
pat ion that  fac i l i t ies  wi l l  be  avai lable  at 
e i ther  end of  the br idge e ven i f  that  i s  not 
currently  the case .
Addressing  the  need for  bicycli s t s  and 
pedestr ians  to  cross  corr idors  a s  well  a s 
travel  along them .  Even  where bic ycl is t s 
and pedestr ians  may not  commonly use 
a  par t icular  travel  corr idor  that  i s  being 
improved or  constructed,  the y wi l l  l ikely 
need to be able  to  cross  that  corr idor 
safely  and conveniently.   Therefore ,  the 
design of  intersect ions and interchanges 
shal l  accommodate	bic ycl is t s  and pedes-
tr ians  in  a  manner that  i s  safe ,  access ible 
and convenient .
Getting  e xceptions  approved at  a  se-
nior  level .  Except ions for  the non-	
inclusion of  bike ways and walkways shal l 
be  approved by a  senior  manager  and be 
documented with support ing data  that 
indicates  the basis  for  the decis ion.
Desig ning facil i t ie s  to  the  best  currently 
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available  s tandards  and g uidelines .  The 
design of  fac i l i t ies  for  bic ycl is t s  and pe-
destr ians  should fol low design guidel ines 
and standards  that  are  commonly used, 
such as  the AA SHTO Guide for  the De vel-
opment of  Bic ycle  Fac i l i t ies ,  AA SHTO’s  A 
Pol ic y  on Geometr ic  Design of  Highways 
and Streets ,  and the ITE Recommended 
Pract ice 	 “Design and Safety  of  Pedes-
tr ian Faci l i t ies .  (Many of  these  guidel ines 
are  summarized in  Chapter  4 :  Bic ycle  Fa-
c i l i ty  Standards)

(Retr ie ved f rom http://w w w.f hwa .dot .gov/env iron-
ment/bikeped/design.htm on 5/6/2008)

D.2 FHWA Memorandum on Mainstreaming 
Bic ycle  and Pe destrian Proje cts
(See pages  3-5)
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U.S. Department of

Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

Memorandum

Subject: ACTION: Transmittal of Guidance on Bicycle and Pedestrian
Provisions of the Federal-aid Program

Date: February
24, 1999

From: Kenneth R. Wykle
Federal Highway Administrator

In reply,
refer to:

HEPH-30

To:
Division Administrators
Federal Lands Highway Division Engineers

This memorandum transmits the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) Guidance on the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Provisions of the Federal-aid Program and reaffirms our strong commitment to improving
conditions for bicycling and walking. The nonmotorized modes are an integral part of the mission of FHWA
and a critical element of the local, regional, and national transportation system. Bicycle and pedestrian
projects and programs are eligible for but not guaranteed funding from almost all of the major Federal-aid
funding programs. We expect every transportation agency to make accommodation for bicycling and
walking a routine part of their planning, design, construction, operations and maintenance activities.

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) continues the call for the mainstreaming of
bicycle and pedestrian projects into the planning, design, and operation of our Nation's transportation
system. Under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA), Federal spending on
bicycle and pedestrian improvements increased from $4 million annually to an average of $160 million
annually. Nevertheless, the level of commitment to addressing the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians
varies greatly from State to State.

The attached guidance explains how bicycle and pedestrian improvements can be routinely included in
federally funded transportation projects and programs. I would ask each division office to pass along this
guidance to the State DOT and to meet with them to discuss ways of expediting the implementation of
bicycle and pedestrian projects. With the guidance as a basis for action, States can then decide the most
appropriate ways of mainstreaming the inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs.

Bicycling and walking contribute to many of the goals for our transportation system we have at FHWA and
at the State and local levels. Increasing bicycling and walking offers the potential for cleaner air, healthier
people, reduced congestion, more liveable communities, and more efficient use of precious road space
and resources. That is why funds in programs such as Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement,
Transportation Enhancements, and the National Highway System, are eligible to be used for bicycling and
walking improvements that will encourage use of the two modes.
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walking improvements that will encourage use of the two modes.

