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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

A. Introduction 

B. 

The Regional Bicycle Plan is a tool to be used by local 
governments and citizens alike to identify and address the 
needs of the increasing number of commuter bicyclists in the 
Portland metropolitan area. The broad range of policies 
included in the plan are designed to define the intent of this 
region with respect to bicycle facilities and programs for the 
next 10 years, as well as to streamline the process for local 
jurisdictions to follow when implementing such facilities. 
Enactment of these policies will also improve the status of 
bicycles as a viable mode of transportation. 

To understand the significance of bicycling in the Portland 
metropolitan area, it is necessary to place it in perspective. 
Locally and nationally, bicycling is continuing to grow in 
importance as a means of transportation and as a recreational 
activity. During the past 10 years, more bicycles than 
automobiles have been sold in the United States. The new 
enthusiasm for bicycling has stimulated a corresponding growth 
in the use of bicycles for transportation. In Portland, 
bicycle commuting--already twice the national average as a 
percentage of all work trips--has doubled in volume since 1974. 

In a 1982 survey conducted for the Metropolitan Service 
District, two of the key responses showed that: 

Over half of all Portland area adults bicycled during the 
past year, mostly for recreational purposes~ and 

Approximately 120,000 area residents are potential bicycle 
commuters--more than 10 times the number regularly 
commuting by bicycle today. 

The survey also found that to make commuting by bicycle safer 
and to change conditions that would allow potential bicyclists 
to become active commuter bicyclists, several areas of concern 
must be addressed. Of primary importance were more safe 
bicycle routes and bicycle parking facilities. These and 
related issues are thus the major emphasis of the plan. 

To direct our efforts in responding to these issues, local 
jurisdictions and citizens were drawn together in a cooperative 
venture to develop an improved regional bicycle system, with 
supporting policies and programs. 

Summary of the Plan 

The Regional Bicycle Plan addresses this region's recognition 
of bicycling as a legitimate form of transportation. The 
primary intent of the plan is to designate a system of safe, 
direct bicycling routes serving major trip destinations 
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throughout the region. Addressing routes alone, however, does 
not sufficiently meet those needs; thus, the Regional Bicycle 
Plan also establishes policies regarding fund in~ bicycle 
parking, registration, and safety e~ducation. Major highlights 
of the plan are as follows: 

The plan designates approximately 270 miles of regional 
bicycle routes throughout the Metropolitan Service 
District. This bicycling network is intended to afford 
the opportunity for convenient: travel by bicycle between 
local jurisdictions and to major trip attraction areas 
such as employment centers, schools, and shopping areas 
throughout the region. 

The plan requires local jurisdictions to include regional 
bicycle routes in their compre?hensive plans and estab-
lishes a process for amending the regional network. 

The plan establishes a process for jurisdictions to 
cooperatively define on an annual basis which bicycle 
routes in the region, constructed independently of a 
highway project, are the highest priority for implementa-
tion. This will ensure an efficient and equitable use of 
the State Bicycle Fund. The plan also calls for a 
concerted regional effort to seek additional funds to 
complete the network more quickly than is possible when 
relying solely on existing funding sources. 

The plan requires secure bicycle parking facilities to be 
provided at designated major transit stations and major 
park and ride lots. Because adequate parking facilities 
are essential to the bicycle commuter, the plan also 
encourages jurisdictions to establish bicycle parking 
requirements at new developments. Guidelines are provided 
for different land uses. 

The plan encourages local jurjLsdictions to implement 
voluntary bicycle registration or marking programs. This 
preventive measure will afford citizens the opportunity to 
mark their bicycles with an identification number which 
will deter bicycle thefts and allow recovered, stolen 
bicycles to be quickly returned to their owners. 

The plan encourages local jurisdictions and bicycle 
interest groups to implement safety education and aware-
ness programs. These are intended to make bicycling safer 
and increase public awareness of bicycling as a viable 
mode of transportation. They can also educate the 
bicyclist, as well as the motorist, to the rights and 
responsbilities of each when sharing the road. Guidelines 
are provided. 
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1. Relationship to the Regional Transportation Plan 

The Regional Bicycle Plan will be incorporated into the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as an important element 
in this region's unified policy direction of achieving a 
well-balanced, cost-effective transportation system. 

Three types of actions addressed in the RTP are aimed at 
providing the mobility needed in the region: highway 
improvements, transit service expansion and demand manage-
ment programs. The policies of the Regional Bicycle Plan 
are included as part of the demand management strategy, 
which is a combination of actions designed to reduce the 
high transit and highway travel demand during peak hours. 
Other elements included as part of this strategy include 
ridesharing and flextime programs. 

As part of the RTP, the bicycle plan addresses bicycling 
as an alternative mode of transportation. In doing so, 
the plan concurs with the current federal policy of plan-
ning for bicycles in conjunction with planning for other 
transportation modes. This policy was developed because 
improvements in facilities which increase or enhance 
bicycle travel may also benefit other modes of travel. 
The converse is also true in that consideration of 
bicycles in conjunction with highway improvements will 
enhance the safety and convenience of bicycle travel. 

The implementation of facilities and programs recommended 
in this plan are in accordance with federal policy and 
this region's overall transportation improvement 
strategy. Therefore, adoption of the Regional Bicycle 
Plan will be followed by selective amendments to the RTP. 

Because trip destinations will change over the years with 
new developments or because policies adopted today may not 
be viable in future years, amendments to the Regional 
Bicycle Plan will become necessary. Proposed amendments 
to the Regional Bicycle Plan will be reviewed by Metro's 
Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) and 
subsequently by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation (JPACT). These committees are composed, 
respectively, of planners and locally elected officials, 
and provide advice to the Metro Council on air quality and 
transportation issues. The committees will review and 
adopt by resolution amendments to the bicycle plan 
throughout the year. Amendments will also be adopted by 
ordinance, together with other transportation issues, 
during the annual RTP amendment process. 
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2. Planning Process 

a. Development of the Plan 

This Regional Bicycle Plan was originally designed to 
update the 1974 Columbia Region Association of 
Governments (CRAG) Regional Bikeway Plan; however, 
the issues involved in defining a "regional" bicycle 
network and programs associated with it have changed 
substantially since that time , necessitating an 
entirely new planning effort. 

There are several important differences between the 
current plan and the earlier CRAG plan. First, the 
regional bicycle network was scaled down to reflect 
current funding realit i es , as well as new policy 
directions concern ing the purpose of a regional 
bicycle network . Second , the plan establishes 
b i cycle parking policies and guidelines for juris-
dictions and developers to follow . Third, the plan 
establishes policies and guidelines which formalize 
and create a structure for the decision-making 
process of implementing new bicycle routes. These 
and the other areas addressed in the plan make it a 
comprehensive approach to commuter bicycle use. 

b. Role of the Technical Advisory Committee and 
Citizens' Advisory Committee 

Cooperation and ass i stance from both a Technical 
Advisory Committee and a Citizens' Advisory Commit tee 
were instrumental in the development of the Regional 
Bicycle Plan . Letters requesting participat i on on 
the Technical Advisory Committee were sent to all 
jurisd i ctions; seven representatives actually partic-
ipated for the durat i on of the planning process. 
Other representatives on the Committee included one 
from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
and two citizens r epresenting the Cit izens ' Advisory 
Committee. Their knowl edge and expertise concerning 
all aspects of b icycle p l anning were cr itical to the 
development of the Plan. 

There were approximately 15 cit i zens who actively 
participated on the Citizens ' Advisory Committee. 
Many of these citizens have extensive experience in 
bicycle-related issues and were members of a local 
jurisdiction ' s bicycl e advisory group. Since many of 
these c i tizens were simultaneously participating in 
updating their own local b i cycle p l ans , they we r e 
instrumental in defining what the purpose of a 
r egional bicycle plan should be and in their under-
standing of how loca l plans f i t into the context of 
the regional plan. 
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Bicycle routes and policies developed by the 
citizens' committee were always reviewed by the 
technical committee; likewise, recommendations made 
by the technical group were presented to the 
citizens. This established a well-defined working 
relationship between the two groups. The combination 
of technical expertise from the technical committee 
and the knowledge of bicyclists' needs and concerns 
from the citizens' committee was the main impetus to 
the successful completion of this plan. Both groups 
will be called upon in the future to advise Metro on 
changes or amendments to the plan • 
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CHAPTER II - GOALS AND POLICIES OF THE PLAN 

The goals and policies established in the Regional Bicycle Plan are 
significant in defining what direction this region will take in 
supporting bicycling as a viable commuter alternative. The goals of 
the plan clearly state the intentions of this region concerning 
needed improvements in bicycle development. Policies supporting 
these goals form the basis of the plan and will be used to achieve 
its objectives. All policies of the Regional Bicycle Plan will be 
adopted by JPACT and the Metro Council. 

This chapter summarizes the major goals and policies of the plan. 
Details and rationales for the policies are discussed in the 
chapters pertaining to each area. 

A. Plan Goals: 

1. To integrate the efforts of cities and counties in the 
Metro region toward the most cost- effective, aesthetic, 
practical and safe system of regional bikeways. 

2 . To develop a regional bikeway system which will function 
as part of the overall regional transportation system. 

3 . To secure additional funding sources for constructing 
bicycle facilities and initiating new bicycle programs. 

4. To establish a prioritization process for implementing new 
regional bicycle routes. 

5. To form guidelines for local jurisdictions to follow in 
designing bicycling safety education and awareness 
programs. 

6. To provide guidelines for local communities to follow in 
the planning, design and implementation of the regional 
bikeway system. 

7. To determine the feasibility of developing a bicycle 
registration program for the region as an identification 
system to prevent bicycle thefts and/or as a potential 
source of revenue. 

B. Plan Policies: 

1. Bicycle Fac ilit ies 

Bicycle facilities are of three major types: 

A bicycle path is a bikeway which is physically 
separated from motorized vehicular traffic by an open 
space or barrier and is either within the highway 
right-of-way or within an independent right-of-way: 
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A bicycle lane is that portion of a roadway which has 
been designated by striping and signing or pavement 
markings for the preferential use of bicyclists 
and/or pedestrians; and 

A bicycle route is a segment of a system of bikeways 
designated by the j u risdiction with directional and 
informational markers only . 

(Note : In this plan, the term bicycle route is used 
generically to indicate any bicycle facility.) 

Decisions regarding the type of bikeway to construct in a 
particular area are left to the discretion of local juris-
dictions. These decisions are based on various factors 
including funding availability and the condition of the 
existing street. 

Policies 

a. The regional bicycle route network shall afford the 
opportunity for convenient travel by bicycle between 
local jurisdictions and to major attraction areas 
throughout the region. 

b . Metro shall serve as an advisor to jurisdictions in 
developing bicycle routes which are compatible with 
the Regional Bicycle Plan. 

c. All routes shown on the regional network shall be 
identified in local comprehensive plans. If a juris-
diction proposes to eliminate a regional route, it 
must consult with other affected jurisdictions, amend 
its comprehensive plan accordingly, and concurrently 
seek an amendment to the RTP by Metro. 

d. ORS 366.514 (Appendix A) requires local jurisdictions 
to establish footpaths and bicycle trails, with 
certain exceptions, wherever a street is being 
constructed, reconstructed or relocated using State 
Highway Fund revenues. Footpaths and bicycle trails 
are not required to be eBtablished under this law: 

1) "where the establishment of such paths and 
trails would be contrary to public safety; 

2) "if the cost of establishing such paths and 
trails would be excessively disproportionate to 
the need or probable use; or 

3) "where sparsity of population , other available 
ways or other factors indicate an absence of any 
need for such paths and trails." 
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As such, any jurisdiction planning such street 
improvements on roadways designated as regional 
bicycle routes that are proposed to not include 
bicycle facilities shall consult with Metro and other 
affected jurisdictions. 

e. ODOT policy requires locatl jurisdictions to follow 
the design guidelines set: forth in the 1981 Guide For 
Development of New Bicycle Facilities as published by 
the American Association of State Highway and Trans-
portation Officials (AASHTO), as supplemented and 
adopted by the Oregon Transportation Commission, on 
all federally and State-funded bicycle projects. 
Exceptions will be considered on an individual basis. 

f. ODOT policy requires all traffic control devices used 
in conjunction with bicycle routes to conform to the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), as 
supplemented and adopted by the Oregon Transportation 
Commission, on all federally and State-funded bicycle 
projects. Exceptions will be considered on an 
individual basis. 

2. Funding 

Funding of bicycle facilities and programs is essential to 
the implementation of this plan. Without a commitment to 
seek new funding sources and efficiently use existing 
sources, many of the proposals called for in the plan may 
never be realized. The plan thus calls for: 

a. Metro and local jurisdictions to cooperatively seek 
additional funding sources for constructing bicycle 
facilities and developin9 new bicycle programs. 

b. Supporting continuation of the State one percent gas 
tax fund for construction of local and regional 
bicycle routes in the Portland metropolitan area. 

c. Limiting expenditure of the State's one percent 
bicycle fund monies for bicycle projects constructed 
independently of a highway project {Priority 3) 
primarily to bicycle routes designated on the 
regional bicycle networku 

d. Supporting a change in current Oregon Transportation 
Commission policy to makE~ Priority 3 money available 
not only to independent bikeways within State-owned 
rights-of-way, but also on routes parallel to and 
serving the same corridors as State highways. 

e. Allowing the use of StatE~ one percent funds for 
financial assistance to local government bikeway 
projects (Priority 4) on either local or regional 
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bicycle routes (at the discretion of local juris-
dictions). 

f. Supporting a change in ODOT policy 1) to establish an 
annual target amount of local discretionary grant 
(Priority 4) money and 2) to establish an equitable 
distribution policy for this money that is not biased 
against areas of highest bicycling use. 

g. Establishing a regional funding committee to annually 
prioritize bicycle projects in this region to submit 
to the State for funding. This applies to projects 
eligible for Priority 3 and 4 funds only. 

3. Bicycle Parking 

Two distinct types of parking facilities are needed by 
bicyclists at a variety of destination points, with the 
responsibility for the security of parked bicycles shared 
by the bicyclists and the provider of bicycle parking. 

Long-term parking facilities should be provided at 
locations such as employment centers, transit stations, 
park and ride lots, schools and multi-family dwellings. 
Short-term parking facilities should be provided at 
locations such as shopping centers, libraries, recreation 
areas and post off ices, among others. 

Policies 

a. Tri-Met shall provide adequate bicycle parking 
facilities at major transit stations and major park 
and ride lots. Bicycle parking facilities at these 
locations shall follow guidelines and design 
standards established by this plan . Exceptions to 
this provision may be made by agreement among Metro, 
Tri-Met and the affected jurisdiction. 

b. Tri-Met is encouraged to provide at least four 
bicycle lockers at major transit stations and major 
park and ride lots when agreement can be reached with 
the local jurisdiction regarding maintenance of the 
lockers. 

c. Tri-Met and jurisdictions are encouraged to provide 
high security bicycle racks, where practical, at 
minor transit stations. 

d. Jurisdictions are encouraged to include in their 
comprehensive plans a requirement that bicycle 
parking facilities be provided at major commercial 
and employment centers and in high density residen-
tial areas. Jurisdictions are encouraged to follow 
the bicycle parking guidelines and design standards 
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applicable to these areas established by this plan. 

