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Abstract 

 

Regional–Local Coordination of Non-Motorized Transportation:  

An Exploration of Two Regions 

 

 

 

 

Diane Annette Dohm, M.S.C.R.P. 
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Abstract: This research report explores two regions, Denver and Minneapolis, by 

describing and analyzing their regional and local coordination efforts with respect to non-

motorized transportation.  The report is comprised of a literature review on the MPO 

institutional framework and governance, description and analysis of each region 

including levels of relationships between the MPO, State DOT, local governments and 

advocacy groups, as well as a comparison of both regions leading to the findings, lessons 

learned, and research implications.  Specifically, this research seeks to understand how 

different levels of government work together, how the regional relationships assist in 

creating and implementing plans, how relationships with advocacy groups affect 

planning, and how climate change goals are integrated into non-motorized transportation 

planning. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Transportation is essential to our everyday lives.  How we get to work, school, 

grocery store, and everywhere in between can have a tremendous impact on our lives as 

well as our cities and regions.  Likewise, everyday we make the choice on how we get 

around – whether it is by car, bus, train, bike, walk, or a combination of modes.  Our 

choice may be shaped by the availability of these modes, the cost and quality of the 

infrastructure of various modes, the layout of the city or region, or by cultural norms.  

Moreover, the availability of infrastructure for various modes is also dependent on the 

local, regional and state governments’ ability and will to plan and fund for various 

transportation modes.  The focus of this research is on non-motorized transportation, 

bicycling and walking, and the relationship among local, regional and state governments 

to plan, fund and build facilities for biking and walking.  The influence of the federal 

government will also be discussed through a brief discussion of the transportation bills 

since the 1990s (ISTEA, TEA-21, and SAFETEA-LU). 

Non-motorized transportation, also known as active transportation, is traveling by 

bicycling or walking.  Between April of 2008 thru April of 2009, the National Household 

Transportation Survey asked the US population: “in the past week, how many times did 

you take a walk outside including walking the dog and walks for exercise” (National 

Household Travel Survey, 2010).  Nearly 37 percent of Americans reported no walk trips 

at all in the previous week (National Household Travel Survey, 2010).  It is clear that 

most Americans neither walk for transportation nor for pleasure on a regular basis.  This 
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concerns transportation planners and policy makers because walking contributes to 

health, reduces emissions, and adds to the quality of life in a community (National 

Household Travel Survey, 2009).  Furthermore, household travel accounts for the vast 

majority (over 80 percent) of miles traveled on our nation’s roadways and three-quarters 

of the CO2 emissions from ‘on-road’ sources (National Household Travel Survey, 2009).  

Therefore, this example illustrates the point that Americans currently are not walking as 

part of their daily routine, thus exacerbating the transportation conundrum of higher 

vehicle miles traveled and increased levels of CO2, while also worsening our personal 

health. 

 Even though commuting by non-motorized transportation modes may not be a 

huge part of the transportation mix today, it is an integral part of our country’s future 

sustainable transportation system.  In the United States, non-motorized transportation 

makes up a very small percentage of the overall commuter traffic – only 0.5% nationally 

(Alliance for Biking and Walking, 2010).  As we have learned over the decades, building 

more roads and more lane miles has resulted in a tremendous amount of traffic on our 

roadway system, poor health from vehicle emissions and a lack of physical activity, 

increased air quality problems (especially, greenhouse gases), as well as many other 

negative consequences.   

 For decades, perhaps even for half a century or longer, we have been planning to 

continue increasing car usage.  Likewise, our suburban, single-family land use 

development style has exacerbated and reinforced this trend.  Moreover, “these trends are 

symptoms of our scattered, decentralized land use patterns, which, in turn, serve to 
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reinforce these trends” (Beatley & Manning, 1997).  In fact, “one of the clear reasons for 

the vicious cycle of auto dependence is that auto users are not confronted with the full 

costs of this choice; in fact, auto usage appears to many to be the least expensive 

transportation option.  In addition to the low price of gasoline, the provision of free 

parking by employers is a significant element of this factor in encouraging auto 

dependence” (Beatley & Manning, 1997).  Even though these issues are not discussed in 

this research report, it is still worth mentioning since it is vital to the overall discussion of 

our transportation system in the United States.  Likewise, when gas prices soared in 2008, 

the share of bicycle commuters increased in several cities in the United States, which 

then slightly decreased in 2009 when gas prices lowered.  Clearly, cost and pricing 

schemes heavily influence people’s transportation choices and their behaviors. 

 Regardless, all levels of government, the public at large, advocates for sustainable 

living, as well as many health care institutions are beginning to realize that our 

transportation networks and the travel choices we make can have a tremendous effect not 

only on how we get from point A to point B, but also on our personal health and the 

health of our communities as a whole.  There are positive examples from several 

communities across the U.S., such as Portland (OR), San Francisco (CA), Seattle (WA), 

Washington (D.C.), as well as several others that have made commitments to improving 

non-motorized transportation.  The focus of this research is on two regions – Denver and 

Minneapolis.  Both regions have begun to make real investments, build infrastructure, 

and set priorities in their communities to support bicycling and walking as a viable 

transportation mode. 
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 The shift from single occupancy vehicles to biking, for example, is especially 

important within the discussion of climate change.  Transportation contributes roughly a 

third of the carbon emissions in the United States, of which eighty percent is from cars 

and light trucks (Brookings Institute, 2008).  Therefore, transportation is a critical 

element to decreasing our emissions.  Moreover, there are many climate plans across the 

country that are aggressively advocating for a large decrease in greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Many of these climate plans have goals to 

decrease GHG emissions by 5% or more in less than 10 years.  While realizing that non-

motorized transportation will not be the answer to this problem entirely, it certainly is a 

key player, especially in successfully attaining these short-term goals.  Furthermore, 

according to a report by Rails-to-Trails, fifty percent of the travel trips in the U.S. can be 

completed with a 20-minute bicycle ride, and twenty-five percent of the travel trips could 

be completed with a 20-minute walk, and yet VMT has tripled since 1970 even though 

our population has only increased by fifty percent (Ingraham & Hong, 2009).  Therefore, 

not only are we driving more often and for longer distances, Americans are also driving 

for short distances that could (in theory) be easily completed through active 

transportation – walking or bicycling.   