We also have a responsibility to improve the safety of bicycling and walking as the two modes represent
more than 14 percent of the 41,000 traffic fatalities the nation endures each year. Pedestrian and bicycle
safety is one of FHWA's top priorities and this is reflected in our 1999 Safety Action Plan. As the attached
guidance details, TEA-21 has opened up the Hazard Elimination Program to a broader array of bicycle,
pedestrian, and traffic calming projects that will improve dangerous locations. The legislation also
continues funding for critical safety education and enforcement activities under the leadership of the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. If we are successful in improving the real and perceived
safety of bicyclists and pedestrians, we will also increase use.

You will see from the attached guidance that the Federal-aid Program, as amended by TEA-21, offers an
extraordinary range of opportunities to improve conditions for bicycling and walking. Initiatives such as the
Transportation and Community and System Preservation Pilot Program and the Access to Jobs program
offer exciting new avenues to explore.

Bicycling and walking ought to be accommodated, as an element of good planning, design, and operation,
in all new transportation projects unless there are substantial safety or cost reasons for not doing so. Later
this year (1999), FHWA will issue design guidance language on approaches to accommodating bicycling
and pedestrian travel that will, with the cooperation of AASHTO, ITE, and other interested parties, spell out
ways to build bicycle and pedestrian facilities into the fabric of our transportation infrastructure from the
outset. We can no longer afford to treat the two modes as an afterthought or luxury.

The TEA-21 makes a great deal possible. However, in the area of bicycling and walking in particular, we
must work hard to ensure good intentions and fine policies translate quickly and directly into better
conditions for bicycling and walking. While FHWA has limited ability to mandate specific outcomes, I am
committed to ensuring that we provide national leadership in three critical areas.

The FHWA will encourage the development and implementation of bicycle and pedestrian plans as
part of the overall transportation planning process. Every statewide and metropolitan transportation
plan should address bicycling and walking as an integral part of the overall system, either through
the development of a separate bicycle and pedestrian element or by incorporating bicycling and
walking provisions throughout the plan. Further, I am instructing each FHWA division office to closely
monitor the progress of projects from the long-range transportation plans to the STIPs and TIPs. In
the coming months, FHWA will disseminate exemplary projects, programs, and plans, and we will
conduct evaluations in selected States and MPOs to determine the effectiveness of the planning
process.

The FHWA will promote the availability and use of the full range of streamlining mechanisms to
increase project delivery. The tools are in place for States and local government agencies to speed
up the delivery of bicycle and pedestrian projects - it makes no sense to treat installation of a bicycle
rack or curb cut the same way we treat a new Interstate highway project - and our division offices
must take a lead in promoting and administering these procedures.

The FHWA will help coordinate the efforts of Federal, State, metropolitan, and other relevant
agencies to improve conditions for bicycling and walking. Once again, our division offices must
ensure that those involved in implementing bicycle and pedestrian projects at the State and local
level are given maximum opportunity to get their job done, unimpeded by regulations and red tape
from the Federal level. I am asking each of our division offices to facilitate a dialogue among each
State's bicycle and pedestrian coordinator, Transportation Enhancements program manager,
Recreational Trails Program administrator, and their local and FHWA counterparts to identify and
remove obstacles to the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs.



COMPREHENSIVE BICYCLE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

APPENDIX D: Relevant Federal and State Policies | D-�

6/9/08 1:17 PMBicycle and Pedestrian Guidance Memorandum - FHWA

Page 3 of 3http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/memo.htm

In less than a decade, bicycling and walking have gone from being described by my predecessor Tom
Larson as "the forgotten modes" to becoming a serious part of our national transportation system. The
growing acceptance of bicycling and walking as modes to be included as part of the transportation
mainstream started with passage of ISTEA in 1991 and was given a considerable boost by the
Congressionally-mandated National Bicycling and Walking Study. That study, released in 1994,
challenges the U.S. Department of Transportation to double the percentage of trips made by foot and
bicycle while simultaneously reducing fatalities and injuries suffered by these modes by 10 percent - and
we remain committed to achieving these goals.