4 . Registration and Licensing 

Registration or marking of bicycles is important in 
detering thefts and in returning stolen bicycles to their 
owners. 

Policies 

a. All jurisdictions are encouraged to implement and 
maintain voluntary bicycle marking programs. 

b . The licensing of bicycle operators is not recommended 
in the metropolitan area. 

5. Bicycling Safety Education and Enforcement Programs 

In addition to providing bicycle routes, components of a 
bicycle program such as safety education and enforcement 
are equally important to minimize potential conflicts 
between bicycles and motor vehicles, pedestrians, and 
other bicycles. 

Policies 

a . Jurisdictions are encouraged to support police 
programs for consistent enforcement of all rules of 
the road as they pertain to bicyclists . 

b . Jurisdictions are encouraged to support development 
of and provide guidelines for safety education and 
awareness programs and materials. 
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CHAPTER III - THE REGIONAL BICYCLE ROUTE SYSTEM 

A. Overview of the Regional System 

The development of the regional bicycle route system by 
planners and citizens, has established a network that will 
serve the commuter bicyclist by interconnecting cities, 
counties, communities, major shopping and employment areas, and 
other areas of regional significance. When completed, this 
network will afford the opportunity for convenient travel by 
bicycle between major destination points within the Metro 
boundary. 

To be designated as a regional bicycle route, a route must 
primarily serve commuting trips. The definition of the term 
"commuting trip" as used in this plan includes trips to 
employment centers, schools, shopping centers, recreation 
areas, and other similar destinations. Although the plan does 
not specifically address recreational routes, many of the 
proposed routes do connect major recreational bicycle paths. 
Routes designated solely for recreational purposes--that is, 
for pleasure riding--are not addressed in this plan, but are 
included in local bicycle plans. 

The reader should also be aware that there are numerous bicycle 
routes throughout the region which are not included in this 
plan, because they are not regionally significant, as defined 
by the policies established in Chapter II. These routes are of 
local importance, however, and in many instances support the 
regional network. 

A map of all local bicycle routes in the region is shown in 
Appendix B. 

B. Route Selection Process 

The regional bicycle route map is shown on Figure 1. Except 
for the Willamette Greenway and portions of the 40-Mile Loop, 
almost all routes selected are on or adjacent to streets and 
arterials also traveled by automobiles. The reasons for this 
are primarily economic. The costs for building a separated, 
off-street bicycle path involving right-of-way acquisition are 
significantly higher than the costs of establishing a bicycle 
route on or adjacent to an existing street. Also, the avail-
ability of funds for bicycle facilities constructed indepen-
dently of a highway project is very limited. (Details on 
funding are described in Chapter IV.) 

In addition, 1) because Oregon law (ORS 366.514) requires, with 
some exceptions, that pedestrian and bicycling facilities be 
established wherever a road is constructed, reconstructed or 
relocated and 2) because use of the Oregon Highway Fund is 
restricted to highway rights-of-way, there is a much greater 
opportunity to implement in a timely manner a bicycle route 
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network which is associated with the existing street system. 
(A description of ORS 366.514 is found in Chapter II, 
Section B(l)d.} 

Another reason for placing bicycle routes on arterials rather 
than recommending off-street paths reiterates the primary 
intention of this plan; that is, to provide convenient travel 
by bicycle to major destination points throughout the region. 
Commuter bicyclists generally agree that to reach their 
destinations of .work, shopping, or school, they prefer to take 
the most direct ;route which will get them there in the shortest 
possible time. .The regional system, as proposed, addresses 
those desires. 

1. Categories ,of Regional Routes 

Routes shown on the regional bicycle map are divided into 
four categories: 

a. Existing routes - Only those bicycle routes which are 
in place and considered to be of regional signifi-
cance are shown. Existing routes that are not shown 
serve local trips and are included on local plans. 

b. Routes programmed or under construction - Those 
routes which have an identifiable funding source or 
are currently under construction are shown. 

c. Proposed routes - Those designated by the plan, but 
which do not have a specific funding source identi-
fied are shown. 

d. Corridors - Shaded areas depict corridors where more 
than one street may be appropriate as the regional 
route. It is the responsibility of the affected 
jurisdiction and local bicycle committees to 
designate the regional route through a particular 
corridor. The plan will be updated as these 
decisions are made. 

2. Plan Amendments (Route Changes) 

The Regional Bicycle Plan requires .all local jurisdictions 
to include in their comprehensive plans the adopted 
regional bicycle network in their jurisdiction. If a 
jurisdiction proposes to eliminate a regional route or 
portions of a regional route, it must consult with other 
affected jurisdictions, amend its comprehensive plan 
accordingly and concurrently seek an amendment to the RTP 
by Metro. (This recognizes that a regional bicycle route 
serves multiple jurisdictions and ensures that removal of 
the route does not create a gap in the network or nega-
tively impact a neighboring jurisdiction.) 
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Proposed amendments to the Regional Bicycle Plan will be 
reviewed by Metro's Transportation Policy Alternatives 
Committee (TPAC) and subsequently by the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) . These 
committees will review amendments to the bicycle plan as 
they are proposed. The plan will be amended on an annual 
basis, simultaneously with the RTP amendment process. 

c . Bikeway Design Standards 

When establishing bicycle routes on urban streets, it is 
imperative that the routes be properly designed, constructed 
and maintained for bicycles. Des ign guidelines for bicycle 
routes are found in the publication, 1981 Guide for Development 
of New Bicycle Facilities, as published by the AASHTO . ODOT 
policy requires jurisdictions to follow the AASHTO design 
guidelines on all federally and State-funded bicycle projects 
with exceptions considered on an individual basis. Supplements 
and exceptions to the AASHTO guidelines adopted by the Oregon 
Transportation Commission are shown in Appendix C. 

In addition, ODOT requires that all traffic control devices 
used in conjunction with bicycle routes conform to the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, as supplemented and adopted 
by the Oregon Transportation Commission, on all federally and 
State-funded projects, with exceptions considered on an 
individual basis. 

Because most bicycle commuters ride on streets which have not 
been designated as bicycle routes, extra safety measures should 
be implemented when bicycle traffic is expected. Roadway 
improvements and maintenance can reduce conflicts among 
pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists and can correct 
conditions unsafe for bicycle riding. Improvements such as 
safe drainage grates and railroad crossings, smooth pavements, 
and signals responsive to bicycles should be provided on 
designated bicycle routes or wherever there is significant 
bicycle use. Also, facilities such as bicycle lanes, bicycle 
routes, shoulder improvements and wide curb lanes should be 
developed where necessary in accordance with local bicycle 
plans. 

D. Relation to Other Plans 

1. Oregon Statewide Bicycle Master Plan 

The objective of the Statewide Plan is to establish goals 
for a comprehensive bicycle program at the State level. 
The plan focuses on routes designated for bicycle touring 
(recreation) as well as utilitarian trips. The relation-
ship between the Regional Plan and the State Plan is 
defined below: 

18 



a. All bicycle routes designated on the State Plan 
leading into the Portland metropolitan area connect 
with regional routes. 

b. The design cr iteria guidelines referenced in the 
State Plan are also included in the Regional Plan. 

c. Sources of funds used for construction of bicycle 
facilities are similar for both plans. 

d. The Regional Bicycle Plan includes more extensive 
policies and guidelines regarding bicycle parking . 

e. State and Regional Plan objectives are similar for 
improving safety and education of bicyclists, and 
enforcement of bicycling laws. 

2. Local Bicycle Plans 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, many local juris-
dictions are updating t heir own bicycle plans. The 
relationship between these and the Regional Plan is an 
important one . The regional system addresses routes which 
interconnect jurisdictions and major regional attractions. 
To complement this system, the local networks are 
necessary to enable bicyclists to travel conveniently by 
bicycle within their own jurisdiction or to a point on the 
regional system. Metro will provide assistance to juris-
dictions as necessary to ensure that routes are compatible 
with both plans. 
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CHAPTER IV - FUNDING REGIONAL BICYCLE ROUTES 

A. Introduction 

Implementation of proposed bicycle routes in this region is 
contingent primarily on the amount of funding available and the 
manner in which pr iority projects are determined . Although 
funding sources have remained the same over the past ten years, 
revenue from the State Highway Fund has stabilized or partially 
declined as a result of lower gasoline consumption rates. This 
has occurred even as construction costs continue to escalate. 
This chapter describes the existing sources of funds available 
for bicycle projects , recommends a methodology for allocating 
these funds in an efficient and equitable manner, and discusses 
the importance of securing additional funds to hasten facili-
ties development. 

B. Background 

c. 

During the early 1970s, there was a bicycle boom across the 
country and in Oregon. Rising gasoline prices forced many 
people to seek alternatives to the automobile for their trans-
portat i on needs, and many turned to the bicycle . As more and 
more bicyclists took to the streets, they found that many of 
those streets were not adequate to ride on . 

Concerned citizens felt this issue to be important enough to 
warrant legislative action. As a result, the Oregon Legisla-
ture enacted what became known as the "Bicycle Bill." This 
1971 legislation mandated the expenditure of not less than one 
percent of the State Highway Fund (gasoline tax revenues) 
received each year by the Stat e or by any city or county for 
the establishment of bicycle trails and footpaths. 

This statute further requires that the amount "shall never in 
any one fisca l year be less than one percent of the total 
amount of the funds received from the highway fund " (unless 
that amount is less than $250.00 in any year for a city, or 
$1,500.00 for a county) . In lieu of spending these funds each 
year, a city or county may credit the funds to a bikeway 
financial reserve where they can be held for not more than 10 
years . 

The success of that legislat i on, together with the compre-
hensive bicycling development effort that emerged from it, 
resulted in the completion of over 70 miles of bicycle routes 
throughout the region, representing an investment of over 
$6.5 million over the past 10 years . 

Funding Sources 

In addition to local jurisdictions ' general funds, there are 
presently two major sources of funds available for bicycle 
projects in this region: Federal Highway Trust Funds and 
Oregon Gasoline Tax Revenues. These are described below. 
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1. Federal Highway Trust_Funds -- Although no federal statute 
requires bikeways to be built on federal highways, federal 
policy (23 CFR 652.5) states that "full consideration is 
to be given to safely accommodate bicycle/pedestrian 
traffic on all Federal Aid highway projects." Further, 
23 USC 109(n) prohibits "severance or destruction of an 
existing major route for non-motorized vehicles unless 
such project provides for a reasonable alternative route 
or if such a route already exists." 

From the Federal Highway Trust Fund, two alternatives for 
funding bicycling facilities are provided: 

a. Constructing bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
part of any Federal Aid highway project and within 
publically-owned right-of-way . Federal participation 
for bicycle projects is at the same rate (usually 
88 percent) as the highway facility to which it is 
attached. However, Federal Aid Urban projects are 
eligible for 100 percent federal funding. 

b. Constructing bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
independently of a highway project, but serving 
corridors that are part of the federal highway system. 

2. Oregon Gasoline Tax Revenues The entire State Highway 
Gas Tax Fund is divided among the State (68 percent), the 
counties (20 percent) and the cities (12 percent). The 
formula used by t he State for allocating gasoline tax 
revenues to individual cities and counties is based on 
total vehicle registration for counties and total popula-
tion for cities. The Bicycle Bill mandates that a portion 
of these funds be used for bicycle facilities development 
as described below: 

a. Cities' and Counties Portion 

Cities and counties are required to spend not less 
than one percent of their State Highway Fund monies 
for the establishment of footpaths and bikeways. 

In addition, the Oregon Transportation Commission has 
determined that this money may be spent for other 
uses such as: 

Administrative and personnel costs of bicycle 
programs. 
Preliminary engineering costs of bikeways. 
Construction and right-of-way costs for 
bikeway/footpath facilities within highway 
right-of-way. 
Auxiliary facilities such as signs, curb cuts, 
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ramps, and parking. 
Maintenance of existing bikeways/footpaths. 
Development and printing of bicycle route maps 
and brochures. 

b. State's Portion 

The State is required to spend not less than one 
percent of total gasoline tax revenues on bicycle and 
pedestrian projects under the following system of 
priorities: 

Priority One 

Construction of bikeway projects wherever a 
highway, road or street is constructed, recon-
structed or relocated. This is primarily used 
as match for projects funded with Federal Aid 
monies and for State projects. 

Priority Two 

Maintenance of existing bikeways for which the 
State is responsible. 

Priority Three 

• Construction of bikeway projects independent of 
a highway project, but within State highway 
right-of-way. 

Priority Four 

Construction of local governments' bikeway 
projects on or off the State highway system 
(requires local match). 

o. Allocation of Funding Sources 

The total amount of funds spent from major funding sources over 
the last decade in the Portland metropolitan area is shown in 
Figure 2. Federal Highway Trust Fund monies were the second 
largest source of revenues for bicycle projects during this 
time period. The majority of these funds were spent on bicycle 
projects constructed as part of a highway project. However, 
the total amount also includes some bicycle projects construct-
ed independently of a highway project. 

Figure 2 also illustrates that the State's portion of the 
Bicycle Fund was the largest source of funds for constructing 
bicycle projects in this region during the last 10 years. 
While expenditures for the State's portion cannot be delineated 
by priority category, the majority of the fund was used to 
construct Priority 1 and Priority 3 projects. 
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Fig. 2 
TEN YEAR BICYCLE EX1PENDITURE RECORD 
FY 1972-1982 
Portland metropolitan area 

,...--- -- FEDERAL AID 
$2.,258.,000 

STATE BICYCLE FUND 
:~- STt\TE ' S PORTI ON 

$2 .,, 462.,000 
:~-- CITIES I PORTION 

-.......,:.:.:.~ $816 ., 000 
,_____ ___ COUNTIES' PORTION 

$L,246., 000 

24 

Total 
$6,782,000 



The cities' and counties' portions of the State Bicycle Fund 
may be spent by jurisdictions on any bicycle projects which 
they deem appropriate. These projects may be in conjunction 
with or independent of highway projects. Figure 3 illustrates 
the amounts received by cities and counties in the Portland 
metropolitan area in FY 1982. 

Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties received a 
combined total of $117,000 in 1982. Over one-half of the total 
amount was received by Multnomah County; 25 percent received by 
Clackamas County and 23 percent by Washington County. 
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Fig. 3 
BICYCLE FUND REVENUES= FY 1982 
Cities' &. counties' portions 

COUNTIES' PORTION 
,.------Multnomah 

__...,.,.,,,,~ 

Clackamas 

Washington 
Total 

CITIES I PORTION 
Portland 
All other Multnomah 

Co. cities 
Lake Oswego 
All other Clackamas 

Co. cities 
Beaverton 

$61.,100 

29.,400 

27.,300 

$117,800 

$48.,500 
5,600 

3.,100 

7.,800 

4.,100 
All other Washington 9.,400 

Co. cities 
Total $78,500 
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Based on their population, 19 cities in the tri-county area 
within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) received a combined 
total of $78,000 for bicycle projects. Amounts ranged from a 
low of $308.00 allocated to Wood Village to a high of $48,549 
allocated to Portland. (Medium-sized cities such as Beaverton 
and Lake Oswego received between $3,000 and $4,000 each.) 