 Though climate change will not be the specific focus of this report, it will be 

discussed in relation to the different levels of government and the integration, or lack 

thereof, of climate change plans and goals as they relate to bicycle and pedestrian 

planning and infrastructure.  Specifically, this report will look at non-motorized 

transportation planning at the local, regional and state levels, in Denver, CO, and 
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Minneapolis, MN.  These two locations were chosen based on their histories of 

investment in non-motorized transportation infrastructure, long-term funding and data 

sources, as well as their different approaches to regional governance and planning. 

 Even though non-motorized transportation may be viewed as more of a city issue 

rather than a regional one since bicycle trips tend to be short in length, I would argue 

otherwise.  Travelers of any mode do not distinguish between jurisdictional borders, and 

traveling by bicycle is no different.  This is especially true for metropolitan areas where 

jurisdictions exist side by side.  Likewise, the regional process set forth by MPOs extends 

beyond highways, streets, and roads into a comprehensive transportation planning 

process that takes into account all modes, as well as a number of related social, economic, 

and environmental issues (Goetz, Dempsey, & Larson, 2002).  As well, bicycling and 

walking are increasing in popularity both as transportation and as recreation, and as such 

appropriate planning measures need to be formed.  Moreover, to attain regional 

sustainability, all communities, rather than one or two, need to prescribe to planning for 

all modes of transportation, including bicycling and walking.  For these reasons, a 

regional approach to non-motorized transportation planning is necessary.   

 Specifically, this research looks at the investments made through the regional 

metropolitan planning organization’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) process 

to understand what percentage of the TIP is dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian planning, 

whether bicycle and pedestrian funding has changed over time, and to understand the 

type of bicycle and pedestrian projects that are being funded through MPOs.  Likewise, 

research was conducted to understand if all levels of government (state, region, local) had 
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comprehensive plans, transportation plans, bicycle plans, pedestrian plans, and climate 

plans. Furthermore, research was conducted to understand how, or if, non-motorized 

transportation modes were included in any of the climate plans, or if discussions around 

decreasing vehicle miles traveled or greenhouse gas emissions included goals of 

increasing non-motorized modes.  Research was also conducted to gather information on 

staff, committees, on-street/off-street bike path miles, complete streets policies, bike/walk 

to work/school programs, as well as other programs like bike sharing and bike parking.  

An analysis of these plans, policies, programs and projects was completed because these 

criteria tend to be correlated with higher levels of commitment toward bicycling and 

walking, and therefore may be seen as indicators of planning processes that are 

supportive of non-motorized modes. 

 A key element to this research is to understand the MPOs relationship with other 

levels of government.  As will be discussed in more depth in the following chapter, the 

responsibility of MPOs changed drastically in the 1990s with the passage of ISTEA by 

giving them more power than previously held.  However, MPOs have been left to their 

own devices to build organizations capable of working effectively with state and local 

governments, other regional agencies, the private sector, and other non-governmental 

organizations, all of which have a stake in the outcome of the MPOs’ activities (Goldman 

& Deakin, 2000).  Therefore, the range of effectiveness of MPOs nationally varies 

widely.  Furthermore, partnerships are a critical means by which MPOs could develop 

greater leadership capacity, increase their effectiveness, and broaden their vision 

(Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Both of the case studies in this research report demonstrate 
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MPOs that have created partnerships, increased capacity within the MPO, which has 

enhanced their effectiveness in their respective region through different means. 

 In their report, Goldman and Deakin describe five levels, in increasing intensity, 

of MPO partnerships: consultation, coordination, cooperation, consensus-building and 

collaboration.  These partnerships are classified in order of increasing levels of 

interaction, shared responsibility and role equality, of which most MPO activities are of 

the first three types (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Not all MPO relationships receive the 

same level of characterization.  Moreover, consensus building and collaboration on 

transportation plans and programs do occur among local government members of the 

MPO but rarely characterize the relationships between the MPO and state agencies, or 

those in other functional areas of local government such as land use (Goldman & Deakin, 

2000).  MPO partnerships with the general public, organized stakeholder groups, and 

other private groups similarly tend to fall into the consultation and coordination 

categories (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Therefore, cooperation is an occasional thing, 

and consensus building and collaboration are rare (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Using 

these characterizations, then, helps to understand MPOs relationships with other levels of 

government, the public, and advocacy groups.  Therefore, the two MPOs in this research 

report will be characterized using Goldman and Deakin’s levels of partnership: 

consultation, coordination, cooperation, consensus-building and collaboration.   

 An MPO’s level of success is not only demonstrated in their ability to collaborate, 

but also by forging partnerships.  These are partnerships where the MPO can play the role 

of the “good guy” by successfully securing federal funds and delivering them to 
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constituents, which may help build the relationships and legitimacy needed to tackle the 

more complex and difficult issues facing the region (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  

Similarly, Goetz, Dempsey and Larson outline a series of “characteristics of successful 

MPO processes”.  Even though this report will not judge the MPOs based on the 

characteristics, it is still helpful to keep them in mind when describing the MPO.   