The impetus of ISTEA and the National Bicycling and Walking Study is clearly reinforced by the bicycle
and pedestrian provisions of the TEA-21. The legislation confirms the vital role bicycling and walking must
play in creating a balanced, accessible, and safe transportation system for all Americans.

FHWA Guidance (1999) - Bicycle and Pedestrian Provisions of Federal Transportation Legislation

To provide Feedback, Suggestions, or Comments for this page contact Gabe Rousseau at gabe.rousseau@dot.gov.

FHWA Home | HEP Home | Feedback

United States Department of Transportation - Federal Highway Administration
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D.3 NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION
BOARD OF TRANSPORTATION RESOLUTION:
BICYCLING & WALKING IN NORTH CAROLINA,
A CRITICAL PART OF THE TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM
(Adopted by the Board of Transportation on September 
8, 2000)

The North Carol ina B oard of  Transportat ion strong-
ly  reaf f i rms i t s  commitment to  improv ing condit ions 
for  bic ycl ing and walk ing ,  and recognizes  nonmo-
tor ized modes of  transportat ion as  cr i t ica l  elements 
of  the local ,  reg ional ,  and nat ional  transportat ion 
system.

WHERE A S,  increasing bic ycl ing and walk ing of fers 
the potent ia l  for  cleaner  a ir,  healthier  people ,  re-
duced congest ion,  more l iveable  communit ies ,  and 
more ef f ic ient  use  of  road space and resources ;  and

WHERE A S,  crashes  involv ing bic ycl is t s  and pedes-
tr ians  represent  more than 14 percent  of  the nat ion’s 
traf f ic  fata l i t ies ;  and

WHERE A S,  the Federal  Highway Administrat ion 
(FHWA) in i t s  pol ic y  statement “Guidance on the 
Bic ycle  and Pedestr ian Prov is ions of  the Federal-Aid 
Program” urges  states  to  include bic ycle  and pedes-
tr ian accommodations in  i t s  programmed highway 
projects ;  and

WHERE A S,  bic ycle  and pedestr ian projects  and pro-
grams are  el ig ible  for  funding f rom almost  a l l  of  the 

major  Federal-a id  funding programs ;  and

WHERE A S,  the Transportat ion Equity  Act  for  the 
21st  Centur y (TE A-21)  cal ls  for  the mainstreaming 
of  bic ycle  and pedestr ian projects  into the planning , 
des ign and operat ion of  our  Nation’s  transportat ion 
system;

N OW, THEREFORE ,  BE IT RESOLVED, the North 
Carol ina B oard of  Transportat ion concurs  that  bic y-
cl ing and walk ing accommodations shal l  be  a  rout ine 
par t  of  the North Carol ina Department of  Transpor-
tat ion’s  p lanning ,  des ign,  construct ion,  and opera-
t ions act iv i t ies  and supports  the Department ’s  s tudy 
and considerat ion of  methods of  improv ing the in-
clusion of  these  modes into the e ver yday operat ions 
of  North Carol ina’s  transportat ion system;  and

BE IT F URTHER RESOLVED, North Carol ina c i t-
ies  and towns are  encouraged to make bic ycl ing and 
pedestr ian improvements  an integral  par t  of  their 
transportat ion planning and programming .

D.4 NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION
ADMINI STR ATIVE AC TION TO INC LUDE 
LO CAL AD OP TED GREEN WAYS PL ANS
IN THE NC D OT HIGHWAY PL ANNING 
PRO C E SS
AD OPTED JANUARY,  1994

In 1994 the  NCD OT adopted administrative  g uide-
lines  to  consider  g reenways  and g reenway crossings 
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during the  highway planning process .  This  policy 
wa s incorporated so  that  cr i t ical  corr idors  which 
have been adopted by locali t ie s  for  future  g reenways 
wil l  not  be  severed by highway construction .  Follow -
ing are  the  te xt  for  the  Greenway Policy  and Guide-
lines  for  implementing i t .