Five cities in the metropolitan area (Rivergrove, Maywood Park, 
Johnson City, Happy Valley, and Durham) received no funds from 
the State in 1982 because their gasoline tax receipts totaled 
less than $250.00. The totals illustrate that on an annual 
basis, most cities do not receive sufficient funds to implement 
even a fairly modest bicycle project. Appendix D lists specific 
amounts received by cities and counties throughout the State 
for FY 1972 through 1982. 

Figure 4 shows how the State's portion of the Bicycle Fund was 
allocated to the Portland metropolitan area, by priority 
category, in FY 1983. The largest portion of the State's funds 
were spent on projects built in association with a highway 
project. (This money is used primarily to match Federal Aid 
participation in bicycle projects at a 12 percent rate.) 

Funds for maintaining existing bicycle routes on State highways 
comprised only 15 percent of the total State budget for bicycle 
routes; however, funds for maintenance will increase as more 
bikeways are built. 

Funds spent on bicycle projects constructed independently of a 
State highway (Priority 3) nearly equaled the amount spent under 
Priority 1 projects. However, there were no funds available in 
FY 1983 for Priority 4 projects (assistance to local govern-
ments). This was because distribution of money under Priority 4 
varies from year to year based on the amount remaining after 
allocation of funds to the first three priorities. This policy 
is currently under review by ODOT and the State Bicycle Advisory 
Committee. 

E. Recommendations for Expenditure of Existing Sources 

This plan recommends that current methods of funding bicycle 
projects from Federal or State sources remain intact with two 
exceptions pertaining to the State Bicycle Fund program. A 
discussion of these recommendations follows. 

1. Federal Program 

The Federal policy which requires consideration of bicycle/ 
pedestrian facilities on all Federal Aid highway projects 
should be continued. 

Because almost all highway projects constructed with 
Federal funds must consider bicycle projects at time of 
construction, Federal Aid projects continue to be an im-
portant part of bicycle facilities development in the 
region. 
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Fig. 4 

BICYCLE FUND REVENUES= FY 1983 
By priority category 
State's portion 

PRIORITY 1 
$79,,000 

--- PRIORITY 2 
$26,,000 

'------ PRIORITY 3 
$74,,000 

Total . 
$179,000 

Note: No funds remained for distribution to local 
governments under Priority 4 in FY 1983. 
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2. State Bicycle Fund Program 

The Regional Bicycle Plan recommends that all policies 
regarding the State's Bicycle Fund remain intact with the 
exception of the use of Prior i ty 3 funds (funds used to 
construct bicycling and pedestrian facilities indepen-
dently of highway projects on State-owned right- of-way) 
and Priority 4 funds (discretionary grants to local juris-
dictions) . 

Policies 

a. Expenditure of Priority 3 funds used for bicycle 
projects shall be limited to routes designated on the 
regional bicycle network. Exceptions to this policy 
may be made during the project evaluation process 
established for the expenditure of Priority 3 funds 
(see Section F) . Priority 3 funds used for pedestri-
an facilities are not affected by this policy. 

Discussion : The ·majorit}I' of money spent on bicycle 
projects in the region continues to come from highway 
reconstruction projects (Federal Aid and Priority 1 
monies). Because there is a limited amount of State 
money available for independent projects, it is 
important that resources be focused to complete a 
minimum network of bicycle routes. (Note: the use 
of the term •independent project," used here and 
elsewhere in this plan, refers to a bicycle project 
constructed independently of a highway project.) 

Currently, Priority 3 funds are available for bicycle 
projects on any State highway or within State highway 
right- of-way. Adoption c1f the proposed policy would 
limit expenditure of these funds to those State 
highways designated by the Plan. State highways not 
eligible are listed in Appendix E. 

Metro recognizes that the re will be certain projects, 
not on the regional network, which should appropri-
ately use Priority 3 funds. These may be pedestrian 
ways or bikeways . Recommendations regarding 
exceptions to this policy will be made during the 
annual process for ranking bicycle projects discussed 
in Section F or as needed to proceed with immediate 
implementation . 

b. Priority 3 monies should be made available for 
construction of independent bicycle projects on 
roadways parallel to a State highway serving the same 
travel corridor. 

Discussion: Priority 3 monies are presently limited 
to projects within State highway rights-of-way. In 
some instances, because of economic, engineering or 
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safety factors, it may be more appropriate to 
designate a route parallel to the State highway as 
the preferred bicycling route. (Example : Cedar 
Hills Boulevard and Hall Boulevard are designated as 
regional routes rather than Highway 217.) The 
designation of a preferred alternative route would be 
by consensus of ODOT, Metro and the affected juris-
dictions. 

Metro and interested jur isdictions will work with 
ODOT staff in presenting the proposed policy to the 
Oregon Transportation Commission . 

c . Priority 4 funds shall be made available to projects 
on either the local or regional system. 

Discussion: Because Priority 4 funds are designed to 
help local governments implement bicycle facilities, 
jurisdictions should have the option of spending 
these funds on either local or regional routes. 

d. An annual target figure for Priority 4 funds should 
be established by ODOT. Distribution of these funds 
should not be biased against areas of highest bicycl-
ing use. 

Discussion : Establish ing an annual amount for this 
program will benefit local jurisdictions. As 
currently administered, the program cannot guarantee 
availability of any money in a given year. As there 
has been no regularly scheduled program for awarding 
grants , there also have been no regular application 
deadlines . As a consequence , some jurisdictions have 
overlooked this potential source of funds. 

A proposal by ODOT to award the funds in $25,000 
grants only once every five years to a particular 
jurisdiction will have the impact of disproportion-
ately limiting the funding in jurisdictions with high 
bicycling use and need. An alternative distribution 
mechanism should be sought. 

F. Priority Process for Funding Bicycle Projects in the Region 

In order to have more local control over which bicycle 
facilities in this region are funded by State Priority 3 and 4 
Bicycle Fund monies, the plan establishes the following 
policy: 

Policy: A regional funding committee shall be established to 
annually designate regional and local bicycle projects for 
which State Priority 3 and 4 bicycle funds will be sought . 



Discussion: This will constitute a major change in how the 
region will apply for funding for independent bicycle 
projects. Currently, ODOT determines where Priority 3 funds 
are spent, and local jurisdictions apply individually to ODOT 
for Priority 4 funds. The funding committee will allow 
decisions regarding which projects are most important to be 
made first at a regional level and then submitted to ODOT for 
further consideration. Establishing this process may also 
increase local interest in bicycle facilities development. A 
detailed description of the process follows. 

The first step will be to establish a regional funding 
committee to collectively review and rank bicycle projects in 
this region. This committee will be patterned after the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Subcommittee, which 
makes decisions regarding funding and scheduling of transporta-
tion projects in the region for fiv·e-year periods. Specific 
components of such a process will include the following: 

Committee membership will include one representative from 
ODOT, Metro and each jurisdiction submitting a bicycle 
project. 

The committee will meet annually for the project selection 
process, and additionally as needed. Meetings will be 
scheduled to meet ODOT's sched ule for submission of 
proposed projects. 

• Priority 3 projects and Priority 4 projects will be ranked 
separately because of their different funding sources. 

Selected projects will be endorsed by Metro's TPAC, JPACT 
and Council before submitting them to the State for 
further consideration. 

Based upon this input and submittals from other areas of 
the state, ODOT will select projects for implementation. 

The second step of this process will be to rank proposed 
bicycle projects according to a given set of criteria. The 
format for evaluating candidate bicycle projects is discussed 
below. 

Project Evaluation 

Each jurisdiction will initially evaluate bicycle projects in 
their locale by whatever process they choose. Those projects 
submitted to the Regional Funding Committee will also be 
evaluated by the jurisdiction on a point system based on 
several criteria listed below. 
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The Committee will then collectively evaluate and select the 
highest priority projects from the region. The total point 
score, the estimated cost and whether or not the project is 
part of a local or regional system will determine the rank of 
each project. 

Figure 5 lists six criteria to be used for evaluating bicycle 
projects eligible for funding under Priorities 3 and 4. 

FIGURE 5 

CRITERIA FOR RANKING 
PRIORITY 3 AND 4 BICYCLE FUND PROJECTS 

1. Potential use of route (based on access to major activity 
centers) for transportation purposes. 

2. Present degree of travel hazard. 

3. Availability of alternative routes (high score = no 
feasible alternative routes are available). 

4. Does project link an existing route? 

5. Does project extend an existing route? 

6. Potential use of route for pleasure riding only. 

G. Cost of Building the Regional System 

A variety of factors enter into the. construction of a bikeway 
system, and for that reason, cost estimates at a regional level 
cannot be developed easily or with great confidence. The 
configuration for a particular bicycle project depends upon the 
type of bikeway (whether it is a separated path, a bikeway 
which is adjacent to the travel lane, or a bikeway that shares 
the road with motor vehicles), the amount of right-of-way 
required, the type of construction materials used and the 
degree of safety for which the bikeway is designed. In 
addition, jurisdictions estimate costs differently for shoulder 
widening, striping, signing, and other improvements. 

Because of this difference between jurisdictions, a general 
cost estimate of constructing the regional system has been 
derived. These general averages are: $100,000 per mile for 
shoulder widening, $300 per mile for striping, $1,000 per mile 
for signing in urban areas and $300 per mile for signing in 
rural areas. A special situation occurs in the City of 
Portland, where shoulder widening for the purpose of accommo-
dating bicycles is, for the most part, not feasible on narrow 
city streets. Therefore, a figure of $10,000 per mile was used 
for bicycle-related improvements such as traffic diverters, 
striping, signing, and turn bays within the City of Portland. 
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Each link of the regional bicycle route system yet to be 
constructed was briefly examined for needed improvements. The 
cost per mile estimates previously discussed were then 
applied. The total cost estimates for the regional bicycle 
route system within each county and the City of Portland are: 

Clackamas County 
Washington County 
Multnomah County 
City of Portland 

Total 

$ 2,000,000 
4,700,000 
2,800,000 
4,600,000 

$14,100,000 

It must be emphasized that these figures are very general and 
are only intended to put into context the amount of money 
required to build approximately 270 miles of proposed bicycle 
facilities needed to complete the network. A more definitive 
cost estimate for completion of these routes would necessitate 
a formal preliminary engineering process for each route. 

Comparison of Capital Costs and Revenues 

Of the 270 miles of proposed bicycle routes: 

1. 60 miles are under construction or are programmed for 
construction primarily in conjunction with a highway 
project, at an approximate cost of $3 million; and 

2. 26 miles are likely to be built in conjunction with a 
highway project within the next 10 years at an 
approximate cost of $1.4 million. 

The remainder of the system has no funding currently 
identified. However, funds from the State bicycle fund will be 
sought for many of the routes, and jurisdictions will use 
general fund and their allocated State bicycle funds to 
construct other routes. 

To understand the magnitude of the expense of constructing a 
bikeway system, it is necessary to compare costs to the 
resources available. As described previously, there are very 
limited sources of funds available to this region for con-
structing bicycle projects. 

As shown in Figure 2, money spent on bicycle facilities in this 
region over the last decade has amounted to $2.2 million from 
Federal Highway revenues; $2.4 million from the State Bicycle 
Fund; $1.2 million from gasoline tax revenues received by all 
three counties; and $0.8 million from gasoline tax revenues 
received by 19 cities in the metropolitan area. Nearly 
$7 million has been spent on bikeways in the region over the 
last 10 years. With 70 miles of completed bikeways, an average 
cost is estimated at $100,000 per mile. 
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In most cases, cities and counties have had ~o 
annual one percent money over several years in 
construct even a one-mile s egment of bikeway. 
will most likely continue because construction 
to increase while revenues are decreasing. 

accumulate their 
order to 
This procedure 
costs continue 

The estimated costs of $14 million to complete the regional 
system is nearly double the amount spent over the past 
10 years. Because revenues from the State gas tax have been 
relatively constant over the last 10 years while construction 
costs have continued to escalate, it is imperative that the 
region and the State look toward procurement of additional 
resources to fund future bicycle projects. At a minimum, this 
plan strongly supports retention of the one percent bicycle 
fund law. 

In addition, the Regional Funding Committee should begin to 
explore options for securing new funding sources for bicycle 
facilities development. This effort will require cooperation 
from the region as a whole to ensure completion of the regional 
bicycle route system. 



CHAPTER V - BICYCLE PARKING POLICIES AND GUIDELINES 

The provision of safe and adequate bicycle parking facilities is an 
essential element of the Regional Bicycle Plan and in the overall 
effort to promote bicycling. This is because people are often 
discouraged from using bicycles for transportation where there are 
inadequate parking facilities available to them . To address th i s 
problem, provisions for adequate bicycle parking facilities are 
necessary at a variety of destinations , including places of employ-
ment, retail shops, ma j or transit stations , institutions, offices 
and others. 

The intent of the guidelines discussed in this chapter is to aid 
jurisdictions in formulating their own bicycle parking policies. 
These guidelines are modeled after bicycle parking provisions 
contained in the City of Portland' s Planning and Zoning Code, which 
are based on Portland ' s goal of having five percent of all work 
trips on bicycle by 1987. Because the experience in the City of 
Portland does not always reflect the situation facing smaller 
jurisdictions, some of Portland ' s guidelines have been modified or 
eliminated. 

A. Providing Adequate Parking Facili ties 

Bicycle parking facilities should provide for an adequate 
degree of protection from theft, damage and weather. The type 
and location of bicycle racks should , therefore, be such that 
they provide the most adequate protection from those elements. 
There are two types of bicycle parking which should be provided 
for: commuter or long-term parking, and convenience or short-
term parking . The amount of security required for theft and 
weather protection varies under these two categories and is 
described below. 

1 . Long- Term Parking 

Long-term parking should be provided at locations such as 
employment centers, transit stations , park and ride lots, 
schools and multi-family dwellings . Dual responsibility 
for security at these locations is essenti al. The 
provider of bicycle parking should supply secure racks 
which also offer protection from the weather, while the 
individual bicyclist should use an adequate locking device 
to secure his or her bicycle to the rack. Bicycle 
lockers, high security bicycle racks, and attended storage 
areas are good examples of long-term parking facilities. 

2. Short-Term Parking 

Short-term park ing facilities should be provided at 
locations such as shopping centers, libraries, recreation 
areas and post off ices. Convenience to the building 
entrance and location of racks in a highly visible area 
are two key requirements of short-term facilities. Again, 
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for short-term use, the bicyclist is responsible for 
possessing an adequate lock to safely secure his or her 
bicycle. 

