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ABSTRACT

Many people assume that public roads are intended primarily for motor vehicle use, and that pedestrians and cyclists have less right to use these facilities or to demand special design features or investments. This reflects the belief that motor vehicles are more important to society than non-motorized modes, and that motorists fund roads. This paper investigates these assumptions. It finds that non-motorized modes have the legal right to use most public roads, and that non-motorized modes can provide significant transportation benefits, more than is usually recognized in conventional transport planning. It investigates whether pedestrians and cyclists contribute a fair share toward roadway funding. Although motorist user fees (fuel taxes, registration charges and tolls) can be considered to fund most highway expenses, funding for local roads (the roads pedestrians and cyclists use most) originates mainly from general taxes. Since bicycling and walking impose lower roadway costs than motorized modes, people who rely primarily on non-motorized modes and drive less than average tend to overpay their fair share of roadway costs and subsidize people who drive more than average. Increasing public support for non-motorized modes can be justified to help achieve transportation and equity objectives.

Introduction

Pedestrians and cyclists sometimes encounter opposition to their use of public roads. They are sometimes accused of paying less than their share of roadway costs, or simply told to “Get the #$%^@ off the road!” Pedestrian and bicyclists needs are often given less priority in roadway design and investments than motorist needs. Pedestrians and cyclists are sometimes discouraged or forbidden from using public roads as a way to reduce congestion or crash risk. 

Are these legitimate arguments? What rights do non-motorized modes have to use public roadways? Should the amount of public resources devoted to pedestrian and bicycle improvements increase or decrease? Are non-drivers subsidized by drivers? This report explores these questions.

Legal Rights

The Uniform Vehicle Code (UVC, the basis for most traffic laws) states, “Every person propelling a vehicle by human power or riding a bicycle shall have all the rights and all the duties applicable to the driver of any other vehicle” (ITE, 1992). Most traffic laws do not differentiate between bicycles and other vehicles (Paul Hill, 1986). Some states require bicyclists to use an adjacent pathway if available, but these are increasingly being abolished to give bicyclists the choice of whether to ride on a path or the road (LAW, 1995). Because motor vehicles impose significant risk on cyclists and pedestrians, the UVC gives drivers the responsibility to “avoid colliding with any pedestrian or any person propelling a human powered vehicle and…exercise proper precaution upon observing any child or any obviously confused, incapacitated or intoxicated person” (ITE, 1992), although this responsibility is often poorly enforced (Kenneth Todd, 1992).

The AASHTO “Green Book” also indicates that transportation officials recognize society’s responsibility to accommodate pedestrians, stating,

Pedestrians are a part of every roadway environment, and attention must be paid to their presence in rural as well as urban areas…Because of the demands of vehicular traffic in congested urban areas, it is often extremely difficult to make adequate provisions for pedestrians. Yet this must be done, because pedestrians are the lifeblood of our urban areas, especially in the downtown and other retail areas. (AASHTO, 1994)

Importance of Non-motorized Transportation

Conventional transportation planning practices often treat walking and cycling as minor transportation modes. Travel surveys usually indicate that non-motorized travel represents just 2-4% of all personal trips and less than 1% of total personal mileage, depending on survey scope and wording. This implies that non-motorized modes provide minimal transportation benefits and deserve little consideration in road planning and investment.

As a result, relatively little transportation funds are devoted to walking and cycling improvements. Highway planning often gives little attention to the negative effects that roads and traffic have on non-motorized mobility. Traffic safety programs often devote little attention to non--motorized issues, and place much of the responsibility on reducing risk on pedestrians and cyclists themselves. Land use policies often favor automobile-oriented, low-density, urban fringe development over alternative land use patterns that favor non-motorized transportation (for example, generous parking requirements and building setbacks tend to favor access by automobile over non-motorized modes).