In concurrence with the Intermodal  Sur face Trans-
portat ion Ef f ic ienc y Act  ( ISTE A) of  1991 and the 
B oard of  Transportat ion’s  Bic ycle  Pol ic y  of  1978 
(updated in  1991)  and Pedestr ian Pol ic y  of  1993,  the 
North Carol ina Department of  Transportat ion rec-
ognizes  the importance of  incorporat ing local  gre-
enways plans  into i t s  p lanning process  for  the de vel-
opment and improvement of  highways throughout 
North Carol ina .

NC D OT Resp onsibil it ies :  The Department wi l l  in-
corporate  local ly  adopted plans  for  greenways into 
the ongoing planning processes  within the State wide 
Planning ( thoroughfare  plans)  and the Planning and 
Environmental  (project  plans)  Branches  of  the Div i-
s ion of  Highways .  This  incorporat ion of  greenway 
plans  wi l l  be  consistent  throughout  the department . 
Considerat ion wi l l  be  g iven to including the green-
way access  as  a  par t  of  the highway improvement .

Where poss ible ,  within the pol ic ies  of  the Depart-
ment ,  within the guidel ines  set  for th in  prov is ions 
for  greenway cross ings ,  or  other  greenway elements , 
wi l l  be  made as  a  par t  of  the highway project  or  un-
dertaken as  an a l lowable  local  expenditure .

Lo cal  Resp onsibil it ies :  Local i t ies  must  show the 
same commitment to  bui lding their  adopted green-
way plans  as  the y are  request ing when the y ask the 

state  to  commit  to  prov iding for  a  cer ta in segment 
of  that  plan.  It  i s  the responsibi l i ty  of  each local i ty 
to  not i f y  the Department of  greenway planning ac-
t iv i ty  and adopted greenway plans  and to update  the 
Department with a l l  adopted addit ions and changes 
in  exist ing plans .

It  i s  a lso the responsibi l i ty  of  each local i ty  to  con-
s ider  the adopted transportat ion plan in  their  gre-
enways planning and include i t s  adopted greenways 
planning act iv i t ies  within their  local  transportat ion 
planning process .  Local i t ies  should place in  pr ior i ty 
their  greenways construct ion act iv i t ies  and just i f y 
the transportat ion nature of  each greenway segment . 
When there  are  se veral  p lanned greenway cross ings 
of  a  proposed highway improvement ,  the local i ty 
must  prov ide just i f icat ion of  each and place the l i s t 
of  cross ings  in  pr ior i ty  order.  Where cross ings  are 
planned,  transportat ion r ights  of  way should be des-
ignated or  acquired separately  to  avoid jeopardiz ing 
the future transportat ion improvements .

GUIDELINES FOR NCDOT TO COMPLY WITH
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

TO IN CORPOR ATE LO C AL GREEN WAYS IN TO 
HIGHWAY PL ANNIN G PRO CESS

Thoroughfare  plans  wi l l  address  the existence 
of  greenways planning act iv i ty,  which has 
been submitted by local  areas .  Documentat ion 
of  mutual ly  agreed upon inter face points  be-
tween the thoroughfare  plan and a  greenway 
plan wi l l  be  kept ,  and this  information wi l l 
become a  par t  of  project  f i les .
Project  Planning Reports  wi l l  address  the ex-
istence of  local ly  adopted greenways segment 