3. General Guidelines 

Guidelines to consider when providing bicycle parking 
facilities for both short- and long-term parking include: 

a. Bicycle parking spaces located outside a structure 
should be placed no farther from the structure's main 
entrance than the closest off-street motor vehicle 
parking space. 

b. Bicycle parking spaces located outside a structure 
should be visible from the sidewalk adjacent to the 
building's main entrance. 

c. Bicycle parking racks or lockers should be anchored 
securely. 

d. Bicycle racks should be of a design which allows both 
wheels and the frame of a bicycle to be fastened to 
the rack with a high-security, u-shaped lock. For 
long-term parking, the rack itself should be capable 
of securing both wheels and the frame by a mechanism 
that cannot be severed by bolt cutters. The locking 
receptacle on a long-term rack should either accommo-
date a high-security lock or provide a shield against 
bolt cutters for a padlock. 

e. An aisle for bicycle maneuvering should be provided 
and maintained beside or between each row of bicycle 
parking. This aisle should be at least five feet 
wide. 

f. Each required bicycle parking space should be 
accessible without moving another bicycle. 

g. Bicycle spaces shall be rented or leased only where 
motor vehicle parking is rented or leased. 

h. Areas established for required bicycle parking should 
be clearly marked and reserved for bicycle parking 
only. 

B. Recommended Minimum Bicycle Parking Requirements 

Policy 

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to amend their compre-
hensive plans and zoning codes to include requirements for 
bicycle parking in new developments. 



Bicycle parking policies found in the City of Portland's 
Planning and Zoning Code have been modified as guidelines for 
local jurisdictions to follow in determining minimum numbers of 
bicycle parking space to require or recommend for various land 
uses. These guidelines are intended to simpllfy the effort 
required by jurisdictions when adopting local bicycle parking 
policies. 

1. Commercial, Office, Institutional and Industrial Land Uses 

Bicycle parking requirements should be expressed as a 
percentage of motor vehicle parking provided in new 
construction of commercial outlets, general off ices, 
industrial parks, parking garages, gymnasiums/arenas, 
regional shopping centers, auditoriums, libraries, 
churches and hospitals . For these uses, the number of 
bicycle spaces provided should be equivalent to a minimum 
of five percent of the total available motor vehicle 
parking spaces. For all of the above uses, 50 percent of 
the spaces should be covered. 

2. Schools 

Elementary and high schools should provide one bicycle 
parking space for every ten students. Colleges should 
provide at least one bicycle parking space for every 20 
automobile spaces provided. All spaces at schools and 
colleges should be covered. 

3. Multi-Family Residential 

For multi-family developments, the number of bicycle 
parking spaces should reflect the number of units in the 
building. A general recommendation is to s upply one 
bicycle parking space for every 5 to 10 units. Covered 
bicycle parking should be required where the development 
includes a basement or provides covered motor vehicle 
parking. 

4. Other Uses 

For hotels or motels, one space for every 20 employees is 
recommended. For all other uses, several options should 
be considered: 1) provide ten bicycle parking spaces; or 
2} one space for every 20,000 gross square feet of 
building area; or 3) one space for every 20 automobile 
parking spaces allowed. 

c. Provisions for Bicycle Parking at Major Transit Stations and 
Major Park and Ride Lots 

Providing bicycle parking facilities at major transit stations 
and park and ride lots offers a unique opportunity to encourage 
multi-modal commuting trips throughout the region and an 
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opportunity to reduce the amount of costly automobile parking 
provided at these facilities. To be effective , bicycle parking 
facilities at transit stations and park and ride lots in the 
region should offer safe, convenient parking to the bicycle 
commuter. Providing such facilities will also act as an 
incentive for potential bicycle commuters. 

Policies outlined here are intended to ensure that bicycle 
parking needs are accommodated at all new major transit 
stations because of their significance in the regional transit 
network . These stations include: Hollywood, Gateway, Gresham , 
Milwaukie, Beaverton, Tigard, Sunset, Clackamas Town Center, 
Oregon City, Lake Oswego , Burlingame and Vancouver. Although 
Vancouver is not within Metro's jurisdiction, that city is 
encouraged to develop similar policies of its own. 

Provisions for bicycle parking at major park and ride lots in 
the region are also required for the following locations: 
Columbia/Sandy , Lents , Clackamas Town Center , Oregon City, 
Milwaukie, Tigard, Tualatin, Washington Square and Beaverton. 
On the proposed Sunset light rail line, lots at 170th Avenue, 
185th Avenue and Hillsboro are also included. 

Three policies related to these parking needs are described as 
follows: 

Policies 

1. Tri - Met shall provide a number of high security bicycle 
racks at major transit stations and major park and ride 
lots equivalent to at least one percent of the morning 
peak period trips using the station (usually a range of 
five to 30 racks). This shall be subject to funding 
availability and local government approval. Exceptions to 
this provision may be made by agreement among Metro, 
Tri-Met and the affected jur i sdiction. Ongoing monitoring 
of rack usage will determine the need for additional 
racks. Tri -Met shall be responsible for installing and 
maintaining bicycle racks at each transit station . 

"High security" bicycle racks are defined as those which 
are capable of securing both the wheels and the frame of a 
bicycle, with the cyclist supplying a padlock or other 
appropriate locking device. 

2. Tri-Met and jurisdictions are encouraged to provide, where 
practical , high secur ity bicycle racks at minor transit 
stations. Providing such racks may reduce the need for 
parking and "kiss and ride" trips to the station. 

3. Tri - Met is encouraged to install bicycle lockers at all of 
the transit stations listed above when agreement can be 
reached with the affected jurisdiction regarding mainte-
nance of the lockers. (Bicycle l ockers offer the greatest 



degree of protection from theft and the elements and are, 
therefore, particularly appropriate at transit stations.) 
A minimum of four lockers is recommended to be ins.talled 
at each major transit station and park and ride lot; any 
additional lockers should be installed based on usage and 
subsequent demand for more. Metro will work with juris-
dictions and Tri-Met to determine needs on a case-by-case 
basis. 

It must be emphasized that all parking policies, with the 
exception of those related to bicycle racks at transit 
stations, are guidelines to be used at the discretion of local 
governments and Tri-Met, and are not required by this plan. 
However, all jurisdictions are urged to seriously consider 
these recommendations in order to provide more and better 
parking accommodations for bicyclists throughout the region. 
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CHAPTER VI - BICYCLE REGISTRATION/LICENSING 

A. History of Bicycle Registration in the Region 

A major shift in emphasis has occurred regarding regional 
bicycle registration during the past decade. The 1974 CRAG 
Bikeway Plan encouraged bicycle registration at the local level 
and simultaneously supported a proposal for a mandatory 
statewide registration and licensing program. The policy 
called for in the Regional Bicycle Plan, however, encourages 
voluntary bicycle marking programs to be operated at the local 
level. 

Although the CRAG plan pointed out deficiencies of local 
registration programs (poor enforcement, insufficient revenue 
collected from registration fees, and low return rates of 
stolen bicycles), it nevertheless called for their implementa-
tion if a 1975 legislative proposal, which would have required 
mandatory statewide bicycle registration, did not pass. That 
proposal was intended to serve two purposes: 1) to deter 
thefts and aid recovery of stolen bicycles; and 2) to raise 
additional revenue from registration fees for other bicycle 
programs. 

Most bicycling experts agreed at the time that mandatory 
registration programs implemented at the statewide level would 
be more effective in returning lost or stolen bicycles to their 
owners than a similar program at the local level. A central 
computer system run by the State would have streamlined the 
process of matching lost or stolen bicycles to their owners. 
At the same time, problems of retrieving stolen bicycles from 
different jurisdictions would have been virtually eliminated. 

Although a mandatory, statewide bicycle registration program 
was preferred, the proposal presented to the 1975 Legislature 
was defeated. The main reason for failure of the bill was the 
presumed excessive administrative costs and responsibilities 
associated with it. Similar legislation had been proposed 
during Oregon's 1973 legislative session, but it was also 
defeated because of excessive penalties for non-registration of 
bicycles. 

Given the fact that the Oregon Legislature has twice failed to 
enact legislation requiring statewide mandatory bicycle 
registration, it is unlikely that new legislation could be 
successful today without a groundswell of public support. 
Therefore, one of the goals of the development of the Regional 
Bicycle Plan was to determine what type of registration program 
(mandatory or voluntary, regional or local) would be feasible 
to implement in this region. The purpose of such a program was 
also examined to determine whether it should be an identif ica-
tion system to prevent bicycle thefts, serve as a potential 
source of revenue, or both. The issue of licensing bicyclists 
was also explored. 
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Policies 

The staff examined experiences in other cities and explored 
with the two advisory committees alternatives which could be 
considered in this region. The Regional Bicycle Plan thus: 

1. encourages local jurisdictions to implement voluntary 
bicycle registration or marking programs in the Portland 
metropolitan area , and 

2. recommends that licensing of bicyclists should not be 
initiated in this region. 

The basis for these conclusions and variations in bicycle 
registration and licensing concepts are discussed below. 

Definitions 

For this plan , bicycle registration is defined as the 
identification of a bicycle and its owner by recording an 
identification number (either engraved on the frame or issued 
as a sticker) that is kept on file at a central location. The 
two main purposes which registration programs serve are to 
deter bicycle thefts and to aid in recovery of stolen bicycles . 

A variation of registration is simply bicycle "marking," where 
an identification number (usually a driver's license number or 
other identification number) is engraved on a bicycle, without 
the number being recorded in a central file. In the event a 
stolen bicycle is recovered , the number is run through a 
computer and matched to the driver's license of the owner. An 
advantage of this system is that most police departments in the 
nation have access to the National Crime Information System 
computer, which has on file recorded identification numbers of 
personal property . Once an identification number is recorded, 
it is usually a simple procedure to retrieve stolen property. 

Bicycle licensing is defined as issuance of a permit (in the 
form of a card or license plate) to operate a bicycle after 
successful completion of testing the ability to operate such a 
vehicle . Licensing may aid in "legitimizing" the bicycle as a 
vehicle, increasing public awareness and acceptance of 
bicycles, and aiding cyclists in developing a more 
"responsible" image. 

B. Experience with Mandatory Registration 

Local 

Bicycle registration in the Portland metropolitan area is 
currently administered by individual jurisdictions , whether 
they be mandatory or voluntary. In most cases , where programs 
are mandatory, they are not strictly enforced nor a re the 
monies derived from them sufficient to help pay for other 
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bicycle programs or facilities. The City of Portland had a 
mandatory registration program which was dropped approximately 
two years ago because of high administrative costs and the 
ineffectiveness of recovering stolen bicycles. The failure of 
retrieving stolen bicycles under this system was due to the 
fact that bicycle thieves could easily scratch off or paint 
over an existing serial number, making it impossible to trace 
the stolen bicycle. 

Beaverton, Lake Oswego and Hillsboro currently have mandatory 
registration programs required by city ordinance. Officials 
from all three jurisdictions have concluded that their regis-
tration or marking programs have been fairly successful in 
returning stolen bicycles to their owners, although enforcement 
of the ordinance continues to be a problem. 

National 

In addition to Portland, many other cities across the country 
have had mandatory registration programs at one time, but have 
since abandoned them in favor of voluntary bicycle marking 
programs. The major reason cited in cities such as Kansas 
City, Missouri; Austin, Texas; and Seattle, Washington was the 
excessive administration responsibility associated with 
mandatory programs. Additional problems associated with these 
programs included: 1) defining the purpose of such a program 
(whether it be a source of revenue or as an aid to theft 
prevention); 2) change of ownership and change of address made 
tracking ownership of a stolen bicycle difficult; 3) registra-
tion stickers were easily removed; 4) coordination with other 
agencies and surrounding cities proved difficult; 5) renewal 
costs were often as high or higher than the original registra-
tion; and 6) the manufacturer's serial number is often hard to 
read and can be easily scratched off. 

For a mandatory registration program to succeed, bicycle shops 
would probably be required to register bicycles at the point of 
sale. Two disadvantages are evident with this type of 
procedure: a) there is no real incentive for shops to assume 
this additional responsibility, and b) this process would 
bypass the large number of bicycles already on the road. 

In addition, a) in most cities that have mandatory bicycle 
registration programs, many citizens still choose not to 
register their bicycles, and b) the minimal fee charged to 
register a bicycle is often not sufficient to even support the 
administrative costs of operating the program. If fees were 
raised to try and generate income for other bicycle programs, 
there would probably be even more noncompliance with the 
requirement. Given these experiences, a mandatory regional 
bicycle registration program is not recommended. 
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C. Experience With Voluntary Registration 

Voluntary programs have proven to be as effective as mandatory 
programs in returning stolen bicycles to their owners. This is 
because both programs use a similar system which match recorded 
identification numbers on the bicycle to its owner. Although 
mandatory registration programs have been successful in some 
cases in returning lost or stolen bicycles to their owners, 
voluntary registration programs are preferred and encouraged. 

The voluntary system now used in most cities, including 
Portland, is to engrave an identification number (such as a 
driver's license number) on the bicycle frame. When a change 
of ownership occurs, the new owner adds his or her identif ica-
tion number to the frame. If a stolen bicycle is recovered, 
all identification numbers are contacted and the bicycle is 
returned to the current owner. In Portland, the Police Bureau 
is responsible for administering the program and has been quite 
successful in returning bicycles to their owners, largely 
because of this method of marking bicycles. To increase 
awareness of the engraving procedure, bicycles should be 
included in local crime prevention drives which engrave 
identification numbers on valuables. Also, marking clinics 
could be held by service clubs at special events and at bicycle 
shops. 

The advantages -of this system are: 

1. It would be free for the bicycle owner (although the owner 
may have to pay the cost of renting an engraver); 

2. Drivers' licenses or other identification numbers are 
already recorded in computer systems at police depart-
ments; and 

3. There is interjurisdictional cooperation in returning lost 
or stolen bicycles to their owners. 

In addition to providing an effective means of recovering 
stolen bicycles, voluntary registration or marking programs 
offer an added measure of theft protection by affording those 
persons who wish to register or mark their bicycles the 
opportunity to do so, without making it a requirement by law. 
Jurisdictions are, therefore, encouraged to implement voluntary 
bicycle registration or marking programs. 

D. Licensing of Bicyclists 

The plan recommends that licensing of bicycle operators should 
not be initiated in this region. There are no known successful 
bicycle licensing programs anywhere in the country. The reason 
for this may be that the problems associated with the licensing 
of bicyclists are readily apparent: 1) over half of all 
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bicyclists are children; 2) because many people don't ride a 
bicycle very frequently, there is a strong probability that 
there would be widespread noncompliance with a licensing 
requirement; and 3) enforcement of such a requirement would 
likely be a low priority • 
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CHAPTER VII - BICYCLING SAFETY EDUCATION, ENCOURAGEMENT AND 
ENFORCEMENT 

A. Introduction 

The implementation of bicycle routes in urban areas generates a 
corresponding need for educating the public concerning bicycl-
ing safety, rules of the road, and laws pertaining to motorists 
and bicyclists. Bicycling safety education programs are a key 
factor in increasing awareness in these areas and in minimizing 
potential conflicts between bicycles and motor vehicles, 
pedestrians, and other bicycles. Accidents will not be reduced 
and bicycling encouraged unless all bicyclists and motor 
vehicle operators understand the rules of the road and begin to 
obey them. 

Furthermore, police enforcement is a critical component of 
maintaining these laws . Without proper enforcement, laws will 
be neglected and the potential for accidents increased. 
Responsibility for implementing education and encouragement 
programs should not rest with any one group, but should involve 
a cooperative ef f ort among local governments, police depart-
ments, schools and volunteer organizations. 