But these conventional planning practices tend to undervalue the true importance of non-motorized transportation (Measuring Transportation, VTPI, 2000). Transport surveys and models often only count “primary” modes used between regional Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs), and some only count peak-period trips or commute trips. Shorter trips, non-work trips, off-peak trips, non-motorized links of motorized trips, travel by children, and recreational travel all tend to be undercounted. Walking and cycling trips to access motorized modes are not counted, even if they involve travel on public roads. For example, if a traveler walks for 10 minutes to a bus stop, rides a bus for five minutes, and walks 5 minutes to a destination, this walk-transit-walk trip is usually counted simply as a transit trip, although more time is spent walking than on the motorized link.

There are actually far more non--motorized trips than what conventional travel models recognize. Rietveld (2000) finds that conventional surveys count only about one-sixth of total non-motorized trips. In 2000, the Southern California Metropolitan Transportation Authority increased the portion of travel involving non-motorized modes assumed for transportation planning purposes from about 2% of regional trips (based on conventional travel surveys) up to about 10%, based on more comprehensive travel data from the 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey.

To their credit, many transport planners give non-motorized modes more consideration than what is implied by their own data. They realize that non-motorized travel has many critical functions in an efficient and balanced transportation system. However, this occurs in spite of, rather than supported by, conventional transportation data analysis. 

Transportation Improvement Objectives

The assumption that non-motorized modes provide minor transportation benefits leads to a related assumption that non-motorized modes can do little to address transportation problems. But non-motorized transportation can help achieve more objectives than considered in conventional transportation planning, and so non-motorized improvements may deserve greater investment and support than is normally recognized (Litman, 2000).

Transportation planning often focuses on just one or two problems, such as traffic congestion and air pollution. Conventional transport planning concludes that only a small portion of current motor vehicle trips can realistically shift to walking and cycling, and so non-motorized modes can do little to solve these problems. But there are actually several significant transportation problems, and so there are several transportation planning objectives, such as those listed below (VTPI, 2000).

· Congestion Reduction 

· Road & Parking Savings 

· Consumer Savings 

· Transport Choice and Basis Mobility 

· Road Safety 

· Environmental Protection 

· Efficient Land Use 

· Community Livability 

Non-motorized modes can help solve virtually all of these problems, both directly, by substituting for automobile trips, and indirectly by supporting use of other alternative modes and encouraging more accessible land use (Litman, 1999). Pedestrian and cycling improvements that are part of a comprehensive transportation demand management program can provide particularly large benefits. Non-motorized improvements are an important way to increase use of public transit, since most transit trips involve a walking or cycling link (Transit Oriented Development, VTPI, 2000). In many cases, a relatively long automobile trip can shift to a shorter walking or cycling trip. For example, a shopper may choose between driving across town to a large store, or walking or cycling to a neighborhood store. Improvements to non-motorized roadway conditions are essential for creating accessible, mixed-use, clustered development that reduces per capita vehicle travel (New Urbanism, VTPI, 2000).

These benefits of increased walking and cycling can be particularly large because greatest impacts occur in urban areas where traffic congestion, facility costs, crash risk and pollution problems are worst. As a result, a modest reduction in total regional vehicle mileage that is concentrated in congested urban areas may provide significant benefits.

Some specific impacts that non-motorized travel can have on transportation objectives are discussed below.

Traffic Congestion

Bicycles are sometimes considered to cause traffic delays, implying that programs to encourage cycling contradict, rather than support, congestion reduction objectives. But bicycles cause less congestion than other vehicles under most conditions (Litman, 2000). Only on congested roads with narrow lanes, high-speed traffic and no suitable alternative routes are cyclists likely to increase traffic delay, and most cyclists avoid riding in these conditions, if possible, because it is unpleasant. 

When cyclists do ride in such conditions, it is inappropriate to consider the resulting delay entirely the cyclist’s fault; it could just as well be argued that motor vehicles’ greater road space requirements are the cause of such delays. Of course, other types of vehicles also delay traffic. Trucks, delivery vehicles, farm equipment, and vehicles with elderly drivers probably cause more traffic delays than bicycles. If occasional delay justifies prohibiting cycles, these vehicles should also be banned. 