According to Goetz, Dempsey and Larson, there are eight characteristics of successful 

MPO processes: (1) effective leadership, (2) MPO staff competence and credibility, (3) 

aggressive public involvement programs, (4) regional ethos, (5) streamlined, efficient 

process, (6) cooperative relationship with State DOT, (7) land use, and (8) accountability 

(Goetz, Dempsey, & Larson, 2002).  Both of the MPOs in this research display 

characteristics described by Goldman and Deakin, as well as by Goetz, Dempsey and 

Larson, which will be discussed in the subsequent chapters. 

 Conversely, the structure of the MPO may also be a hindrance on its ability to 

“govern” and make decisions, as is the understanding from research by James F. Wolf 

and Mary Beth Farquhar.  They state that the institutional contexts of MPOs substantially 

limits their effectiveness as regional transportation planning organizations (Wolf & 

Farquhar, 2005).  To possibly exacerbate these issues, Robert Agranoff suggests that in 

the United States, there is an increase of national power and a decrease in collaborative 

intergovernmental relations through the result of nation-centered federalism, nationwide 

action, and strong executive leadership (Agranoff, 2001).  Therefore, given the lack of 

power that an MPO acquires over its region and with other governmental organizations 
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(such as the State DOT), combined with this nation-centered federalism creates a very 

challenging and difficult environment to maneuver for MPOs. 

 Overall, this research project seeks to answer the following research questions: (1) 

how do state, regional and local levels of government work together in these two regions; 

(2) how does this regional relationship assist in creating and implementing plans; (3) how 

does the relationship with advocacy groups affect the planning process and the 

implementation of projects and programs; and (4) how do various levels of government 

integrate climate change goals into their non-motorized transportation planning? 

 The following chapter will include a discussion of the federal transportation 

legislations since 1991, along with an overview of the literature on the assessment and 

collaborative efforts of metropolitan planning organizations.  The chapters following the 

literature review consist of the research methodology, the overview and analysis of each 

region, which then leads into a comparison of the two regions.  Finally, the conclusion 

will reiterate the key points of the report, as well as the key findings and lessons learned. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 The major focus of the literature review for this research report is the MPO 

structure, governance, and its relationships with state and local governments, as well as 

other groups.  Another area, which will be discussed, though not a specific focus of this 

research itself, is the accompanying benefits of non-motorized transportation, in 

particular, positively supporting climate change, health and sustainable living objectives.   

 When Congress passed the 1962 Federal Highway Act, it introduced “3-C 

Planning”, by which the regional transportation process was to be continuing, 

comprehensive, and cooperative.  The “cooperative” requirement of the 3-C Planning 

process insists on cooperation between federal, state, and local government agencies, as 

well as cooperation between agencies within each order of government (Goetz, Dempsey, 

& Larson, 2002).  This particular mandate also ushered in the existence of metropolitan 

planning organizations to manage this process.  These MPOs were examples of what 

have come to be known as “collaborative processes” (Goetz, Dempsey, & Larson, 2002). 

 In recent decades, there has been a stronger leadership at the federal level within 

the U.S. Department of Transportation and the U.S. Congress in relation to non-

motorized transportation.  The transportation bills since 1991 have been progressively 

more supportive of bicycling and walking by designating more funds to these modes as 

well as by supporting new programs and projects, such as the Safe Routes to School 

Program (SRTS) and the Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Project (NTPP).  In order to 
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understand how regional transportation planning occurs, a discussion of federal funds 

available to fund transportation modes will be discussed.   

 The first of these transportation bills is the Intermodal Surface Transportation 

Efficiency Act (ISTEA).  On December 18, 1991, the President signed the Intermodal 

Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 providing authorizations for highways, 

safety, and mass transportation for the next 6 years.  Total funding of about $155 billion 

was available in fiscal years 1992-1997 (National Transportation Library (a), n.d.).  The 

passing of ISTEA set a new tone for metropolitan planning organizations, by giving them 

more authority over the decision-making process. 

   This new tone, which is perhaps the most important change related to this 

research, is that ISTEA assigned metropolitan planning organizations substantial new 

decision-making responsibilities, along with new flexibility to develop transportation 

plans that meet their region’s particular needs (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Furthermore, 

it gave the larger MPOs decision-making authority that in most states had previously 

rested with state departments of transportation (DOTs) or highway departments, 

expanded the funds available for planning and programming, and increased funding 

flexibility (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  In general, the relationship between the regional 

MPO and the state DOT has continually been challenging, however some states have 

seized the ISTEA and TEA-21 mandates as an opportunity to improve regional planning.  

Minnesota is a prime example, having established “Area Transportation Partnerships” to 

help forge consensus within regions (Goldman & Deakin, 2000). 
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 The ISTEA transportation bill also required the regional transportation plan to be 

fiscally constrained, which previously had not been.  As well, the fiscal constraint 

requirement has played an important part in helping MPOs gain the capacity to set 

priorities and move from an advisory to a decision-making role (Goldman & Deakin, 

2000).  Moreover, a previous research’s informants commented that ISTEA’s fiscal 

constraint requirement was a far stronger motivation for partnering with state and local 

agencies than were ISTEA’s provisions for cooperation and participation (Goldman & 

Deakin, 2000).  This implies that mandated partnerships might be less effective if the 

organizations do not have any inherent motivations (i.e. funding) for effectively 

participating in a partnership.  ISTEA also called for MPOs to coordinate with the state 

department of transportation on interregional projects, and mandated the substantial 

involvement of local governments, public and private interest groups, and the public in 

regional transportation deliberations (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Regardless of these 

mandates, most MPOs found themselves in a newly elevated, and highly challenging, 

role – a role with new responsibilities that they previously did not have.  Furthermore, 

MPOs often neither had the institutional knowledge nor the internal structure to manage 

these new responsibilities effectively. 