B. Safety Education Programs 

The purpose of bicycling education is to teach bicyclists, 
motorists and pedestrians about bicycling safety. The ultimate 
goal is to increase public awareness and acceptance of bicycles 
as part of the traffic flow on streets and highways. 

While bicyclists, motorists and pedestrians are equally respon-
sible for learning and implementing proper safety techniques, 
it is perhaps the bicyclist who can do the most to prevent 
accidents. A bicyclist who develops good riding skills; who 
uses well-maintained and proper equipment including helmets, 
lights and brakes; who learns where safe bicycle routes are 
located; and who obeys the rules of the road can greatly reduce 
his or her chance of being involved in an accident. 

Safety education programs should thus be used as a tool in 
developing skills and knowledge related to bicycling. Some 
examples of how responsible parties should implement these 
programs are discussed below. 

1. Local Governments, Police and Fire Departments 

Because local governments are the primary providers of 
bicycle routes in their own locale, they should also 
participate in educating bicyclists and motorists on how 
bicycling facilities should be used. In addition, 
services provided by local law enforcement agencies could 
be incorporated into safety education programs. Thus, 
local governments and police or fire departments are 
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encouraged to implement any or all of the following 
measures: 

Make available bicycle safety literature, bicycle 
maps and other resources which include tips on how to 
ride in traffic and a summary of Oregon laws pertain-
ing to bicyclists . This material could be placed in 
police departments, schools, libraries, bicycle 
shops, and city offices. An example of what the 
promotional material might include is shown in 
Appendix F. In addition, several excellent bicycle 
route maps have been published by local juris-
dictions, as well as a recently completed regional 
bicycle route map. 

Maintain accurate records of bicycling accidents in 
order to identify poorly designed facilities, age 
groups of accident victims, and the type of violation 
which occurred . These statistics are forwarded to 
local police departments, who in turn submit them to 
the State Highway Division. They are then entered 
into an existing computer program which classifies 
accident types . This will aid in identifying age 
groups at which various education efforts should be 
directed. 

Create a position with the responsibility of develop-
ing a comprehensive bicycling education program for 
the local community. 

Sponsor bicycle rodeos at fairs or special events 
teaching youngsters proper riding technique, inspect-
ing bicyc les for necessary equipment, and marking 
them for protection against theft. 

In cooperation with local grade schools, conduct 
on-street bicycle training sessions and review rules 
of the road and laws pert_a ining to bicyclists. 

2. Schools 

Although schools are not required to include bicycle 
safety in their curriculum, they can play an important 
role in the education of young bicyclists. Individual 
teachers are encouraged to develop safety education 
programs in their own classrooms. Methods to accomplish 
this are: 

Establish bicycle and traffic safety classes in the 
classroom and on-bike training as well . A good local 
example of an innovative safety program was developed 
by a teacher in the Milwaukie school system, which is 
included in Appendix G. 
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Include bicycling safety education information in 
driver education classes at the high school level. 

3. Volunteer Organizations 

Volunteer organizations are playing an increasing role in 
providing bicycle safety education services, especially 
for adults. Groups which could potentially provide such 
services might include local PTAs, the Optimists, American 
Automobile Association (AAA), bicycle clubs and others. 
Safety education programs might include: 

Lectures, films and rodeos conducted by these groups, 
aimed at educating adult bicyclists; 

Incorporating bicycle safety information in private 
driver education programs for adults; 

Providing maintenance and road safety techniques as 
part of touring services. 

There may be other innovative methods of providing needed 
bicycling education services; these examples are merely 
basic strategies used by many public and private groups in 
this area. Informational material which may be useful to 
any group or individual wanting to develop a safety educa-
tion program is listed below: 

a. Bicycle School Resource Packet - ($3.00) 
Bicycle Federation 
1101 - 15th Street, N.W., Suite 309 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

b. Guide on Effective Bicycle Education Programs - (Free) 
Peter Lagerwey 
SEMCOG 
800 Book Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

c. Montana Bicyclist Training Program 
c/o Roger and Sharon DiBrito 
11150 Napton Way 
Lolo, MT 59847 

d. Middle School Bicvcle Education Program 
c/o Diana Lewiston 
1849 Newell 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
(415) 326-3704 
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e. Bicycle Safety Program 
Traffic Safety Education for Oregon Schools, 
Grades K-9 
Oregon Department of Education 
942 Lancaster Drive, N.E. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Because many local communities are currently faced with 
extensive funding cutbacks, it is important that creative 
methods of educating and encouraging the public on bicycl-
ing safety be developed. Although fiscal constraints do 
pose problems, local governments must continue to be 
responsive to the safety needs of the bicycling public. 

C. Bicycling Safety and Encouragement Program 

When money can be made available, there are unique opportuni-
ties to implement innovative education and/or encouragement 
programs for bicycling. One nationally-recognized program 
which is currently being implemented in the Portland area is 
the Bicycling Safety and Encouragement Program. This grant was 
awarded jointly to the City of Portland and Metro in November 
1981 by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Its intent 
is to implement a variety of measures aimed at improving 
bicycling safety and ultimately increasing the number of 
bicyclists in the region. 

To help design this program, a survey of public attitudes about 
bicycling was conducted. Widespread support for programs to 
encourage bicycling and bicycling safety was found. Recommen-
dations by the survey consultant on what this specific program 
should include are: 

The program should assist recreational riders in beginning 
to bicycle to work. 

The program should point out the respective roles of 
motorists and bicyclists in improving bicycling safety. 

The program should develop and disseminate information 
about good bicycling routes. 

At the workplace, the program should focus on the need for 
secure parking, route information, and places to change 
clothes. 

The program should focus on bicycling opportunities during 
the good weather months of the year. 

A number of program elements are currently being implemented in 
reference to these recommendations, including an extensive 
public information campaign conveying bicycling safety informa-
tion messages, an employer contact program to encourage 



bicycling to work, regional bike-to-work days, and group rides 
and races to increase the visibility of bicycling in the 
region. Private co-sponsorship of many of the elements was 
acquired to help with promotion. 

It is hoped that programs such as this will be incorporated 
into local jurisdictions' bicycle programs and will have 
ongoing effects in promoting safe bicycling for residents of 
the region. 

D. Enforcement 

Enforcement of bicycle regulations should be a natural 
extension of safety education and public awareness programs. 
Without firm and consistent enforcement of all regulations, 
disregard for laws pertaining to bicyclists will continue. 
Some typical violations which are committed by bicyclists 
include running stop signs and traffic signals, riding the 
wrong way on streets, and riding at night without lights. To 
help reduce these problems: 

Local police departments are encouraged to give considera-
tion to bicycle law enforcement as a part of the 
community's total law enforcement program. 

Jurisdictions are encouraged to establish regular contact 
and coordination between police departments, local bicycle 
advisory groups and planners. This can help identify 
types and locations of violations in order to educate the 
public on reducing or eliminating bicycling errors. 

As a preventive measure, education of bicyclists may reduce the 
need for enforcement. In addition, the combination of 
education and community support for enforcement of bicycling 
laws will ·ultimately increase respect among bicyclists, 
pedestrians and motorists. 

TB/gl 
8446B/180 
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APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTION OF OREGON BICYCLE LAW 
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3r>GAGO Construction o( ~idcwnlks 
within highwny right of ~ny .. Th~ d~part
mcnt may construct and mn:mtam within ~he 
right of way of any stale h1gh~vay or :>.(,>ebon 
thereof s i<lcwalk.s, footpaths, b1cycl~ paths or 
trails for horseback riding or to fac1hta~ the 
driving of livestock. ncrorc the construct1on or 
any 0£ such facilities the department must 
find und declare thot the c:onstruc~ion ther~f 
is necessary in the public interest .and will 
contribute to the safety of pedcstmms, the 
motoring public or persons using the highwa~. 
Such facilities shall be ronstruct.ed to pen.mt 
rcac;onable ingress and cgres.s to abutting 
property lawfully entitled to such rights. 

3ft<i.5H Us<' of highway fund for foot-
pnths and hicyd<' truils. (1) Out of the funds 
n•t·c.•ivC'<l hy tlw dl·p;u1.m~nt or by nny county 
or citv from the Sl:tte Highway Fund reason-
able .~mounts shall be expended as necessary 
to provide f oolp:iths :.ind bicycle trails; includ-
~J;\t.1:.Q.sl!.t-". or: r:n!'1ps . ~s. p;;irt. of t.he . proie.ct. 
Footpaths and bicycle trails, including curb 
cuts or ramps as part of the project, shall ~ 
provided wherever n highwny, road or street 1s 
being con.structcd, reconstructed or relocated. 
Funds received from the State Highway Fund 
mny also 00 e~~.!l.~<:.~ . ~ . ~l:l_i.~t.ainJqqlp~,tr.s 
anti ~rruJ.:u.wd . .W .. un>.Y.idG .. footpµ tbs.and tr.u ls. 
along other highways, roads .and streets· and· 

' · 1n- parks ·and recreation areas. 

°c2) Footpaths and trails arc not required 
to be established W1der subsection (1) of this 
section: 

{a) Where the establishment of such paths 
and trails would be contrary to public safety; 

(b) If the cost of establishing such paths 
and trails would be excessively disproportion-
ate to the need or probable use; or 

Cc) Where sparsity of population, other 
avail<thle wnys or other fact.ors inciic:1te an 
absence of any need for such paths nnd trails. 

{3) 111e amount expended by the cicpait-
ment or by a city or county as required or 
permitted by this i;cction sh<tll never in any 
orae fiscal ye:ir be less than one percent of the 
t.ot..'ll amount of the funds received from the 
highwny fund. However: 
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(a) 11tis subsection cloes not apply to a t:ity 
· in any year in which the one percent equals 
$250 or less, or to a county in any year in 
which the one percent l.'QUals $1,500 or less. 

(b) A city or county in lieu of expending 
the funds c'tl~h year may credit·th·e. funds·~~ 
financinl reserve or special fw1d in accordance 
with ons 280.100, to be held for not more 
.than 10 years, and to be cxpcnd(."CI for the 
purposes required or permitted by this section. 

(4) For the purposes of this chaptet, the 
establishment of paths, trails and curb cuts or 
ramps and the expenditure of funds as author-
ized by this section are for h ighway, road and 
street purposes. The department shall, when 
requested, provide technical assistance and 
advice to cities and cmmties in canying out 
the purpose of this section. TI1e division shal\ 
recommend construction standards for foot-
paths and bicycle trails. Curb cuts or ramps 
shall comply with the requirement.-; of OR..5 
447.310. The division shall. in the mann<'r 
prescribed for marking highways under OHS 
487.850, provide a unifonn syst~·m of signini; 
footpaths and bicycle trnils which sh~ll apply 
to paths and trails under the jurisdiction of 
the department and cities and counties. The 
department and cities and counties may res-
trict the use of footpaths and bicycle trails 
Wlder their respective jurisdictions to pedes-
trians and non.motorized vehicles. 

(5) As· used in this section, "bicycle trail" 
means a publicly owned and maintained lane 
or way designated and signed for use as a 
bicycle route. I Hl71 c.376 §2; \9W c.82.'> H l 

36cJ.:rns IAnwndt-d by 1971 c.376 §3; 1973 c.249 139; 
repculcd by \975 c.436 §71 
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COMPOSITE LOCAL BICYCLE ROUTE MAP 
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SUPPLEMENTS AND EXCEPTIONS TO AASHTO GUIDELINES 
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73~-20-060. The Department of Transportation adopts by reference [the 
manual Bikeway Design". dated January, 1974) The American Association 
of State Highway and Transportation Officials-Guide for Development of 
New Bicycle facilities, dated OCtober 3, 1981, to establish design and 
construction standards, and classify btkepaths for such purposes, 
establ ish guidelines for traffic control devices on bikepaths including 
location and type of traffic warning signs, and to recorrrnend 
illumination standards. all in accordance an-a-pursuant to ORS 
366-514. . 

(2) The following constitute supplements and exceptions to the 
October 3, 1981 edition of the 11Guide for Development of New Bicycle 
Facilities. 

(a} Signing and Marking 

(1} All bicycle signing and markings on the State High~ay 
System or installed on local City Streets or County Roads under State 
contract shall be in conformance with the signing and markings as 
shown in Exhibits 1 and 2 attached here to and made a part hereof. 
Any signing or markings not shown on these dra1wings, but which is 
deemed necessary and required for the bicycle fac1l1ty shall conform 
to the Manual on Uniform lraff ic Control Devices as adopted by the 
Oregon Transportation Commission. 

(2) The standard width longitudinal painted solid line 
separating the vehicle travel way and a shoulder bike lane shall be 
as required by OAR 734-20-055. 

(3} The desirable width for a one~·ay bike lane on the 
State Highway System or installed on local City Streets or County 
Roads under State contract is 6 feet. Where 6 feet is not practical 
to achieve because of physical or economic constraints, a minimurn 
width of ~ feet may be designated as a bicycle: lane. 

(b} Definitions 

For purposes of this rule and the Guide, the 
definitions on page two of the Guide shall control, rather than any 
conflicting statutory or rule definitions . Terms not defined in the 
Guide sha l l be given their ordinary every day interpretation, even if 
defined otherwise for use in specific chapter~• in the Oregon ~evised 
Statutes. 
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(c) Applicable Oregon law 

Oregon statutes pertaining to bicycles are: 

292 . t.95 
366.112 
366.460 

Jt47.310 
48i.oo4 
483.002 

483.554 
483.556 
1fB7.750 
1;87.760 
It87 .765 
7;87. 770 

487. 775 

l+B7.7B5 
1f87 . 790 
487.795 
487.870 

Compensation - Advis;ory Comnittee on Bicyc les 
Advisory Cor:vnittee 
Construction of Sidewa lks, Bicycle Paths , 

footpaths or Horse Trails 
Bicyc le Fund 
Standards for Curbing - Curb Cuts 
Bicyc le and Moped Defined 
Definitions - Bicyc~e . Bicycle lane, Bicyc le 

Path. Bicycle Tra i l 
Parents Responsbi l i 1:.y 
Required Equipment 
Definitions - Public May, Street Drain 
Bicycle Safe Drains 
Construct i on Guidel~nes 
Motor Vehicle Rules 
Unlawful Bicycle Operation 
Riding on Roadways, Bicycle Pat hs and lanes 
Use of Bicycle lane by Motor Veh icl es 

Restricted 
Use of Bicycle Path by Motor Vehicles 

Prohibited 
Bicyclists on Sidew;a lks 
Bicycle Racing 
Clinging to a Vehicle 
Regulating Use of Freeways 
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APPENDIX D 

BICYCLE/FOOTPATH FUNDS TO CITIES AND COUNTIES 
(FY 1972- 1982) 
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n1C:VCLf/ f()()TPl\Tll Flltm<; 1() f.ITtrs 
(nasPd on onp perc~nt of total an~unt recPivPd from thP State t1icihway Funct) 

TOTAL 
City FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 ry 1978 FY 1979 rv 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 72-82 