•

•
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plans ,  which may af fect  the corr idor  being 
planned for  a  highway improvement .  It  i s , 
howe ver,  the responsibi l i ty  of  the local i ty  to 
not i f y  the Department of  the adopted green-
ways plans  (or  changes  to  i t s  pre v ious  p lans) 
through i t s  current  local  transportat ion plan, 
as  wel l  as  i t s  implementat ion programs .
Where local  greenways plans  have not  been 
formal ly  adopted or  cer ta in port ions of  the 
greenways plans  have not  been adopted,  the 
Department may note  this  greenway	 planning 
act iv i ty  but  is  not  required to  incorporate  this 
information into i t s  p lanning reports .
Where the local i ty  has  included adopted  
greenways plans  as  a  par t  of  i t s  local  trans-
portat ion plan and a  segment (or  segments) 
of  these  greenways fa l l  within the corr idor  of 
ne w highway construct ion or  a  		
h ighway improvement project ,  the feas ibi l i ty 
study and/or  project  planning report  for  this 
highway improvement wi l l  consider  the ef-
fects  of  the proposed highway improvement 
upon the greenway	 in the same manner 
as  i t  considers  other  planning character ist ics 
of  the project  corr idor,  such as  archeolog ical 
features  or  land use .
Where the local i ty  has  just i f ied the transpor-
tat ion versus  the le isure  use  importance of  a 
greenway segment and there  is  no greenway 
a l ternat ive  of  equal  importance nearby,  the 
project  planning report  wi l l  suggest  inclu-
s ion of  the greenway cross ing ,  or  appropr iate 
greenway element ,  as  an inc idental  par t  of  the 
highway expenditure .
Where the local i ty  has  not  just i f ied the trans-
portat ion importance of  a  greenway segment , 

•

•

•

•

the greenway cross ing ,  or  appropr iate  green-
way element ,  may be included as  a  par t  of  the 
highway improvement plan i f  the local  gov-
ernment	covers  the cost .
A local i ty  may add any appropr iate/accept-
able  greenway cross ing or  greenway element 
at  their  own expense to  any highway improve-
ment project  as  long as  i t  meets  the design 
standards  of  the N CD OT.
The N CD OT wil l  consider  funding for  green-
way cross ings ,  and other  appropr iate  green-
way elements  only  i f  the local i t ies  guarantee 
the construct ion of  and/or 	 connect ion with 
other  greenway segments .  This  guarantee 
should be in  the form of  inclusion in the local 
capita l  improvements  program or  N CD OT/
munic ipal  agreement .  I f  the state  pays  for  the 
construct ion of  a  greenway inc idental  to  a 
highway improvement and the local i ty  e i ther 
removes the connect ing greenway segments 
f rom it s  adopted greenways plans  or  decides 
not  to  construct  i t s  agreed upon greenway 
segment ,  the local i ty  wi l l  re imburse the state 
for  the cost  of  the greenway inc idental  fea-
ture .  These detai ls  wi l l  be  handled through a 
munic ipal  agreement .
Local i ty  must  accept  maintenanceresponsi-
bi l i t ies  for  state-bui l t  greenways ,  or  port ions 
thereof .  Detai ls  wi l l  be  handled through a 
munic ipal  agreement .

D.5 NC D OT Bic ycle  Polic y
G eneral
Pursuant  to  the Bic ycle  and Bike ways Act  of  1974, 
the B oard of  Transportat ion f inds  that  bic ycl ing 
is  a  bonaf ide highway purpose subject  to  the same 

•

•

•
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r ights  and responsibi l i t ies  and el ig ible  for  the same 
considerat ions as  other  highway purposes ,  as  elabo-
rated below.

The B oard of  Transportat ion endorses  the 
concept  that  bic ycle  transportat ion is  an in-
tegral  par t  of  the comprehensive  transporta-
t ion system in North Carol ina .
The B oard of  Transportat ion endorses  the 
concept  of  prov iding bic ycle  transportat ion 
fac i l i t ies  within the r ights-of-way of  high-
ways  deemed appropr iated by the B oard.
The B oard of  Transportat ion wi l l  adopt  De-
s ign Guidel ines  for  Bic ycle  Fac i l i t ies .  These 
guidel ines  wi l l  include cr i ter ia  for  select ing 
cost-ef fect ive  and safety-ef fect ive  bic ycle 
fac i l i ty  types  and a  procedure for  pr ior i t iz ing 
bic ycle  fac i l i ty  improvements .
Bic ycle  compatibi l i ty  shal l  be  a  goal  for  state 
highways ,  except  on ful ly  control led access 
highways where bic ycles  are  prohibited,  in 
order  to  prov ide reasonably  safe  bic ycle  use .
Al l  b ic ycle  transportat ion fac i l i t ies  approved 
by the B oard of  Transportat ion shal l  conform 
with the adopted “Design Guidel ines  for  Bi-
c ycle  Fac i l i t ies”  on statefunded projects ,  and 
a lso with guidel ines  publ ished by the Ameri-
can Associat ion of  State  Highway and Trans-
portat ion Off ic ia ls  (AA SHTO) on federal  a id 
projects .