 Upon passage of ISTEA, several studies were done on the efficacy of MPOs to 

manage these new responsibilities.  One of which identified eight criteria by which to 

distinguish successful metropolitan planning organizations: (1) effective leadership, (2) 

MPO staff competence and credibility, (3) aggressive public involvement programs, (4) 

regional ethos, (5) streamlined, efficient process, (6) cooperative relationship with State 
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DOT, (7) land use, and (8) accountability (Goetz, Dempsey, & Larson, 2002).  Another 

key study, found that on certain issues this mandated collaboration did help to increase 

inter-agency coordination between state departments of transportation and metropolitan 

planning organizations (Taylor & Schweitzer, 2005).  Though that study only focused on 

the relationship between state governments and regional agencies, the lessons learned are 

applicable to a variety of research on regional transportation issues.  One of the lessons 

learned is that post-ISTEA devolution of transportation planning authority to regions has 

occurred within a broader context of establishing a balance that takes advantage of the 

localized knowledge available to regional planners and the advantages of centralized state 

governments (i.e. technical expertise) (Taylor & Schweitzer, 2005). 

 ISTEA also included unprecedented linkages to the achievement of the air quality 

objectives embodied in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and in State air 

quality plans.  The CAAA recast the planning function to ensure that, in areas failing to 

meet Federal air quality standards, transportation planning is geared toward improving air 

quality as well as mobility.  The CAAA challenges officials to reduce vehicle emissions, 

to reduce the number of single occupant vehicles, and to make alternatives such as transit 

and bicycles a more viable part of the transportation network (National Transportation 

Library (b), n.d.).  The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 

(CMAQ) supports this agenda, which has been successful for transit projects, but less so 

for non-motorized transportation projects.  Many MPOs, like the Metropolitan Council in 

Minnesota, do not even use CMAQ funds for non-motorized transportation projects due 

to the lack of structure when comparing non-motorized transportation projects with large-
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scale transit projects and its relation to supporting congestion management and improving 

air quality.  Moreover, the correlation between managing congestion and improving air 

quality is easier to demonstrate in transit projects than non-motorized transportation 

projects. 

 The transportation bill that followed ISTEA is the Transportation Equity Act for 

the 21st Century (TEA-21).  TEA-21 continues and expands provisions to improve 

facilities and safety for bicycles and pedestrians.  Likewise, the eligibility of NHS funds 

is broadened to include pedestrian walkways, as well as safety and educational activities, 

which are now eligible for Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds (U.S. Department of 

Transportation (TEA-21), 2008). Other changes ensure the consideration of bicyclists and 

pedestrians in the planning process and facility design (U.S. Department of 

Transportation (TEA-21), 2008).  Furthermore, TEA-21 continued the basic framework 

for metropolitan decision-making, giving MPOs lead responsibility but mandating 

partnerships with the states and other interests (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).   Likewise, 

the prevailing thought among MPOs is that they are consensus-building organizations, so 

the greater their diversity, the better positioned they are to bring the responsible and 

affected parties together (McDowell, 1999).  However, “existing MPOs often are not 

politically secure enough to feel that they can take the risks that would be generated by 

seeking reorganizations and re-designations” (McDowell, 1999).  Therefore, most MPOs 

continued to work within the framework set up by the state DOT, which continued to be 

managed by the state DOT. 
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 Initially, there were fifteen factors under ISTEA, which was later refined to seven 

factors under TEA-21.  These seven factors are: (1) economic vitality, (2) safety and 

security, (3) accessibility and mobility, (4) quality of life (including the environment and 

energy conservation), (5) integration and connectivity of the transportation system, (6) 

system management and operation, and (7) preservation of the existing transportation 

system (U.S. Department of Transportation (TEA-21), 2008).  According to McDowell, 

the planning factors laid out in ISTEA, and later refined in TEA-21, have helped to make 

a more consistent planning framework, which is emerging across the three levels of 

government (McDowell, 1999).   

 Finally, the most recent transportation bill is Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 

Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), which was 

signed into law in 2005.  With guaranteed funding for highways, safety, and public 

transportation totaling $244.1 billion, SAFETEA-LU represents the largest surface 

transportation investment in the U.S.’ history. SAFETEA-LU builds on the previous 

bills’ foundations, supplying the funds and refining the programmatic framework for 

investments needed to maintain and grow a vital transportation infrastructure (U.S. 

Department of Transportation (SAFETEA-LU), 2005).  Under the “Environmental 

Stewardship” section, SAFETEA-LU retains and increases funding for environmental 

programs of TEA-21, and adds new programs focused on the environment, including 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ), Recreational Trails, Transportation 

Enhancements, the Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program and the Safe Routes to 

School program (U.S. Department of Transportation (SAFETEA-LU), 2005).   
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 Funding for bicycling and walking greatly increased during these years.  

Provisions of ISTEA led to a dramatic increase in federal funding available for pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities. Then, TEA-21, which passed in 1998, continued this trend, with the 

result that spending went from less than $7 million per year before ISTEA to over $400 

million annually by 2003; over the six-year life of TEA-21, more than $1.4 billion was 

spent on bicycle and pedestrian projects, more than twice what was spent in the six 

previous years under ISTEA (Ernst, 2004). The latest federal transportation bill, 

SAFETEA-LU, signed into law in August 2005, which was set to expire in 2009, offered 

the potential for an even more dramatic increase in federal transportation spending on 

bicycling and walking to more than $4 billion over the life of the bill (Handy & McCann, 

2009).  Even though a new transportation bill has not passed in Congress, SAFETEA-LU 

continues to be extended, which also includes extensions of funding for the 

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program and Safe Routes To School, both of which 

are key programs supporting the argument for funding of bicycling and walking in our 

communities. 