Albany 2, 152 2, 413 2 .63 1 3,441 3 ,032 3,000 J ,038 3,044 3. 713 3,745 3,616 34,425 
/\shli!nd 1 ,482 1, 658 1. 784 2,295 l .<i93 1, <J38 1.932 2,212 2, 169 2, 157 1,994 21,614 
As tori a 1, 191 1,260 l, 325 1,692 1 ,477 1,4 30 1,393 1.557 l,438 1 ,396 1 , 314 15,473 
Bal.er 1,076 1, 144 1,194 1.505 1. 306 1. 270 1.244 1,43? 1,370 1 ,339 1,258 14 , 138 
Bdndon • • • 318 285 282 2R3 337 350 346 31 4 2, 515 

•• Beaverton 2, 188 2,402 2.621 3, 451 3 ,051 3,041 3,082 3,626 3,R09 4, 190 4, 135 35,596 
Rend 1, 596 1. 729 l ,892 2 ,536 2 ,216 2, 128 2, 112 2 ,431 2,446 2,477 2, 302 23 ,865 
Brookings 316 341 370 483 42R 427 429 496 458 466 456 4,670 
Burns 377 397 425 551 4R2 477 ll 73 509 494 503 466 5,154 
Canby 454 513 586 81 4 765 766 779 962 9R7 1 ,040 1,023 8 ,689 
Central Pt 469 519 594 817 752 747 750 892 R84 888 842 8 , 154 
Coos Rdy 1.528 1,601 1, 705 2, 218 1,940 l ,8f.IO I. ll4') 2, 138 2 ,077 2 ,047 1. 911 20,894 
Coquil le 490 518 562 723 623 (1 IO 603 681 635 625 593 6 ,663 

.. Cam el i us • 272 296 390 359 363 J'l9 470 541 608 586 4 ,284 
Corval 1 is 4, 111 4,434 4,813 6 ,280 5,398 5 ,311 5, 1J7 5, 706 5,726 5 ,863 5,551 58 ,330 
Cottage Gr 700 760 810 l,039 91 i; 910 915 1,05 4 1,002 994 958 10 ,058 
Creswe 11 • • • • • • • 2'>0 251 • * 501 
Oa 11 as 746 826 901 1, 172 l,042 l,025 1 ,02fl I.232 1,207 1 , 191 1,146 11,516 
[agle Point • * * 304 31 1 334 341 402 381 382 370 2 ,825 
[lgi:i * • • 251 • • * • * * 251 
En t':!rprise * * * 281 * 250 282 273 276 264 1,626 
Estacada • • • * .. • • ~)7 * 251 * 508 

~ Eugene 9,223 10 ,062 11,057 14,664 12,995 12 . 79 7 12. 789 14,724 14. 71 1 14,934 14 ,0JS 141,991 Co) .. Fairview * * * • • • 258 255 251 * 764 
Florence 265 292 379 501 426 406 405 )09 546 589 590 4 ,908 

.. Forest Gr 975 1,050 1,252 1.5&5 1,397 1,385 1, 385 1.592 1,590 1 ,629 1, 553 15, 373 

.. f.ladstone 729 812 923 l ,250 1, 116 l ,09Q I, 118 I ,J24 1, 268 1 , 291 1,301 12 ,231 
Golt! Beach • * • • • • 2RI 2SI * * 582 
Grc1rits Pass 1.416 l, 529 1 .639 2 .114 l, R57 l .~O!; 1. 790 2,090 2,046 2 ,069 2,030 20, 380 

•• C..resham l. 417 1,601 1,907 3,088 2 ,870 2 . %2 3,159 4,043 4,316 4 ,572 4,458 34 , 393 
Harrisbu rg • • • • • • • 251 * 255 * 506 

Subtotal 32 . 901 36 , 133 39,666 53,743 47 .032 46,643 46.433 55 ,642 55, 194 56,374 53 ,066 522 ,827 

~IOT[: Bicyc le/footpat h legisla t ion does not apply to a city in whi ch oie percent of Std te 
Highway Fund receipts i n any year equa ls S250 or less. 

• One pe rcent of State Hi9hway Fund receipts Mua Is less than $250 . 

•• Cities in the Portland metropolitan a rea . 



Bicycle/Footpath Funds to Cities - 2 
TOTAL 

City FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980' FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 72-82 

Subtotal 
Forwarded 32,901 36, 133 39,666 53,743 47,032 46,643 46 ,433 55 ,642 55, 194 56,374 53,066 522 ,827 

Hermiston 567 615 674 896 813 842 966 1, 136 1,174 1,273 1.210 10,226 
**Hi llsboro 1,834 1,967 2, 160 2,887 2,617 2,630 2 . 731) 3,437 3,526 3,821 3,747 3t.JS& 

Hood River 460 500 544 707 625 610 596 682 655 629 . 573 ,581 
Independence 350 374 411 547 496 505 511 603 591 578 534 5,500 
Jackson vi 1 le .. .. .. 319 284 280 279 314 291 284 266 2,317 
John Oay .. • .. 280 256 255 251 293 282 280 266 2,163 
Jct City 275 299 322 416 370 370 376 434 403 429 435 4 ,219 

'**King City • • * 315 273 265 258 286 276 270 • 1.943 
K Falls 1,808 1,916 2,011 2,565 2,241 2,201 2,206 2,566 2,509 2,425 2.262 24 ,710 
LaGrande 1,131 1,227 1,300 1,652 1,436 1,403 .1,393 1,662 1.604 1,592 1.525 15,925 

... Lake Oswego 1,742 1,981 2,217 2,940 2,626 2,606 2,658 3, 114 3, 125 3.238 3,069 29,316 
Lakeview 310 327 344 438 384 381 374 424 407 396 372 4 , 157 
Lebanon 883 915 970 1,262 1,120 1,113 1,131 1,332 l,300 1,382 1,399 12 ,807 
Lincoln City 494 539 575 735 629 605 596 691 684 740 732 1.020 
Madras * * * 306 270 269 269 308 286 304 304 2 ,316 
McMinnvil le 1,246 1,423 1,524 1,963 1, 724 1,082 1,678 1, 994 1,953 1,799 1,889 18 ,275 
Medford 3,439 3,696 4,0 33 5,300 4 ,684 4,612 4,666 5,539 5,444 5,513 5,294 52,223 
Milton-Fwtr 473 500 528 678 603 607 618 758 754 744 689 6,952 

••Milwaukie 1,927 2,090 2,222 2,865 2,507 2, 299 2,276 2,619 2, 557 2,543 2, 373 26,278 
Molalla • 270 298 399 370 373 373 433 415 416 404 3 ,751 
Monmouth 621 682 726 934 821 810 805 934 883 819 . 739 8,774 
Mt . Angel .. 253 271 367 341 335 333 386 381 399 384 3,450 

.... Myrt le Cr 308 328 351 460 416 421 423 482 470 459 444 4,562 
(II 

tlyrtle Pt 291 312 331 427 379 377 374 426 391 396 387 4,091 
Newberg 792 901 987 1,289 1,129 1,106 1, 114 1,359 1,401 1,450 1 ,411 12 ,939 
Newport 606 649 696 916 825 818 822 987 1,052 1,058 1,008 9,437 
ti Bend 988 1,045 1,095 1, 405 1,240 1,224 1,232 1,442 1,393 1,373 1,287 13,724 
tlyssa 302 321 338 432 380 372 374 428 406 400 376 4 , 129 
Oakridge 396 423 457 601 534 524 520 605 579 . 547 490 5,676 
Ontario 773 850 917 1,199 1,071 1,051 1,052 1,242 1,216 1,220 1, 176 11 ,767 

••Ore City 1,076 1,202 1, 351 1,823 1,676 1,722 1,775 2,078 2,000 2,025 1,964 18,692 

Subtotal 55 ,993 6~.738 67 ,319 91,066 80,172 78,711 79,462 94,636 93 ,602 95,176 90 , 135 888,010 

NOTE: Bicycle/footpath 1eg1slat1on does not apply to a c1ty in which one percent of State 
Highway Fund receipts 1n any year equals $250 or less. 

* One percent of State Highway Fund receipts equals less than $250. 

• • Cities in the Portland metropolitan area. 
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Oicyr le/ fC1o tpa th funds to ( i ti ('S - 3 

TOTAL 
Ci t'I FY 19 72 rv 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 rv 1'> 76 rv 1'>77 rv 1'>7H rv J'J79 FY 1980 FY 1901 fY 1982 FY 72-82 ----- - --------·------------ - - -- -- -
Subtotal 
Fon~arded 55 ,993 61. 738 67 , 319 9 I .'166 P,0 ,1 72 78, 711 79 ,1162 94 .636 CJ3 ,602 95, 176 90 , 135 888,010 

Pendleton 1,527 1.635 l, 718 2,226 t. 953 1,917 1,880 2, 14 I 2 ,027 2,041 1,929 21 ,009 
Phi loni.Hh • • 310 :>74 278 ?94 347 347 379 356 2, 585 
Phoeni x • • • • 270 275 305 310 1, 160 
Pi lot Rock .. • • 260 • • 254 .. * * 514 

.. Port land 43,754 46,344 48 ,413 60,619 51,843 51,05 7 49,929 54,4 74 51,309 5 1,883 48, 549 558 , 174 
Prineville 486 536 572 786 705 138 745 857 836 816 698 7 ,775 
Rainier • • • 2;'l9 25 J • • 285 273 * • 1.1 00 
RPdmond 431 468 510 7011 623 608 792 ') 17 904 875 869 7,705 
R('edsport 4 76 51'> 546 708 631 620 615 728 719 708 657 6,923 
Roseburq 1,660 l, 7:38 l, 914 2,518 2,298 2,254 2 ,?2 1 2,560 2, !JOI) 2,410 2 .178 24, 301 
St. Ht:?lens 719 78 1 816 1,075 950 933 %0 I, ]JI. l, 102 1,058 93~ 10 ,4 74 
Salem 8, 180 8,917 9,533 12,103 10,63') 10 ,483 10 ,600 17. , 5011 12 ,532 12. 712 12 .148 120,351 
Sandy • * .. 301 271 2fl<1 307. 'J6 7 376 404 410 2 ,715 
ScappoosP * 264 291 396 355 364 390 455 431 442 455 3,843 
Seitside 506 538 569 729 ii3H 624 fl)!) 701 670 697 689 6,975 
Sheri'1iln • • 252 37(, 2!N 285 28!> 333 317 314 297 2,698 

.. Shen..iood • • • 275 • 2r18 213 1 312 30'J 328 318 2,081 
Si 1 verton 500 540 585 7S3 666 (152 67/'.l 784 762 751 694 7,365 
Springfield 3, 150 3,461 3,9?2 5 ,34 7 4. 793 4. 716 4. 738 5. 742 5,784 5.836 5,528 53 ,017 
Stayton 367 399 430 553 491 4'JU 511 619 604 608 596 5 1 678 
Suther lin 361 403 455 617 560 ';,77 5'J0 668 622 629 605 6.087 ..... SwP.e t Home 447 483 57.2 6110 60!) 598 9 I fl 1,035 1,039 957 9~(l 8,214 ..... Ti!lent • • 265 3')7 325 330 3JJ 382 359 357 341 3,049 
The Oalles 1,25 1 1.321 l, 330 I. 7 3J l ,50 1 l ,4'l 3 1.444 l.628 1,5 39 1, 534 1,4A4 16 ,308 

.. Tiqard 877 872 1.013 l,546 1, 399 l ,11?2 l ,4')0 1,1116 1,Q82 1,993 2 ,003 16 ,4 33 
Ti I lamook 4'J6 4P,') 51Q 662 ')7'> ')')8 550 623 514 556 524 6,086 
Toledo 329 3!J6 377 487 434 429 42? 485 449 435 420 4 ,623 

•• Troutdale * * * 331 335 3f15 370 468 566 737 809 3,981 
.. Tud 1 at in • 312 444 44 7 472 536 768 901 1,050 1.146 6 .076 

Ullld t i 11 a .. • • • • 270 334 408 417 445 416 2,290 
Union • • .. 289 261 259 256 300 289 287 276 2,217 

Subtotill 121.470 131 ,848 142 ,273 188,494 164,288 162,048 162,531 189,022 184,416 186. 723 176 .704 1,809,817 

NOTE: Bicycle/footpath leg is lilti on does not apply to a city in 1whi ch one percent of State 
HighwayFund receipts in ilny year equals $250 or l ess. 

• One percent of State Highway Fund receipts equals less th,an $250 . 

•• Cities in the Portland metropolitan area. 
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Bicycle/ footpath Funds to Cities - 4 

City FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 

Sub to ta 1 
Forwarded 121,470 131 ,848 142,273 188,494 164,288 162 ,048 162,531 189 ,022 

Vale * * * 271 * * * 271 
Veneta * * * 285 267 270 276 348 
Vernonia * * * 262 * * * 264 
Warrenton * * * 304 272 278 288 346 

• • West Linn 816 904 983 l,323 1,201 1,210 1 ,268 1,580 
••Wilsonville * * * * * * * 317 

Winston 295 313 340 450 401 390 389 459 
Woodburn 877 970 1,090 1,472 1, 319 1,321 l, 344 1,543 

** Wood Vi 11 age * * 256 339 328 324 292 338 

TOTAL 123,458 134 ,035 144,942 193,200 168,076 165 ,841 166 ,388 194,488 

NOTE: Bicycle/footpath leg is l ation does not apply to a city i n which one percent of State 
Hi9hway Fund receipts in any year equals $250 or less. 

* One percent of State Highway Fund receipts equals less than $250. 