Planning and Desig n
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
bic ycle  fac i l i ty  planning be included in the state 
thoroughfare  and project  planning process .

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

The intent  to  include planning for  bic ycle  fa-
c i l i t ies  within ne w highway construct ion and 
improvement projects  i s  to  be noted in  the 
Transportat ion Improvement Program.
During the thoroughfare  planning process , 
b ic ycle  usage shal l  be  presumed to exist 
a long cer ta in corr idors  (e .g . ,  between res i-
dentia l  de velopments ,  schools , 	 busi-
nesses  and recreat ional  areas) .  Within the 
project  planning process ,  each project  shal l 
have a  documented f inding with regard to 
exist ing or  future bic ycl ing needs .  In  order 
to  use  avai lable  funds ef f ic iently,  each f ind-
ing shal l  include measures  of  cost-ef fect ive-
ness  and safety  ef fect iveness  of  any proposed 
bic ycle  fac i l i ty.
I f  b ic ycle  usage is  shown l ikely  to  be s igni f i -
cant ,  and i t  i s  not  prohibited,  and there  are 
posit ive  cost-ef fect ive  and safety-ef fect ive 
f indings ;  then,  p lans  for  and designs  of  high-
way construct ion projects  a long ne w cor-
r idors ,  and for  improvement projects   a long 
exist ing highways ,  shal l  include prov is ions 
for  bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  (e .g . ,  b ike  routes ,  b ike 
lanes ,  b ike  paths ,  paved shoulders ,  wide out-
s ide lanes ,  b ike  tra i ls )  and secondar y bic ycle 
fac i l i t ies  ( traf f ic  control ,  parking ,  informa-
t ion de v ices ,  e tc . ) .
Federal ly  funded ne w br idges ,  grade sepa-
rated interchanges ,  tunnels ,  and v iaducts , 
and their  improvements ,  shal l  be  designed to 
prov ide safe  access  to  bic ycles ,  pursuant  to 
the pol ic ies  of  the Federal  Highway Adminis-
trat ion.
Barr iers  to  exist ing bic ycl ing shal l  be  avoid-
ed in  the planning and design of  highway 

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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projects .
Although separate  bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  (e .g . , 
b ike  paths ,  b ike  tra i ls )  are  useful  under  some 
condit ions and can have great  va lue for  ex-
clusively  recreat ional  purposes ,  incorpora-
t ion of  on road bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  (e .g . ,  b ic ycle 
lanes ,  paved shoulders)  in  highway projects 
are  preferred for  safety  reasons over  separate 
bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  paral lel  to  major  roadways . 
Secondar y complementar y  bic ycle  fac i l i -
t ies  (e .g . ,  t raf f ic  control ,  parking ,  informa-
t ion de v ices ,  e tc . )  should be designed to be 
within highway r ights-of-way.
Technical  ass istance shal l  be  prov ided in the 
planning and design of  a l ternat ive  transpor-
tat ion uses ,  including bic ycl ing ,  for  aban-
doned rai lroad r ights-of  way.  This  ass istance 
would be pursuant  to  the National  Trai ls 
Act  Amendment of  1983,  and the resultant 
nat ional  Rai ls  to  Trai ls  program,  as  wi l l  the 
Rai lway Re v ita l i zat ion Act  of  1975.
Where ver  appropr iate ,  b ic ycle  fac i l i t ies  shal l 
be  integrated into the study,  p lanning ,  de-
s ign,  and implementat ion of  s tate  funded 
transportat ion projects  involv ing a ir,  ra i l , 
and mar ine transportat ion,  and publ ic  park-
ing fac i l i t ies .
The de velopment of  ne w and improved bic y-
cle  control  and information s igns  is  encour-
aged for  the increased safety  of  a l l  h ighway 
users .
The de velopment of  bic ycle  demonstrat ion 
projects  which foster  innovat ions in  plan-
ning ,  des ign,  construct ion,  and maintenance 
is  encouraged.
Paved shoulders  shal l  be  encouraged as  ap-