 With the passage of ISTEA and later TEA-21, many MPOs established additional 

committees or working groups to address topics raised in the legislation, such as bicycle 

and pedestrian concerns (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Even though setting up a 

committee to discuss bicycle and pedestrian issues may be deemed a positive 

development, it potentially decreases the ability that the concerns of those advocates get 

voiced in the larger discussion of the holistic regional transportation system.  This 

essentially positions each committee as a sanctioned advocacy group, allowing the group 
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to set internal priorities and develop an argument for attention to their interests, but 

limiting the ability of group members to consider their proposals in a broader regional 

context or to engage in tradeoffs among programs (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  

Furthermore, because the participants in these advisory committees lack direct 

membership in the MPO’s board, their ability to influence funding decisions is unclear 

(Goldman & Deakin, 2000). This issue of divisive committees is not only seen at the 

MPO level, but is also challenging local governments from bridging opposing views 

within transportation or other planning efforts.  Both regions in this exploratory research 

contain examples of committees that continue to be divisive and other committees that 

attempt to solve this problem, which will be highlighted in the following chapters. 

 As one study discussed, the partnerships that have been established through 

legislative acts (namely ISTEA and TEA-21) have been limited partnerships, 

emphasizing consultation and coordination, rather than collaboration and consensus 

building (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  While using Goldman and Deakin’s descriptive 

analysis of these partnerships, this research report will discuss each of the study region’s 

current partnership level, within the realm of non-motorized transportation, based on data 

research and interviews from key informants.  Furthermore, because the federal 

government does not require non-motorized transportation planning, as is the case with 

highway planning, it allows for an interesting and unique case study.  Likewise, some 

cities may be very progressive in their bicycle and pedestrian planning, but fail to 

influence their neighboring cities or the region as a whole.  This research will look at 
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each of these issues to understand more holistically how each region plans for bicycles 

and pedestrians. 

 Another study identified the State DOT as a key determinant of a successful 

MPO.  Moreover, how SDOTs relate to the MPO process largely determines MPOs 

success, however, developing more collaborative relationships between MPOs and 

SDOTs has been difficult (Wolf & Farquhar, 2005).  Wolf and Farquhar also discuss the 

MPOs lack of influence in getting regions to work toward achieving the goals of ISTEA 

and TEA-21.  As well, Wolf and Farquhar identify two factors that have allowed MPOs 

to play a more central regional role in the metropolitan area: (1) the prescribed planning 

processes and the planning criteria that MPOs are required to use, and (2) an MPOs 

growing technical and political capacities.  As will be discussed in the next chapter, the 

DOTs from both Colorado and Minnesota appear to work cooperatively with each MPO, 

today. 

 Recent MPO planning processes are not as institutionalized as the older 

approaches represented by state control of transportation, which emphasized highways, 

local preference for preserving their integrity and autonomy, and a regional pattern best 

characterized by the council of governments’ voluntary “confer and inform” model of 

cooperation rather than “cooperate and collaborate” (Wolf & Farquhar, 2005).  As a 

result, this creates timid MPO agendas and weakens the prospects for a robust regional 

agenda (Wolf & Farquhar, 2005).  MPOs have not developed substantial institutional 

autonomy, which results in an MPO’s degree of institutionalization as fragile (Wolf & 

Farquhar, 2005).  Though many MPOs fall into this description, neither of the MPOs in 
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this case study exemplify what Wolf and Farquhar describe, per se.  Regardless, this 

fragility of the MPO institutional framework and governance is an important factor when 

understanding the inter-relationships of MPOs, SDOTs, local governments and advocacy 

groups. 

 Aside from the literature on MPO institutional design and governance, there have 

been several articles and studies showing that building bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure is related to increasing amounts of users on bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure.   For example, in the article “Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Major 

U.S. Cities: If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them – Another Look”, higher 

levels of bicycle infrastructure are positively and significantly correlated with higher 

rates of bicycle commuting (Dill & Carr, 2003).  Furthermore, cities with higher levels of 

bicycle infrastructure (lanes and paths) also saw higher levels of bicycle commuting (Dill 

& Carr, 2003).  Therefore, information regarding miles of bicycle facilities will also be a 

factor in the analysis of the two regions. 

 Lastly, there are several articles that build a foundation for supporting the 

importance of non-motorized transportation due to its numerous associated benefits.  One 

of the most influential reports for providing overall background information on the topic 

of non-motorized transportation in the assistance of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

and vehicle miles traveled, as well as health-related benefits, has been the report titled 

“Active Transportation for America: The Case for Increased Federal Investment in 

Bicycling and Walking” by the Rails-to-Trails Conservancy.  This report discusses both 

the climate change argument as well as the health argument.  In their report they also 
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include several calculations that demonstrate the possible reductions in greenhouse gas 

emissions as attributable to increases in non-motorized transportation through increased 

investment in these transportation modes.  In their calculations, they suggest a decrease in 

greenhouse gas emissions between 3 to 8 percent (depending on the Modest Scenario or 

the Substantial Scenario).  If this conclusion is correct, then non-motorized transportation 

could play a much larger role in decreasing greenhouse gas emissions than it currently 

does.  Furthermore, many cities and regions have short-term climate change goals to 

decrease their greenhouse gas emissions by 5-10%.  This means that investing in non-

motorized transportation, which is usually cheaper, quicker and easier to implement than 

larger land use changes, could especially assist in these short-term climate change goals.  