** Cities in the Portland metropolitan area. 

TOTAL 
FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 72-82 --- -----------
184,416 186,723 176 ,704 1,809,817 

258 * * 800 
346 339 321 2,452 
260 256 * 1,042 
361 366 330 2,545 

1,635 l,750 l,746 }4,416 
352 396 41q 1,464 
431 443 441 4, 352 

1,485 1,539 1,499 14 ,459 
331 324 308 2,&40 

189 ,875 192,136 181 ,768 l,854,207 
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P.10( LI /FflO TPAlll FtltlrlS TO COlltH If'., 
(flasrd on onr percrn t nf t o tdl d11ount. rPc. r ive <l fr11fll t.h' Stille fl i nh~1,1 y Fund) 

TOTAL 
County FY 1972 FY 1973 rv 1974 rv 1975 fY l <J76 fY 1977 FY I <)7[1 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 72-82 ----- ---· - --·-
Baker 1,9 16 2. 146 2 ,21)5 2,27<1 2 ,4'11 2 , 523 2 , £.'f:.1 2 .r.n 2,599 2 , 653 2 , 537 26 , 266 
llen t on 4 ,84 1 5 , 400 5 , ' i1 5 '1 , 9<l0 6 ,'l ?.O 6,ll74 6 .6HE 7 , l>fi'> 7,4'12 7 ,621 1.2n 71 ,328 

• • ( J.~d .Hild S 17 , 362 19,400 21 • 763 ?3 .. '<l':I 25 ,44 8 24,468 27 ,6H(i 30, 1l'i8 30, 129 3 0 , 797 29,406 281 ,1 66 
CI a t ·>op 2,9fl8 3. 133 J, ?.'·9 3 ,4 74 3 ,GJ'l 3,478 4 ,0.10 4 ,ll !4 4 , 237 4,294 4,132 41 ,078 
Columbi a 3,317 3,513 3 , :!83 4. 1 7ll 4. 5 7'i 4. 721 I) ,61i4 5 ,413 5 ,{(){ 5,240 4,963 49 ,669 
Coos 6,5 70 7 , 133 1. n 11 7. 797 R, 18', 7 ,981 8. )<JP, 9, 363 9,007 9,002 8 ,321 89,037 
Crook • 1,540 1, ~.ll 7 I, 72 3 I .'lt4 2 ,0·1 l I. 7 79 2, I I (> 2 ,on 2,097 2,011 18,8131 
Cu1·ry I, 715 l ,871 l. 9 16 2 ,ORIJ z. :n G 2. 19 7 ?. , ?48 ?. • 756 ? • !() 1 2. 7 76 2,695 25,475 
Des(hutes 4, 143 4,759 5 . ~33 5 . 793 6 , %0 6 ,(, (> 7 7 .1 50 8 ,'i21 R, 759 9,273 9,081 75,039 
DouqldS 8 , R62 9, 796 10 , ?.JH ll. 077 12 ,ozr, 12 , !45 12. l 15 13,799 l],221 1 3 ,298 12,637 129,213 
Gi 11 iam .. • • * • * • * • • 
Grdnt * .. • * • • * • * * 
tlarney • • • * • * • .. * * • 
Hood Ri vP.r l, 7 36 1,894 1,924 2,079 2 , .304 ;>. 394 2 . 30< 2 . 6~>2 2,521\ 2,562 2 , 461 24 ,832 
Jackson l l, 758 13 ,1 27 13.9 ')4 15 .154 1() .. S?": l(j. q~, 1 16, 1611 19,4?fl 18,e.12 19, 128 18,367 179 , 671 
J('ffer·son • • • I ,1°h1; I • fl(, l . 1 f 7 ()~~ 1 ,6ll5 l ,749 1 , 742 10,471 
Jo~r.phine 4,903 5,481 5,8?8 6,400 7. 11 J 7,)?.? 7 ,OM> 8 . '><l5 8 , 3C2 8 ,547 8,223 78,020 
K ldmdth 6 ,354 6 , 925 7, 149 7. 5fl9 8,3<J9 8 ,HOP. 7 , flf)l) 9. <lfl'> 9 ,046 9,081 8,596 89 , 152 
l ake • * . * • • * • 
lane 24, 663 26. 751 27,802 i.>9 , 715 31,i.>74 30,S21l 32 .0 91 37,032 35,fl.17 3 6,059 33, 980 346,634 
Lincoln 2,95) :!, 18Q 3. 373 3,601 J,011 3 .f·6 l 4,357 4 ,871 4, 1117 4,97 5 4,788 44,396 

Q) Linn 8. 391 9, 109 9, 758 10,316 I l.21'i 11 • JI) 3 I I , ? '12 I? ,R79 12,1147 12 ,437 11 , 739 120,836 
~ 

Md lheur 3,094 3, 289 J, .19? J ,6 72 4 , '14 7 5. J<Jl 3 , 3P.B 4, 141! 4, 252 4,281 4, 114 43 , 974 
r~arion 16.655 17 ' 771 18,603 20 .04 1 21,233 lO. 32h 23,695 2S,l87 25, 193 2 5, 712 24,618 239,634 
Mo rrow • * • * • • * " " • • 

-- --- -
Subtotal 132,221 146, 22 7 154. 760 166 ,711 181,422 181 .642 106,327 214 ,642 208,355 211 , 58? 201,683 1,985,572 

NOTE: Bicycle/footpath legislation does not apply to d county i n which one percent of State 
· Highwdy Fund receipts in any year equa ls ~1.500 or less. 

• One pe r cent of State Highway Fund receipts equals less tha nSl,500. 

* * Counties \n the Portland metropolitan area. 
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RICYCLE/FOOTPATli fllNDS TO COllNTIES 
(Based on one percent of total amount received f rom the State Hinhway Fund) 

TOTAL 
County FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 72-82 

Subtotal 
from Pg. 132,221 146,227 154,760 166 . 711 181,422 181,642 186,327 214 ,642 208,355 211,582 201,683 1,985,572 

•• Multnomah 61,016 62,823 64,661 67 , 161 67,757 64 ,470 59' 172 68,395 65,837 65 ,513 61,109 707,914 
Pell< 3,467 3,875 4, 241 4,503 4, 778 4,655 5,022 5,563 5,427 5,576 5, 356 52,463 
Sherman * * * • * * * * * * • * 
Ti 11 aroool< 2,063 2,252 2,300 2,449 2,549 2,448 2,859 3, 111 3,025 3, 101 3,007 29, 164 
Umatilla 5,857 6,208 6,483 6,929 8, 191 9,290 7,590 9,474 9, 115 9,248 8,874 87,259 
Union 2,369 2,601 2,840 3,021 3, 326 3,460 3,203 3,706 3,530 3,568 3,427 35 ,051 
Wallowa • * * * * * • * * • .. * 
Wasco 2,514 2,683 2. 773 2,906 3,207 3,347 3, 138 3,560 3,349 3,377 3,262 34 , 116 

•• Wash i n9ton 16,437 18,910 19, 953 21,765 23 ,161 21,974 24,322 27,529 27,427 2 8,446 27,307 25 7 ,276 
Wheeler * * * * * * * * * * • * 
Yamhi 11 4,676 5,089 5,353 5,786 6,192 6,205 6,644 7,531 7,366 7,550 7,309 69,701 

Total 230,620 250,668 263,364 281,231 300,583 297 ,491 298,277 343,511 333,476 337,961 320,334 3,258,516 

QI 
c.> 

NOTE: Bicycle/footpath legislation does not apply to a county in which one percent of State 
Highway Fund receipts in any year equals Sl,500 or less. 

* One percent of State Highway Fund receipts equals less than $1 ,500. 

** Counties in the Portland metropolitan area. 
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APPENDIX E 

STATE HIGHWAYS NOT DESIGNATED AS REGIONAL BICYCLE ROUTES 

Hwy. 217 -- Sunset Hwy . to 99W 
OR 8 (Canyon Rd.) -- Sunset Hwy . to OR 8 (T .V. Hwy . ) 
OR 210 (Schells Fer ry Rd.) - - Southern leg from Schell s Ferry 
Rd. to UGB 
Hwy. 99W -- I -405 to I - 5 and Hwy. 217 to McDonald St . 
I - 405 
Hwy . 99 W (Interstate Ave . ) -- I - 5 to Gree l ey Ave . 
I - 5 (Columbia River to Barbur Blvd . ) 
OR 99E (Union Ave . /McLoughlin Blvd.) -- Columb i a Ri ver to I-205 
U. S. 30 Bypass (Lombar d St./Killingsworth St.) - - St. Johns 
Bridge to Sandy Blvd. 
I - 84 -- I-5 t o I - 205 
Sandy Blvd. -- Madison St. to I-84 
OR 213 (82nd Ave.) -- Airport Way to I - 205 
U.S . 26 (Powell Blvd.) -- Ross Island Bridge to I-205 
Hwy. 224 - - McLoughl i n Bl vd. to I-205 
Hwy . 212 - 224 -- I - 205 to Rock Creek Rd. 
OR 213 (Molalla Ave . ) - - I - 205 to UGB 
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APPENDIX F 

SAMPLE BICYCLE SAFETY LITERATURE 
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How To Ride 
in Traffic 

• ... .., 

• ... ... 
T!Ps FoR PEoPLE 
WttOBICYa.E 
ON Po1m.AN0 STREE'TS 

~ CuyofPorlland 
Bacycl< and Pcdestnan ~ 
Mike Lindberg. Comnuu~r 

~ trom * PonJMtd s...,..i. ~ 

Rult 2 ~ a ltr1 
Rl<k dcfen'1•cl) and Upcc1 th< unupcc1cd 

~ 
I Watch for ca~ 

pullingou1 
Mal.c eye corua<1 v.11h 
dnvtr" A)\Um..· 1t\\·' 
don°1 sec you un11I y0u 
arc sure they do 

ijJ 
2 Scan Ow road 

~hind 
Lum '" kri bxl 
over )OUr shoulder 
wtthou1 los1nr ><>ur 
be.lance or S'#tl"\ '"I? 
left Some ndcn u>t> 
rc.ar-vtew mirror\ 

r1 
3 A void road hazard~ 

Wa1chou1 for p.uallcl 
sl.11~ .. er1r•"'· 
shppc') manhole 
COVtl">, Oil) p.li\frMnl 
gnvel. ace C°l'Ol.H•al 
road anck\ careful!) 
&I n&lll anslr' .. [1J .. Kttp both band\ 
rad) IO bnkr 
You may noc >lop 1n 
umcafyoubr.U.cor><· 
banded Allov. Ulrl 
d1swicc for >loppanf 
1111hcr11n 

~ 
s Watch for cbaslog 
~ 
lcnott lhcm. or It)' a 
finn loud .. NO .. H 111<-
do1 doc•n '1 '"''" d•' moun1 \WHh your.,,.._". 
br1ween you and 1hc 
doJ 

Rulr I lit- pl'Tdictablr 
Rade'° d"'cr• can sec you and prcd1c1 your 
movcmc:nt' 

lliJ Ok) lratrk d1tns 
and"&na1s 
Bacyt"lr• muu dn•r 
hkr ~' >rha<lr- 1f 
they arc 10 br W.r n 
sn>ously by moconsh 

Ii]' Norr ridt 1&alns1 
tnnic 
Moconil.' attn'1 loolun1 
forb1C)chsl\nd1n& on 
lbc '"lOnl side of 111< 
road 

I 

~· 
Ua hand sipals 
Hand s11nah acll 
moconsl• wha1 you 
1n1end lodo Sainal ai. 
a m1ncr of lav.. of 
COU~).andofsclf. 

proctttlOfl 

ilj' Ridt in a strai&flt 
llDt - Whnlcvrr poss1bk, 
ride 1n a >lra11h1 lane. 
10 !ht n1h1of1raffi.-

. 1MJ1 abou1 a car door 
away from patl.ed can 

~ Don'twtavt 
brtwmi ~cars 
0on·1rldcou110111< 
curb br1 .. een p&rt.cd 
can. unlr'' lhc) arc 
far apart M01nn'1' 
ml) MC Stt you" hcn 
you mCl>r bxl 1n1u tnffac 

Rult 3 ~ tqwpprd 
vou·u ndc c&stcr and safer . 

lttJ J 11".etp blkt ID SoOd 
rqialr 
Adjus1 your bike to fir 
you. and keep 11 
wonang properly 
Check braktt and Urtt 
regularly 

II u.upuatllicbt 2 
lbo la" reqvws a 
llr'Oel headhJht and 
rur reflector or tall 
bgl11 a1 n11h1 or when 
vis1b1llly IS poor 

3 Dnss appropriately 

~ 
In ram. war a poncho 
or a patka made of 
fabnc lhal ''brealhes -
Genenlly drus an 
layers so you can 
adjllSI IO t<mpcnNrC 
cban&e> Wcara 
llUldy bdmtt 

~ 
.. V• s-k or rlldl lo 

carrytbiap 
Saddlebags. rack>. 
bu.Uu. ti.ckpack> all 
- good ways IO carry 
pecUae>. frcc1n1 your 
llaDd> for uf c ndul& 

~· 
Lodt your bib 
wllm you'rca-
Lock up IO a posl or 
!IW or bd'.c rack 1f 
Iha'< as one , dv'C&dang 
1bc chain or cable 
tbrough bodl wheels 
and the frame 
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6 Ridt In middlt of 
laot in s)o,. tratror 
Gc1an111< middlr ol 
lbc lane 11 boJ\) 1n1rt 
section• and" hcnc•tr 
you arc m<>vinr ~111\c 
same speed a. 1nm.-

7 

9 

Followl.nt 
markln~ 
Don ·11um Ida from 
lhcngh1lanc 0on·1 
goS1nJgh11n a lane 
mat\cd nshl·IWMW) 

Cboowtlw~t 
-ytotumltn 
llltrc arc awo way< 1<' 
makcalchlum Ill 
Like an au10 Signal. 
move 1n10 the lefl lane. 
and tum lch m Ltl.e 
apcd<stnan 

Doc 't pag on tlw 
riplt 
Moionsts ml) noc look 
for or sec• bicycle 
pass1n1 on !ht n1h1 

10 Goslowon 
lick"al~ 
""4kslnan' have !he 
ngh1 of v. &) II) l•v. 
you muSI ''vc pc.Jr,. 
lnanHl>d1blc v.arn1ng 
when you p&S> 

Sammary alOrecoa hkyck laws 
Bicycles have !be ngbt IO use all publor npau o( 
wayuc:qic ~ bighways IDdlc Penland 
llU 

BIC)'Cbits must. 
• ~ylr&ffic hghu. SIOpsigns. onc-waysirocu. 

andocberbasac 1rat!k laws. A bicychM haslhc 
aarnc nahts and duties on !ht road as dnvcn. of 
Olhcr vchic: lcs 

• ll>Clc as far "as pncticablc- to !be nsJ!ll or 10 lhc 
OUUldc Janes on a OllC·WIY SIJ'CCI) 

• Use a bd:elanc or J>9lh adjl«DI 10 a road ar 
die f1C1hl) is jUdgcct su11ablc for safe blCydans 
•reason.abk speeds folknnng a publa.. 
beanns (No Portland focahucs so far arc 
alf ect.ed by lluuule .) 

• Yackhhc ngh1of way10pedcstnan; Gave 
llld>blc Wll'IW\& whtn ovenalung a podcstnan 

• Keep at leas! one hand on handlebars Keep 
conlrOI of l>Kycl< •all tunes 

•When ndlllg from SW1Set 10 sunnsc or 
wbtntvu vuabthly is poor. use headl1p.1 wuh 
a wlut< hJhl vuiblc from II least$()() feel 
llle.i aod a rod refkaor visible fl'Of'll 11 least 
600 (eel brlund 

• Keep brakes adjusted so dl&I , when braked. 
yow l>Kyclr wads on a clean, dry pavemcnl 

• Ride asmdc a fi•cd scat (l\Jddac ...,, and 
lalldtms accqxablel. llidang"doublc0

' 

prohibited 
• ll>Clc DO - fhaa IWO .tftasl ....... .....__...,.... .. ,__ 
-.ct' 9lrydt ... ,,_,_ ........ 
ll•SW~A-S-134 
........ oa'7* 
~Ml 
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APPENDIX G 

SAMPLE OF A LOCAL SAFETY EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Junior high teacher Doug Force has developed and used the 

following lesson plan for instructing students on safe and 

proper bicycling techniques. This innovative program has 

been adapted into the required Language Arts/Social Studies 

curriculum, and has been quite successful over the past 

several years. 

91 



• 
• 

-
... 

WEEK ONE 

1. 

2 . 