Existing traffic laws that apply to all vehicles can minimize congestion delays. Slower vehicles (including bicycles) are required to stay to the right side of the roadway, and must get off the roadway, when safe to do so, if they delay five or more vehicles, to let faster vehicles pass. Excessive delay by cyclists therefore suggests that either traffic laws are not being enforced or that facility improvements may be justified to provide more road space or alternative routes for bicyclists.

Traffic Safety

It is sometimes argued that non-motorized travel is relatively dangerous and should be discouraged (or at least, should not be encouraged). Walking and cycling tend to have higher fatality rates per mile than motorized travel. However, the health risk from walking and bicycling is much less than indicated because (Litman, 2000):

· Non-motorized travel imposes minimal risk to other road users. Increased risk borne by pedestrians and cyclists is therefore partly offset by reduced crash risk to others.

· Non-drivers tend to travel less than motorists, so the additional risk they face per-trip and per-capita risk is much less than their per-mile incremental risk. A typical motorist drives 5 to 10 times as far each year as a typical non-driver walks and cycles.

· Pedestrian and cyclist risk can be significantly reduced (Pucher and Dijkstra, 2000). Many non-motorized crashes result, in part, from inexperience or carelessness on the part of pedestrians and cyclists. A responsible and cautious pedestrian or cyclist has significantly lower risk than the overall average (Forester, 1984; Litman, 1999).

· Walking and cycling provide significant health benefits that can offset crash risks (Roberts, et al, 1996). One report states, “Regular walking and cycling are the only realistic way that the population as a whole can get the daily half hour of moderate exercise which is the minimum level needed to keep reasonably fit.” (Physical Activity Task Force, 1995). Another study concludes that heart disease could decline 5-10% if one-third of short trips shifted from driving to bicycling (Bike Association, 1995). Aerobic exercise benefits of bicycling are estimated to outweigh accident risk by 20 to 1 in average life expectancy (Hillman, 1992). 

Taking these factors into account, a responsible adult cyclist or pedestrian who follows traffic rules and wears a helmet is estimated here to have a per-trip crash fatality rate that is comparable to that of automobile travel, imposes minimal crash risk on other road users, and significantly increases aerobic health. Considering all of these factors there is no evidence that walking and cycling by responsible adults increases overall road fatalities or health risk.

Transportation Choice and Basic Mobility

Walking and cycling can be particularly important as a way to provide basic mobility for many people who are economically, physically or socially disadvantaged (Evaluating Transportation Choice, VTPI, 2000). Many non-drivers rely on walking and cycling as a major form of transportation, and as a way to access public transit. Pedestrian and cycling improvements is often one of the most effective ways to provide basic mobility, reduce transportation costs for lower-income households, and benefit people who are transportation disadvantaged.

Roadway Cost Allocation

There are equity and economic efficiency justifications for individual consumers to bear the costs they impose when using a good or service, unless a subsidy is specifically justified (Market Principles, VTPI, 2000). Some people believe that pedestrians and cyclists contribute less than their fair share toward roadway costs because they do not pay vehicle user fees (fuel taxes, vehicle registration fees, and road tolls), and so argue that pedestrians and cyclists have less right to use public roads than motorists, do not deserve special design features or investments, or that they should be charged special roadway user fee. However, it is untrue that pedestrians and cyclists do not pay their share of roadway costs.

Roadway Financing

Although user fees fund most highway expenses, local roads are mainly funded through general taxes that residents pay regardless of their travel patterns. The majority (probably more than 90%) of walking and bicycling occurs on locally funded roads, since most highways are poorly suited for walking and bicycling. Table 3 shows that in 1995, $26 billion were spent on local roads in the U.S., of which only $2 billion was from motorist user fees. Local road funding from general taxes averaged about 2.2¢ per motor vehicle mile of travel on local roads. Roadway user charges fund only about 70% of total roadway expenditures, indicating that fuel taxes would need to increase about 43% to fully cover these costs (FHWA, 1997). Local roads in Canada are also funded primarily by local taxes.