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

propr iate  a long highways for  the safety  of 
a l l  h ighway users ,  and should be designed to 
accommodate bic ycle  traf f ic .
Env ironmental  Documents/Planning Studies 
for  transportat ion projects  shal l  e valuate  the 
potent ia l  use  of  the fac i l i ty  by bic ycl is t s  and 
determine whether  specia l  b ic ycle  fac i l i ty 
des ign is  appropr iate .
Local  input  and adv ice  shal l  be  sought ,  to  the 
degree pract icable ,  dur ing the planning stage 
and in advance of  the f inal  des ign of  roadway 
improvements  to  ensure appropr iate  consid-
erat ion of  bic ycl ing needs ,  i f  s igni f icant .
On highways where bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  exist , 
(b ike  paths ,  b ike  lanes ,  b ike  routes ,  paved 
shoulders ,  wide curb lanes ,  e tc . ) ,  ne w high-
way improvements  shal l  be  planned and 	
implemented to maintain the le vel  of  exist ing 
safety  for  bic ycl is t s .
Any ne w or  improved highway project  de-
s igned and constructed within a  publ ic  use 
transportat ion corr idor  with pr ivate  funding 
shal l  include the same bic ycle  fac i l i ty  con-
s iderat ions as  i f  the project  had been funded 
with publ ic  funds .  In  pr ivate  transportat ion 
projects  ( including parking fac i l i t ies) ,  where 
state  funding or  Department approval  i s  not 
involved,  the same guidel ines  and standards 
for  prov iding bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  should be en-
couraged.

Constr uction
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
a l l  s tate  and federal ly  funded highway projects  in-
corporat ing bic ycle  fac i l i ty  improvements  shal l  be 
constructed in  accordance with approved state  and 

12.
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federal  guidel ines  and standards .
Bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  shal l  be  constructed,  and 
bic ycle  compatibi l i ty  shal l  be  prov ided for,  in 
accordance with adopted Design Guidel ines 
for  Bic ycle  Fac i l i t ies  and with guidel ines  of 
the American Associat ion of  State  Highway 
and Transportat ion Off ic ia ls .
Rumble str ips  (ra ised traf f ic  bars) ,  a sphalt 
concrete  dikes ,  ref lectors ,  and other  such 
sur face a l terat ions ,  where insta l led,  shal l  be 
placed in  a  manner as  not  to  present  haz-
ards  to  bic ycl is t s  where bic ycle  use  exist s 
or  is  l ikely  to  exist .  Rumble str ips  shal l  not 
be extended across  shoulder  or  other  areas 
intended for  bic ycle  travel .
Dur ing restr iping operat ions ,  motor  vehicle 
traf f ic  lanes  may be narrowed to a l low for 
wider  curb lanes .

Maintenance
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
the state  highway system,  including state-funded 
bic ycle  fac i l i t ies ,  shal l  be  maintained in a  manner 
conducive to  bic ycle  safety.

State  and federal ly  funded and bui l t  b ic ycle 
fac i l i t ies  within the state  r ight-of-way are  to 
be maintained to the same degree as  the state 
highway system.
In the maintenance,  repair,  and resur fac ing 
of  highways ,  br idges ,  and other  transporta-
t ion fac i l i t ies ,  and in the	 insta l lat ion of 
ut i l i t ies  or  other  structures ,  nothing shal l  be 
done to diminish exist ing bic ycle  compatibi l -
i ty.
Rough road sur faces  which are  acceptable  to 