The biggest challenge, though, is perhaps behavior change. 

 Another research report providing background data on biking and walking is the 

“Bicycling and Walking in the United States Benchmarking Report” by the Alliance for 

Biking and Walking, which ranks the 50 largest cities and the states on various bicycle 

and pedestrian benchmarks.  For instance, with regard to total levels of bicycling and 

walking, they listed Minneapolis as #6 and Denver as #14 (Alliance for Biking and 

Walking, 2010).  As well, with regard to per capita funding on bike/ped, Minneapolis was 

#2, and Denver was #16 (Alliance for Biking and Walking, 2010).  When looking at 

statewide cycling to work, however, Colorado ranks at #4 and Minnesota is #12 (Alliance 

for Biking and Walking, 2010).  These benchmarks, as well as others, will be further 

discussed in the following chapters on each region. 
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 Another critical piece of the discussion around bicycle and pedestrian planning is 

investment.  In this context, one research report in particular is especially insightful: “The 

Regional Response to Federal Funding for Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects” by Barbara 

McCann and Susan Handy from the University of California–Davis Sustainable 

Transportation Center.  This report not only describes the various types of federal funding 

available to regions for non-motorized transportation, but it also provides information on 

the fifty largest regions by the amount of funds awarded from 1992 to 2006.  McCann 

and Handy also published a shorter version of their research in the Winter 2011 edition of 

the Journal of the American Planning Association, which highlighted six regions 

(including Denver and Minneapolis). 

 As described in the report “The Regional Response to Federal Funding for 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects”, the complex planning structure established by federal 

policy means that funding decisions at the regional level depend not only on the MPO, 

but also on the state DOT and local governments (Handy & McCann, 2009).  Therefore, 

all three of these levels of government are important when conducting research on 

regional planning.  Moreover, the state can support bike/ped planning by providing 

funding for bike/ped infrastructure and technical support for bike/ped planning (Handy & 

McCann, 2009).  Likewise, local governments also heavily influence regional spending 

due to the nature of funding process at the MPO level, whereby local governments 

propose various projects for funding through the regional Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP) process. 



 22 

 As this chapter has shown, the emphasis of this exploratory research project is 

anchored in the various theories on MPOs and their relationships with state DOTs, local 

governments and advocacy groups.  Each of the theories will be interwoven into the 

discussion of each case study region.  For example, the five levels (consultation, 

coordination, cooperation, consensus-building, and collaboration), which were described 

by Goldman and Deakin, will be discussed in each case study in the following chapters.  

Likewise, Goetz, Dempsey and Larson’s eight factors of successful MPOs will also be 

highlighted in each case study.  Lastly, other supporting theories of mandated 

collaboration (such as that from Taylor and Schweitzer), the potential political 

insecurities of MPOs (as discussed by McDowell), and the voluntary COG layout of 

“inform and confer” (as discussed by Wolf and Farquhar) will also be discussed 

throughout the case studies. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 The methodology used to conduct this research report was a case study approach.  

The case study approach was chosen for this research project because it is the best 

approach to use to understand the issues of process and collaboration between state, 

regional and local entities.  The two case study regions studied were Denver, CO, and 

Minneapolis, MN.  These cases were chosen based on their histories of successful 

regional transportation planning and the inclusion of non-motorized modes into this 

planning process.  As well, the two cases demonstrate different approaches to regional 

planning.  In particular, the Denver example demonstrates how a more traditional 

voluntary approach to regional collaboration can work, whereas the Minneapolis 

approach to regional planning is more institutionalized through state statute. 

 Furthermore, part of the analysis of the two case studies will be to demonstrate 

how regional collaboration can occur differently in different places, while maintaining a 

successful planning and implementation process.  Likewise, because it is difficult to 

generalize lessons learned from a specific case study, the analysis will focus primarily on 

each location.  There will also be certain overarching themes that are true for both cases.   

 In the case studies, data was acquired in the following ways: interviews, state 

transportation plans, regional transportation plans, MPO Transportation Improvement 

Program (TIP), climate plans, comprehensive plans from the state, regional and local 

levels, as well as other supporting documents.  In this way, I will be able to verify that the 
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information acquired through the interviews matches the information acquired through 

the transportation plans and other supporting documents.  Interviewing was a primary 

method of data collection, since interviewing allowed for a deeper understanding of 

information as it was acquired.  Likewise, meeting minutes from key meetings were 

analyzed to gain additional background information on how the planning process 

occurred in the two case studies.    

 Based on my research focus, it was imperative that interviewees were composed 

of professionals at the state, regional and local government levels to understand how 

governmental relationships occurred between all groups.  Interviewees were identified 

based on researching the respective organization’s web sites.  Five interviews were 

conducted per case study location to understand how non-motorized transportation 

planning occurred, as well as how each level of government relates non-motorized 

transportation with climate change, especially greenhouse gas emissions.    

 The informants for each region were chosen based on the governmental 

organization with which they work (state, regional, and local government), and their 

relation to bicycle and pedestrian planning.  Therefore, informants were chosen at each 

level of government: state, regional, and local.  Furthermore, some informants were 

chosen based on their representation of advocacy groups and the overall grassroots 

perspectives.   

 The analysis of the interview data was done using HyperRESEARCH.  