Table 3 Roadway Revenues and Expenditures (1995 Dollars) (FHWA, 1997)  


 Local
 State
Federal
 Total

Motor vehicle mileage (billions)
 547
 720
 1,093
 2,360

Total motorist user charges (billions) 
$18.3
$39.3 
$2.0
 $59.6

 Per vehicle mile motorist user charges
 3.3¢
5.5¢
 0.2¢
 2.5¢

 Roadway facility expenditures (billions)
 $20
 $47
$26
 $93

Per vehicle mile facility expenditures
 3.7¢
 6.5¢
 2.4¢
3.9¢

Not user paid (subsidy)
 8%
 16%
 92%
  36%

Per vehicle mile subsidy
 0.3¢
 1.0¢
 2.2¢
1.4¢

Local roads are funded primarily by local taxes, resulting in a subsidy to driving.

General tax funds are also spent on various traffic services, such as policing, emergency services, and subsidized parking facilities. Several studies find that a typical household pays several hundred dollars annually in general taxes to fund roads and traffic services. The results of some of these studies are summarized below.

·         Local governments in the Chicago region spend an average of $130 per registered motor vehicle in general taxes devoted to road infrastructure and services (Urbanczyk and Korlett, 1995). 

·         Local governments in southeastern Wisconsin spent an average of $585 per household annually on local roads and traffic services (DeCicco and Morris, 1998). Only 14% of transportation funding originated from user fees.

·         Public expenditures on highways, roads, streets and traffic services average $413 annually per capita in the Puget Sound region (PSRC, 1996).

·         General taxes funded 44% of government expenditures on roads and traffic services in the state of Wisconsin, averaging $493 per motor vehicle (Cambridge Systematics, 1994).

·         The city of Edmonton spends an average of $291 annually per resident on roads and traffic services (KPMG, 1996, p. 34).

·         Urban traffic services (besides roadway facility costs) are estimated to average 2.8¢ per vehicle mile in 1992 dollars (Small, 1992, p. 82).

Larger, faster and heavier vehicles impose higher roadway costs because they require more road space, more complex intersections, more parking space, more maintenance, and more sophisticated traffic management and law enforcement (Jones and Nix, 1995; FHWA, 1997; Urban Institute, 1990). A road system used just for walking and cycling would cost far less than what is needed to accommodate motorized traffic.

It is sometimes argued that local roads provide “basic access,” so their costs should not be charged just to motorists. Even residents who never drive rely on roads for service vehicles, for utility access, and for walking and bicycling. But basic access can be provided by a far cheaper road system than what is needed in automobile dependent areas. Since most current roadway expenditures result from the need to accommodate additional automobile traffic and the wear imposed by motor vehicles, it makes sense to allocate most roadway costs to vehicle users (FHWA, 1992, Appendix F). 

Other External Costs

Motor vehicle traffic imposes other external costs (costs not borne directly by individual users) besides general tax roadway expenditures, including parking subsidies, congestion delays imposed on other road users, crash risk, environmental damages, and the opportunity cost of land devoted to roads. Table 4 summarizes estimates of these costs, which indicates that automobile use has external costs averaging about 28¢, while cycling costs average about 1¢, and walking averages just 0.2¢ per mile.

Table 4 Estimated Average Motor Vehicle External Costs (Cents per Mile) (Transportation Costs, VTPI, 2000)

Cost
 Automobile
 Bicycle
 Walk

Parking Subsidies
10¢
 0.2
 0

 Traffic Congestion
 4¢
 0
 0

Crashes
 8¢
 0.2
 0.2

Environmental Costs
4¢
0
0

Roadway Land Value
 2¢
 0.6
0

 Totals
28¢
 1¢
 0.2¢

This table summarizes estimates of various external costs of transportation. 

Equitable Funding of Non-motorized Improvements

A portion of road funds are spent on special design features and facilities to benefit non-motorized modes, but these are typically just one or two percent of total transportation expenditures. The costs of such facilities should not necessarily be charged to pedestrians and cyclists. Sidewalks, pedestrian overpasses and separated paths are needed largely because of the risk and discomfort that motor vehicle traffic impose on non-motorized road users, and to minimize delay to motorized traffic. Malls and streets with minimal motor vehicle traffic do not usually require separate pedestrian and cycling facilities.