1.
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motor  vehicle  traf f ic  may be unsuitable  	
for  bic ycle  traf f ic ,  and specia l  considerat ion 	
may be necessar y  for  highways with s igni f i -
cant  bic ycle  usage.
For  any state-funded bic ycle  project  not  con-
structed on state  r ight-of-way,  maintenance 
agreement stat ing that  maintenance shal l  be 
the tota l  responsibi l i ty  of  the local  govern-
ment sponsor  shal l  be  negot iated between 
the Department and the  local  government 
sponsor.
Pot-holes ,  edge erosion,  debr is ,  e tc . ,  are  spe-
c ia l  problems for  bic ycl is t s ,  and their  el imi-
nat ion should be a  par t  of  each Div is ion’s 
maintenance program.  On identi f ied bic ycle 
fac i l i t ies ,  the bike lanes  and paths  should be 
rout inely  swept  and cleared of  grass  intru-
s ion,  undertaken within the discret ion and 
capabi l i t ies  of  Div is ion forces .

O p erations
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
operat ions and act iv i t ies  on the state  highway sys-
tem and bic ycle  fac i l i t ies  shal l  be  conducted in  a 
manner conducive to  bic ycle  safety.

A bic ycl is t  has  the r ight  to  travel  at  a  speed 
less  than that  of  the normal  motor  vehicle 
traf f ic .  In  exerc is ing this  r ight ,  the bic ycl is t 
shal l  a lso be responsible  to  dr ive  his/her 
vehicle  safely,  with due considerat ion to the 
r ights  of  the other  motor  vehicle  operators 
and bic ycl is t s  and in compliance with the 
motor  vehicle  laws of  North Carol ina .
	 2 .  On a  case  by case  basis ,  the paved shoul-
ders  of  those port ions of  the state ’s 	 fu l ly 
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control led access  highways may be studied 
and considered as  an except ion for  usage by 
bic ycl is t s  where adjacent  highways do not 
exist  or  are  more dangerous for  bic ycl ing . 
Pursuant  to  federal  highway pol ic y,  usage by 
bic ycl is t s  must  receive  pr ior  approval  by  the 
B oard of  Transportat ion for  each speci f ic 
segment for  which such usage is  deemed ap-
propr iate ,  and those segments  shal l  be  ap-
propr iately  s igned for  that  usage.
State ,  county,  and local  law enforcement 
agencies  are  encouraged to prov ide speci f ic  
tra ining for  law enforcement personnel  with 	
regard to  bic ycl ing .
The use of  approved safety  helmets  by a l l 
b ic ycl is t s  i s  encouraged.

Education
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
educat ion of  both motor ist s  and bic ycl is t s ,  regard-
ing the r ights  and responsibi l i t ies  of  b ic ycle  r iders , 
shal l  be  an integral  par t  of  the Department ’s  Bic ycle 
Program.

School  systems are  encouraged to conduct  bic ycle 
safety  educat ion programs as  a  par t  of  and in addi-
t ion to the dr iver ’s  educat ion program,  to  the max-
imum extent  pract icable ,  and in conjunct ion with 
safety  ef for t s  through the Governor ’s  Highway Safe-
ty  Program.  The Div is ion of  Motor  Vehicles  i s  a lso 
urged to include bic ycle  safety  and user  information 
in i t s  motor  vehicle  safety  publ icat ions .

Parking
It  i s  the pol ic y  of  the B oard of  Transportat ion that 
secure and adequate  bic ycle  parking fac i l i t ies  shal l 
be  prov ided where ver  pract icable  and warranted 
in  the design and construct ion of  a l l  s tate-funded 
bui ldings ,  parks ,  and recreat ional  fac i l i t ies .

3.
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D.6 NC D OT Traditional  Neig hb orho o d De-
velopment Stre et  Desig n Guidel ines
NCDOT’s Traditional Neighborhood Development 
Street Design Guidlines are available for proposed TND 
developments and permits localities and developers to 
design certain roadways according to the TND guide-
lines rather than the conventional subdivision street 
standards.  The guidelines recognize that in TND de-
velopments, mixed uses are encouraged and pedestrians 
and bicyclists are accomodated on multi-mode/shared 
streets.