HyperRESEARCH was used because this software enables the researcher to code 

important themes as they are arising and changing.  This software also enables the 
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researcher to easily obtain which themes are most common in each case study.  Even 

though the definition of the themes and codes of the research was performed by the 

researcher, this software assisted in this analysis.  For example, key codes that were 

applied to each interview were innovative, government coordination, transportation 

versus recreation, technology/data, and outreach/education/advocacy.  Each interview 

was coded with the above codes, then HyperRESEARCH was used to analyze the 

frequency of these codes, thereby allowing for key themes to emerge.  The following 

section will discuss these case studies in detail in relation to the literature highlighted in 

the previous chapter.
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Chapter 4: Denver Region Case Study 

 The case studies in this report cover the Denver region and the Minneapolis/St. 

Paul region.  Each region is analyzed based on their regional and local efforts with regard 

to bicycle and pedestrian planning and infrastructure.  This analysis includes the 

following: comprehensive plans, bicycle and pedestrian plans, climate plans, complete 

streets policies, bike-to-work day, the existence of bike programs like bike parking and 

bike-sharing, as well as the number of bicycle shops and advocacy groups.  The first 

seven factors, which are indicators of good bicycle and pedestrian planning, may be seen 

as examples of an effective and successful government in relation to non-motorized 

transportation.  These factors will be analyzed in relation to each level of government 

(state, regional, county, city).   

 Likewise, the regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), the short-term 

transportation funding plan for projects within each region will also be included in the 

analysis to gauge the region’s support to fund bicycling and walking.  The number of 

bicycle shops and bicycle and/or pedestrian advocacy groups are factors that are also 

analyzed in this research, and will be the indicator of bottom-up planning, or strong 

grassroots community-building.  The stronger that each of these levels is – government, 

advocacy and community – the more effective the planning and implementation is for 

bicycling and walking.  For each region, there will also be a discussion on the style of 

inter-governmental collaboration and the level of success each region has obtained. 
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 The first case study region is Denver, Colorado.  The Denver region is located 

along the Front Range in Colorado.  The metropolitan planning organization (MPO) is 

the Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG).  According to DRCOG, the 

region has a population of approximately 2.8 million and encompasses a territory of 

approximately 5,108 square miles, of which fourteen percent is urbanized (Denver 

Regional Council of Governments, 2010).  By 2030, the regional population is projected 

to exceed 3.8 million and employment is projected to exceed 2.3 million (Denver 

Regional Council of Governments, 2010).   

THE COLORADO STATE SYSTEM 

 At the state level, the Colorado State Department of Transportation (CDOT) has a 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program, but it does not have a bicycle or pedestrian plan; instead 

it has a bicycle and pedestrian manual, though this is more of a safety manual than a 

planning or policy document.  However, CDOT approved a “complete streets” policy last 

October, which has a procedural directive to create a statewide bicycle plan.  Therefore, it 

is only a matter of time before Colorado has a statewide bicycle plan.  The CDOT 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program unit has four staff, which works on Safe Routes to 

School, Colorado Historic & Scenic Byways (includes the “Bike the Byways” program), 

Transportation Demand Management and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

oversight, as well as overall policy development.   

 There is also no statewide bicycle or pedestrian committee, though one did exist 

years ago under a different governor (Interview C. , Colorado 1, 2011).  Since Colorado 
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does have a new governor, it is possible that his administration may appoint a bicycle 

committee or upon completion of the statewide bicycle plan, it may become evident that 

a statewide bicycle, or non-motorized transportation, committee is needed.  Colorado also 

has a statewide Climate Action Plan, though this plan has no concrete connections with 

bicycle and pedestrian transportation modes, though they are currently figuring out the 

relationship between climate change, greenhouse gas, and energy issues as they relate to 

planning (Interview C. , Colorado 1, 2011).  

 Overall, at the state level, Colorado heavily focuses on recreation activities with 

regard to bicycling.  This, in turn, trickles down into each level of government as well as 

through their emphases on including bicycling and walking in the current trails, parks and 

open spaces planning rather than incorporating bicycling and walking into transportation 

plans, which supports bicycling and walking as a transportation mode, rather than solely 

as a recreational activity.  Conversely, there is definitely a shifting of perspective at all 

levels of government in Colorado, especially at the local level, as several interviewees 

mentioned the need to integrate on-street and off-street networks better, as well as the 

need to push for bicycling as a transportation mode not just for recreation.  Moreover, in 

most of the cities, there is an emphasis on a comprehensive system of a variety of 

facilities, such as multi-use trails, sharrows, bike/bus lanes, dedicated bike lanes, as well 

as others.  The extensive off-street trail system certainly has given the Denver region a 

very extensive skeleton with which to expand to create a completely integrated system 

between Denver to Boulder and every place in between. 
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 CDOT also takes an innovative approach to the overall development or awareness 

of bicycle and pedestrian modes.  For example, within the Safe Routes to School 

program, they are working on changing the K-8 school curriculum slightly to include 

bicycle and pedestrian themes, such as incorporating travel formulas involving bicycling 

and walking in the mathematics curriculum (Interview C. , Colorado 1, 2011).  The idea 

is to incorporate bicycle and pedestrian awareness as children are learning.  Therefore, 

this approach strives to bring up a new generation who are aware of bicycling and 

walking as an integrated part of their life. 

 Another approach from CDOT is to alter the driver’s manuals and tests for the 

Department of Motor Vehicles to include bicycling and walking themes into the learning 

process.  The current driver’s manual does not discuss biking and walking and how 

motorists should interact with bicyclists and pedestrians.  Currently, CDOT is working 

with the DMV to update their manual to include specifics about safety and sharing the 

road with bicyclists and pedestrians (Interview C. , Colorado 1, 2011).  This project came 

out of a series of discussion forums that CDOT had with two communities that had high 

crash statistics between motorists and bicyclists.  These forums occurred over a period of 

several months, which allowed all road users to get together to discuss issues and develop 

concepts and projects for solutions, of which this project between CDOT and the DMV 

was one (Interview C. , Colorado 1, 2011). 