Conventional travel surveys indicate that non-motorized travel represents less than 1% of total personal travel, and only about 2% of total personal trips. This suggests that pedestrian and cycling improvements deserve just 1-2% of total transportation funds. But, as described earlier, more comprehensive travel surveys indicate that non-motorized travel actually represents 5-10% of all trips, suggesting that a far greater portion of transportation funding should be devoted to walking and cycling.

If roadways were funded entirely from mileage-based user charges, such as fuel taxes, it could be equitable to allocate funds based on vehicle mileage. A mode that represents 2% of total mileage would receive 2% of transportation funding. But it is more equitable to allocate general tax funds devoted to transport based on person trips. Otherwise, people who use high-mileage modes and travel more than average will receive a greater share of funding, and be subsidized by people who travel less than average. For example, funding based on mileage means that taxpayers subsidize a cross-town automobile trip at a greater rate than a local walking trip, even if they both serve the same purpose. Funding based on trips means that a pedestrian or cyclist receive an equal share of public funding.

Additional funding for non-motorized transportation improvements can be justified on the grounds that such projects have been underfunded in the past and so additional investments in the future, and because non-motorized improvements can provide multiple benefits (Win-Win Transportation Solutions, VTPI, 2000). Pedestrian and cycling investments can be justified as a strategy for reducing congestion, reducing road and parking facility costs, reducing air pollution, reducing consumer costs, providing basic mobility, and supporting strategic land use objectives. Because walking and cycling are popular recreational activities and provide transportation benefits, expenditures on pedestrian and bicycling improvements can be justified from both transportation accounts and recreation accounts. For example, a community that develops a public trail system may still justify significant sidewalk and bikelane investments to serve both recreation and transportation needs.

Summary of User Costs and Payments

On average, local governments spend $200-400 annually per automobile in general taxes on local roads and traffic services, or about 4-6¢ per mile driven on local roads. Only 0.2¢ of this is paid through vehicle user charges, meaning that driving is subsidized through general taxes by about 4.8¢ per mile on local roads. (Some surveys indicate that bicycle commuters are above average income, while others show them to be slightly below average income. Almost everybody is a pedestrian. It is therefore likely that cyclists and pedestrians have approximately same average incomes and pay approximately the same in general taxes and consumer expenditures as motorists.) Automobiles also impose other external costs, including congestion impacts, parking subsidies, uncompensated crash damages and environmental damages. Pedestrians and cyclists tend to bear an equal share of most of these costs, and because they are relatively unprotected, a greater share of uncompensated crash costs. 

For an average household, the costs imposed approximately equals the costs they bear, but people who drive more than average tend to pay less than their fair share of these costs, while those who drive less than average overpay their share. A shift from driving to bicycling and walking reduces external costs, providing benefits to society, such as road and parking facility savings, reduced crash risk and congestion delay imposed on other road users, and reduced environmental impacts. This indicates that non-drivers pay more than their share of transportation costs.

The automobile industry has published reports claiming that motorists pay more than their share of costs (Dougher, 1995; Spindler, 1997). However, these studies violate standard cost allocation principles by including all taxes paid by motorists (rather than just user charges, such as special fuel taxes or registration fees), and consider only highway expenditures, ignoring local roadway costs and other external costs associated with motor vehicle use (Evaluating Criticism of TDM, VTPI, 2000). Virtually all studies that use appropriate analysis procedures conclude that motorists significantly underpay the costs they impose on society (FHWA, 1997; Delucchi, 1998; Litman, 1999).

Example:

Two neighbors each pay $300 annually in local taxes that fund roads and traffic services. Mike Motorist drives 10,000 miles annually on local roads, while Frances Footpower bicycles 3,000 miles. The table below compares the costs they impose with what they pay in taxes. 