BICYCLE SAFETY EDUCATION LESSON PLAN 
FOR MILWAUKIE SCHOOLS 

- Lecture/Discussi• n 

Intr•duce Safety a.s primary gH.1 •f bicycling in class, ~d tll ethe~ 
aspects •f riding a.re a.ttuned t• this singular need. ..U.<--< -t-i.1:~.J ~ ·..Jt' /1.1-·'f 

" \) 
In class, the old attitude that a bicycle is a toy has no place as well. 
For us the bicycle is a serious form of trrunsportation on public roads and 
as such we are entitled to certain rights ~nd also have legal responsibili-
ties . I also tell the students that without the use of such an energy-
efficient mode of travel the program probably would not exist due to the 
cost of the school district supplying buses. 

3. Introduce the idea that young people have a stereotyped image for most peo-
ple and that I don't believe in that o~en negative image . That they, our 
school, this program and all people their age will be judged by how they are 
conducting themselves; especially as compet•ent bicyclists rather than just 
"bike riders." 

4. lastly that the skills and techniques they leant in class are designed to 
help them survive in a modeni metropolitan cycling environment, one /in 
which they a.re the weakest component, most vulnerable and least un·aerstood 
form of' transportation. 

Tuesday - Lectut-e/Demonstration - Wednesday 

1. Introduce concepts that develope safe bicyc.le riding skills 

A. Visiblity 

l. Seeing - "Scanning" environment and cyclist awareness of what 
is transpiring around them - group and individual communication 
skills; including hand and verbal signals - predictability - for 
the cyclist as a safe way of blending and positively interacting 
with vehicular and pedestrian tra.i'fic. 

2. Being seen by others - use of safety vests (bright orange) on rides 

a) use of movement by bicyclist to enhance visibility by motorists 
and pedestrians. ( ie-waving, friendly style, to a motorist who 
ms:y not see you . ) 

b} use of eye contact and comm\ll'lication checks (signal your in-
tention to move to a motorist and then "O.K." hand sign to get 
a response; - smile and be smiled at in return. I stress 
courteous behavior at all times ', no matter how badly the cyclist 
may be treated in return.} 

B. Hazard Identification - Getting used to "defensive" driving. The idea 
of being able to see a. potential problem and plan various ways of safely 
dealing with them. 

C. Hazard Avoidance Behaviors - Emphasizing ways that a cyclist can behave 
to avoid accidents. 
1. I stress that a bicylist can control themselves and help others not 

run over them by sensibly taking action themselves (responsibility of 
vehicle operator.) That this is preferred to having an accident, no 
matter who is legally right or wrong. 

2. That you never want to take chance·s-a 7 , 500 1 b. Cadillac is even 
bigger when it's parked on you! 
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D. Signals we use; (as seen from rear of rider) Non-VerbaJ.(signaJ.s) 
Connnunication - Group Riding 

LEFT TURN 

1. RIGHT TURN I know! This is not 1.egal! But it is effective 
conur.unication and it allows the rider to make a quick look over 
left shoulder to see if the most dangerous zone is clear. 

2. Before making any manuver or turn I teach the 4-step sequence: 

a) "Check" - scan environment quickly aJ.l around 
b) "SignaJ.11 

- communicate your intention to maneuver - be pre-
dictable and motorists will be more willing to adjust their 
behavior to meet your needs. 

c) "Check" - never assume anything is safe. Take another quick 
look before you maneuver - it's your life. 

d) "Maneuver - if Safe" - If not,there is nothing in "the book" 
that says just because you signs~led you must put yourself in 
jeaprody, slow or stop to avoid an accident. 

3. Hazard in the Road Way - One finger pointing to the side the 
hazard is on. The "hazard" can be ell.most anything. Either 
hand can be used. 

4. Slow/Stop Either band down, \dth fingers :t'ul.ly spread. 

5. Dismount - Of'ten times, especially in heavy traffic the safest 
thing to do is get off your bicycle and become a pedestrian. 
This has some technical., legal advantages, at crosswalks at 
busy inter-sections when it's often much safer and faster to dis-
mount and walk across. 

6. Waving - We use this to attract a.ttention to us across inter-
sections as an opener for a directional signal. A bicyclist can 
be sitting in front or to the side of a day-dreaming motorist 
and never be "seen" until they move,. Never assume you've been 
seen. 

7. DirectionaJ. Signals - Once you hs.ve a motorists attention, tap 
your head or chest and then point in the direction you are going 
to go. This helps them predict what your going to do and helps 
both of you maneuver safely. Then signal "O.K. ?" to check to 
see if the communication has been received. and understood. Always 
smile and look pleasant when you do this) it reaJ.ly helps! 

E. VerbaJ. Connnunication - Group Riding 

1. Yelling "Car!" If someone in the line (ve always · ride single file) 
sees a vehicle approaching from the .~ only, they yell "car!" It 
doesn't matter if it's a bus or van, just yell car. Everyone in line 
also yells when they hear the warning. This does two things; it warns 
all riders of a potential hazard and. it generally causes motorists to 
be more aware of the cyclists and ad.just their driving behavior to avoid 
us. 
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" Thursday 

Friday -

... 

2. "The Whistle" - The last person in line carries a vhistle. If 
anyone stops, as on a long hill, he/she blovs the whistle and we 
all stop, dismount and wal k. The whistle means stop as safely· 
and as soon as poss i ble. This is especially important in heavy 
traffic or when riding with a group of five or more people • 

I usually give a written quiz over the signals and have asked the 
students to bring their bikes to school for today and tomorrow. Th.en 
we clean our bikes (no matter how clean they might be) and check them 
over for loose vheel nuts, fender stay bolts, etc; and any other 
mechanical difficulties. Minor things I take care .of, major things I 
insist be done by a reputable bike shop. In our program, kids that 
don't have bikes use one supplied by the school. These bikes were 
furnished by the local Lion's Club and Kiwanis Club. They supplied the 
funds and I bo.ught good, servicable used bikes. Spares are also pro-
vided by a small budget through the school district. 

lets of old r _ags and soapy water in small spray bottles are used. S.O.S. 
pads are good to have handy. 

Introduce "Skills" test requirements and take students onto play ground 
to practice on the course I've painted on black top. 

1. Test 1 - Bala.nee - The student puts one foot on a pedal and pushes 
bicycle but does not mount . They must coast through a lane 8" 
wide and 20' long without going outside of lane. They get a 5'-10' 
run or 3 pushes with dismounted foot. 

2. Test 2 - One handed obstacle course - I layout a. "track" that students 
peda.1 through vi th one hand. It is on and off the black top, over 
smooth and rough ground. They go through one vay using left hand and 
reverse using right hand only (both if a f"all is eminant). 

3. Test 3 - Coasting Seated- through 8"x20' lane after a 5 '-10' pede.l. 

4. Test 4 - Stopping - Students get a 50' - 60' run down & track lane 
up to 8-1.0 mph and then must stop with the front 'Wheel inside a 2'x2' 
square . The wheel must not touch the lines and no skidding is all.o~d. 

5. Test 5 - Signaling Test - the students ride a black top route that 
req_uires them to turn lef't, right a.pd stop. They must "check" -
signal (maintain signal)- check and then (if safe} maneuver before 
each turn and stop. 

6. (optional·} - Parts of Bicycle Test - This is a ditto handout I gave 
them (many available from AAA or bicycle repair books) listing "real" 
nwnes of f'rame parts and components on bikes. 

Everyone must pass a.11 of these tests before ve go to the road. This can 
be a hassel but these are basic skills that J.uild confidence and every 
bike rider must be competent in before they can become "bicylists . " 
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WEEK TWO 

Mondai 

Tuesday -

Wednesday -

Thursday -
. Friday -

WEEK THREE 

Monday -

Tuesday -
Friday 

'WEEK FOUR 

Mond~ -
Frid~ 

WEEK 5/6-

WEEK 7/8 -

Practice Skills Tests 
Practice Skills Tests 
Practice Ski·lls Test 
Seat and handle bar adjustments 
Skills Tests 

By this time the students. generally have packets in Lanuage Arts and 
Social studies and are ready for rides. 

We do and discuss the "Ten Great Accidents Book. 11 This vas developed 
from information developed by Dr. Kenneth Cross who has added f'i ve 
more "Accident types" (see Bicycling Magazine) 

I made up a map project for Portland, Oregon using the "Portland 
Bi cycle Map " (see Bicycle Forum , No. 5., 1980) Aiid we use these to 
go over routes to lear11:u1g site in the city. 

OREGON DRIVERS MANUAL WORK, 1979-1980 

These a.re 18 "Lessons" using the Oregon Drivers Manual and help make 
students aware of legal aspects of operating a vehicle on public roads 
in Oregon. (Sterling Karen, Olive Press, ptld. Ore. Distributed through 
Northwest Textbook Depository Co. 17970 S.W. Lover Boones Ferry Road, 
Lake Oswego Ore. 97034·) 

I've developed Work Sheets to be used with the following Books, a work 
sheet per cnapter. 

Bicycle Commuting, Basic Riding Techniques 

• 
.. • 
fl 

Both of the above books are published by Bicycling Books, 33 East Minor st ~ 
Emmans, Pa. 18049 
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Another publication that is a superb teaching tool is the 
SEroket Man (comic book), Urban Scientific and Educational 
Research inc., W20-002, M.I.T. Cambridge, Ma. 02139. 

Much of this program has benefited from Effective Cycling by John 
Forrester, Custom Bicycle Fitements, 782 Allen Court, Palo Alto, 
California 94303. To nzy- thinking, this may be the most defini-
tive book on modern bicycling in the United States. 

' One glaring point is lef't to be answered nov . Do I teach bicycle maintainence? 

• 

Yes and no. I am working on a "laboratory" series vhere kids take apart and put back 
together old hubs, cranks, pedals, head sets, and the district shop is cutting do\.lll 
frames and re-welding these on stands to be smaller and more manageable. Anything 
else I do is strictly "as the need arises. Many community school/colleges in our 
area teach bicycle repair and I support these. There are also certain liability rea-
sons that do not allow me much latitude in this realm. 

The rest of the students experience is based on the rides to learning sites in the 
Language Arts, Social ~udies portion of the S. 0. P. program. I lead the rides and 
always carry a 1'irst-aid kit., spare tubes for various size bicycles and extra vater 
bottles. Before each ride I cover the route with the students and advise them of 
appropriate clothing and food for the ride and when we get to the learning site. I 
also carry enough money to taxi a kid back to school although I've never done that in 
four years. All of the kids memorize the school phone number and we cover emergency 
procedures if I or anyone else should r equire. aid. 

On the rides I often stop and explain difficult places, such as inter- sections and 
how ve will negociate them, or better, let the students develope their ovn options 
and then evaluate each of them on the spot. Again , much of the lane-position, 
comnnmication skills and other parts of the riding were based on Foresters' Effective 
Cycling Book . 

The Language Arts/Social Studies part of the course is based on a Packet-Learning 
Strategy. The students select the packets they want to do and then complete the 
various activities in the packet. Each packet is related directly to ari aspect of 
the 8th grade Social Studies Curriculum for our district and meets basic minimum 
competencies established by the State and District . Those are included vith each 
packet . I ' m developing the Language Arts competencies now and they should be done by 
1981- 82 . The "rides" or Learning Sites are listed belov with the area of concentration 
and a brief. synopsis of· the on- sight learning focus. 

Bicycle Shop - Career Education 
Students complete ditto sheets designed to help them explore and experience 
various aspects of career planning and employment. They then travel to a local. 
bicycle Shop (Beckwith's Schwi~Shop,4235S . E . Woodstoc~ . Bv. Portland, Or. 97206, 
774- 3531) and work on their bikes under the direciton of myself and the mechanics. 
They learn what it would take to be a mechanic , the pros and cons of the job and 
other requirements an employer looks for is general. Ride length - 11~ miles. 

John Mcl.oughlin House - Oregon History 
The students complete a research and creative writing packet that por:trsys the 
importance of f'ur trade and John McLoughlin' s role as Chief Factor of the Hudson's 
Bay Company in the development of Oregon. We then ride to his restored house in 
Oregon City and the curator gives us a first hand glimpse of his life by sharing 
the articles he used and the home he lived in when alive. She also covers his 
life and fall as a citizen of Oregon . Ride length - l~ miles 
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Mt . Tabor - Volcanos o.nd Geography 

According to a marker on this c'!..nder cone, Portland is the only city in the 
United States to have a. volcano in its limits . With Mt. St. Helens, this 
has become a very popular ride. We work on a packet that gives basic pro-
cesses in Volcanism , vocabulary and creative writing experiences and t hen 
ride to the top of this park t o see the cr ater and observe the other cinder 
cones that border the Portland Metropol itan area. Ride length - 18 miles 

Mil\iaukie Museum - Local Milwaukie 

History - The local historical society bought and restored a homestead house 
·or one of the first settlers in our area. They converted it to a museum in 
which you can touch and use most of the artifacts displayed. This gives 
students first hand experience with the past and a new persepctive on the 
present . Ride length - 2 miles 

Shopping Center - ConsUI!ler Education 

This packet gives a greater awareness of consumer protection and marketing 
techniques used in modern capital economies. The ride focuses on methods 
of marketing and display used by current chains and specialty retail organi-
zations to induce consumerism. Ride length - 12 miles 

ALL OF THE ABOVE RIDES ARE 1/2 DAY (3- 4 periods) THE LAST TWO ARE FULL DAY 
RJDES . During the time I ' m gone the program provides a substitut e teacher 
to fUl.fill my responsibilities . This is the major cost of the program. 

Portland Zoological Gardens - Land Use and Park Planning 

The students do short research on animals and plan a park, recognizing that 
space and recreation are essential to maintainence or a healthy life style in 
our modern society. Ride length - 46 miles 

Oregon Historical Society - Oregon History 

7his packet focuses on the role of migr ation to Oregon of Fur trappers , Clergy, 
Agra:-ians and later still industry and commercial enterprise . It also allows 
students to explore the growth of Portland, physically . The Or egon Historical 
Society facility includes large dioramas and displays , special presentations on 
all aspects of Oregon History and resources for t he research of topics related 
to Oregon History, and balances the two toher historical rides by giving general 
information on the region. Ride length - 38 miles 
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The packet system works in a two- fold way. Students complete items in the packet 
for a grade ( A- F) and for points. Each ride is "worth" a set number of points. 
How much they do is determined by them and it is possible to "earn" a. ride and 
not earn a. very high or "good" grade. This program was designed to meet the needs 
of any level student and those who accel do as well in it as those who are slower. 
Students are required to do a minimum of six different packets to meet the minimum 
requirements of the course. At present I am adding two packets to the list and 
they should be done by May of 1981. Poinis from one packet are not transferrable 
to another packet . 

I've found that this system helps motivate students to succeed and makes training 
in school much easier to relate to the world outside our cloistered halls. The 
community has been extremely supportive and interested, and it's a tremendous pub-
lic relations move for both bicycling responsibility and the school district as a 
dynamic educational system. 

Again, thank you for your interest, please l et me know how you use or design your 
O'\oll'l program and if you need anything else don't hesitate to call or write. I have 
been doing 1- 3 day clinics for interested groups and can send you particulars on 
these if you wish. 

Sincd~ ~-L-

Doug Force 
Lang.Arts/Social studies 
McLoughlin Junior High 
14450 SE Johnson Road 
Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 
653-3704 

Copies of the detailed bicycle course curriculum are available by contacting either 
Doug Force or the Metropolitan Service District . 

DF/sb 
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