Local Roadway Cost Distribution


 Mike
 Frances

A. Annual local mileage
 10,000
 3,000

 B. Household’s general taxes used for road related services.
$300
 $300

 C. Motorist user fees spent on local road (0.2¢ per mile).
 $24
$0

D. Total road system contribution  (B + C)
 $324
 $300

 E. Tax payment per mile of travel  (B/A).
3.2¢
 10¢

F. Roadway costs (cars = 5¢/ml, bicycles = 0.2¢/ml)
 $500
$48

Net (D – F) 
 Underpays $176
 Overpays $252

Non-drivers pay almost the same as motorists for local roads but impose lower costs. As a result, they tend to overpay their share of roadway costs. 

Other Equity Issues

Basic fairness suggests that everybody should be able to use public roads without unnecessary restriction or excessive health risk, since roads are a valuable public resource and basic mobility is an essential activity. Prohibiting a particular mode from using public roads can be considered as inequitable as excluding a particular racial or ethnic group from public facilities such as parks or public restrooms. It can also be considered unfair to allow pedestrians and cyclists to use roads while ignoring their needs in facility design and investment, so they actually receive less benefit than other road users. For example, it could be considered unfair to simply allow pedestrians to cross a street if doing so is excessively difficult or dangerous.

Current transport planning and investment practices tend to favor motor vehicle travel over non-motorized modes (Market Principles, VTPI, 2000). Non-motorized travel tends to be undercounted in travel surveys, undervalued in investment analysis, and underfunded relative to motorized modes. Motorists benefit from various indirect and hidden subsidies. For example, most zoning codes require the provision of off-street parking for motorists, yet non-drivers receive no comparable benefit. Current planning practices tend to place a high value on motorist mobility and convenience, and a relatively low value on non-motorized safety and mobility, as indicated by the emphasis on wide arterials, on-street parking, and dedicated turn lanes in conventional road design.

Critics of using transportation funds for pedestrian and cycling improvements tend to ignore the direct and indirect benefits that motorists can receive from non-motorized improvements. Motorists can benefit from reduced traffic and parking congestion, tax savings, reduced crash risk and air pollution, reduced need to chauffer non-driving family and friends, more efficient land use, and increased travel options that they may value in the future (Evaluating Transportation Choice, VTPI, 2000). 

Biased Language in Transportation Planning (Measuring Transport)

Many transportation planning terms are unintentionally biased toward motor vehicle travel. For example, projects that increase road or parking capacity are often called “improvements,” although they may be harmful to many activities and people. Wider roads and larger parking facilities can degrade the local environment and reduce adjacent residential property values. Projects that increase vehicle traffic volumes and speeds can reduce the safety and mobility of pedestrians and cyclists. Calling such changes “improvements” indicates a bias in favor of one activity and group over others. Objective language uses more specific and neutral terms, such as “added capacity,” “additional lanes,” “modifications,” or “changes.”

The terms “traffic” and “trip” often refer only to motor vehicle travel. Travel surveys and traffic counts usually under-record non-motorized trips, because they ignore or undercount short trips, non-work travel, travel by children, recreational travel, and non-motorized links (Evaluating Non-motorized Transport). Although most automobile and transit trips begin and end with a pedestrian or cycling link, they are usually classified simply as “auto” or “transit” trips. This tends to undervalue non-motorized transport.

The term “efficient” is frequently used to mean increased vehicle traffic speeds. This assumes that increasing motor vehicles speeds increases overall efficiency. This assumption is debatable. High vehicle speeds can reduce total traffic capacity, increase resource consumption, increase costs, and increase automobile dependency, reducing overall economic efficiency. 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions for a particular user group (motorists, cyclists, pedestrians, etc.). Transportation professionals often assume that, unless specified otherwise, level of service applies only to motor vehicles. It is important to indicate which users are considered when level of service values are reported.

         Biased Terms                      Objective Terms

         Traffic                                           Motor vehicle traffic, pedestrian/bike traffic

         Trips                                              Motor vehicle trips, person trips

         Improve                                        Change, modify, expand, widen

         Enhance                                        Change, increase traffic speeds         
         Deteriorate                                    Change, reduce traffic speeds

         Upgrade                                        Change, expand, widen, replace

         Efficient                                        Faster, increased vehicle capacity

         Level of service                            Level of service for…

Examples:

Biased: Level of service at this intersection is rated “D.” The proposed improvement will cost $100,000. This upgrade will make our transportation system more efficient by enhancing capacity, preventing deterioration of traffic conditions.

Objective: Level of service at this intersection is rated “D” for motorists and “E” for pedestrians. A right turn channel would cost $100,000. This road widening project will increase motor vehicle traffic speeds and capacity but may reduce safety and convenience to pedestrian travel.

There is inherent inequity in the distribution of crash costs. Although any road user can make a mistake that contributes to crashes, pedestrians and bicyclists are much more likely to be injured or killed when a collision occurs. In other words, non-motorized travelers bear a much greater share of damage costs, regardless of who causes a particular crash. This cost is greater than just the injuries and damages motor vehicles cause to pedestrians and cyclists. It also consists of protective measures pedestrians and cyclists take to avoid danger, such as longer trips or travel foregone. This inequity tends to increase as drivers feel safer due to improved safety features (seat belts, air bags, etc.), resulting in greater risk to more vulnerable road users (Chirinko and Harper, 1993; Takeback Effects, VTPI, 2000). 

Highways and motor vehicle traffic by their nature create barriers to walking and bicycling. This is called “community severance” or the “barrier effect.” (Evaluating Non-motorized Transport, VTPI, 2000). This occurs because highways are large structures that tend to be difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to cross, particularly when highways carry heavy, high-speed vehicle traffic. Although these impacts can be mitigated by pedestrian crossings, bridges and tunnels, there is usually still a significant increase in crossing time, reduced mobility for non-drivers, and a degradation of the pedestrian and cycling environment.

When a conflict develops between different modes, fault is often placed on the non-motorized mode. For example, if cyclists slow traffic, this is often considered a problem imposed by the cyclist on motorists, based on the assumption that the roads exist primarily for higher-speed, motorized vehicles. Yet, cyclists require much less road space than automobiles. Any conflict in the use of road space can be considered primarily the fault of motorists.

Walking and bicycling provide basic mobility. That is, they are available to, and frequently used by people who do not own or cannot drive an automobile, including people who are economically and physically disadvantaged. Non-motorized transportation improvements can be an effective way to help people who are economically, physically and socially disadvantaged. Policies that reduce risks and barriers to non-motorized travel, and that generally improve mobility choices for non-drivers increase equity. Examples include: investments in sidewalks, trails and bicycle lanes; reducing accident risk facing pedestrians and cyclists through traffic calming and improved traffic law enforcement; policies that help create affordable housing in areas with good pedestrian and cycling environments and multi-modal travel options; and design features that improve handicap access (CLF, 1998).

Summary

This paper shows that bicyclists and pedestrians have both a legal, practical and moral right to use public roads, and that non-motorized travel can provide significant benefits to society, including motorists. 

Non-motorized modes can help achieve most transportation improvement objectives, including many benefits to motorists. These benefits are often overlooked and undervalued in conventional transportation planning. 

Although most highway expenses are funded through motor vehicle user fees, local roads and traffic services are funded primarily through general taxes that residents pay regardless of their travel patterns. Motor vehicle use imposes a variety of external costs, including parking subsidies, congestion imposed on other road users, uncompensated crash damages, and environmental impacts. Pedestrians and cyclists impose much less external costs, due to lower costs per mile, and because they tend to travel fewer miles per year. In general, people who drive less than average overpay their true share of transportation costs, while those who drive more than average underpay. As a result, pedestrians and bicyclists tend to subsidize motorists.

Non-motorized modes provide basic mobility, providing essential transportation to people who are economically, physically and socially disadvantaged. Current transportation investment and management policies tend to favor motor vehicle use at the expense of non-motorized modes. Policy changes to better protect pedestrians and cyclists, and increase non-drivers’ mobility tend to increase equity.
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