 30 

THE DENVER REGIONAL SYSTEM 

 At the regional level, DRCOG does not have a separate bicycle and/or pedestrian 

plan, but there is a “Pedestrian & Bicycle Element” within the 2035 Metro Vision 

Regional Transportation Plan.  There is also one transportation planner for bicycle and 

pedestrian planning, though this person is also responsible for the Transportation Demand 

Management program.  According to a recent article, the Denver region only spends 

$0.53 per person of federal dollars on bicycle and pedestrian programs (Handy & 

McCann, 2009).  However, the upcoming 2012-2017 Transportation Improvement 

Program has dedicated twenty percent of their projects to bicycle and pedestrian projects 

in the region (Interview C. , Colorado 2, 2011).  Though they do not have a goal 

percentage for funding bicycle and pedestrian projects per TIP process, the fact that 

twenty percent of the funds are going to bicycle and pedestrian projects displays the 

region’s current emphasis on funding and building a comprehensive bicycle and 

pedestrian system.  There is not a Safe Routes to School program at the regional level 

(DRCOG leaves that program to CDOT), though DRCOG is responsible for granting 

funds for that program within the region.  There is also a Complete Streets “initiative” 

within DRCOG, which will most likely become more developed as the state develops 

their goals and priorities around their new policy.  Furthermore, even though there is not 

a separate climate action plan at DRCOG, sustainability goals related to transportation 

are included in the Metro Vision 2035 RTP; however, few of these goals specifically call 

out increases in bicycle or pedestrian programs, infrastructure, or participation as part of 

the plan to help decrease greenhouse gas emissions. 
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 With regard to regional cooperation and collaboration, there is a voluntary Mile 

High Compact, which was initially signed in 2000.  Though the Mile High Compact does 

not specifically mention bicycling and walking, it is a mandate (to those communities 

who signed it) to complete comprehensive/master plans that are a coordinated effort with 

neighboring communities, and are consistent with the regional comprehensive plan 

(Denver Regional Council of Governments, 2000).  The majority of the cities, towns and 

counties in the DRCOG constituency have signed the Compact, which covers eighty-nine 

percent of the overall population within the DRCOG boundary.  There are two counties 

(Adams and Jefferson) and seven cities/towns (Central City, Columbine Valley, Dacono, 

Firestone, Foxfield, Larkspur and Mead), which have not signed the Compact.  These 

communities represent less than twenty thousand people.  However, it is difficult to 

discern if participation in the Compact directly affects bicycle and pedestrian planning at 

the local level.  One community in particular – Black Hawk – is part of the Mile High 

Compact, but recently passed a law making bicycling illegal within their town limits 

(more will be discussed on this topic later in this chapter).  Therefore, the Mile High 

Compact may be more relevant, currently, for other planning issues, such as highways or 

transit.  Likewise, the Mile High Compact may also be a response to the lack of requiring 

comprehensive planning at the state level in Colorado.  It appears that DRCOG sought to 

encourage coordinated comprehensive planning in the region, since comprehensive 

planning is not required by the state, as is the case in Minnesota, which will be discussed 

in the next chapter. 
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 Beyond the Mile High Compact, there is also the Metro Mayors Caucus.  It is 

interesting to note that some of the non-participating cities of the Mile High Compact do 

participate in the Metro Mayors Caucus.  It is unclear how non-participation in the 

Compact influences planning and decision-making in these cities.  Regardless, it is 

notable that 29% of Non-Compact cities do not have a comprehensive plan (compared 

with 17% of the Compact cities), and none of these Non-Compact cities have a bicycle or 

pedestrian plan.  Likewise, these cities do not have complete streets initiatives, “bike to 

work” day programs, nor have any bicycle programs, like bike sharing or bike parking.  

Conversely, it is difficult to discern if these cities lack these planning tools simply 

because they do not adhere to these issues, or if these communities are simply too small 

to have the ability to plan for a comprehensive bicycle system.  Moreover, these 

communities, on average, are further away from Denver and Boulder, the two leaders in 

the region for bicycle and pedestrian planning.  Therefore, proximity to the major 

population and transportation hubs may also play a role in the lack of comprehensive 

planning, and especially for bicycle and pedestrian planning. 

 Overall, for DRCOG, approximately twenty-five percent of the regional revenue 

sources for transportation improvements come from federal funds (Denver Regional 

Council of Governments, 2010).  The analysis of the federal funding for non-motorized 

transportation only included those projects labeled as “Bicycle and Pedestrian”.  There 

are numerous other projects that include some non-motorized infrastructure, but due to 

the difficulty in separating costs specific to non-motorized modes from the rest of the 

project, those projects were not included in the analysis.  As analysis of the TIPs has 
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demonstrated, almost all of the region’s funds for bicycle and pedestrian projects came 

from the Transportation Enhancements program.  Furthermore, as the table below 

demonstrates, DRCOG is diversifying their funding sources by including: Transportation 

Enhancements, STP-Metro, CMAQ, and Safe Routes to School funding for bicycle and 

pedestrian projects. 
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Table 1: DRCOG’s TIP Allocations (2003–2014) 

 

BOULDER 

 The communities in the Denver region, especially Boulder, have received several 

accolades on their bicycle and pedestrian planning achievements.  Boulder had a 2010 

population of 97,385, and grew slowly at only 2.9 percent (United States Census).  As 

well, Boulder boasts 300 miles of off-street and on-street bicycle infrastructure (City of 

Boulder).  Therefore, it is no surprise that Boulder has received much praise for their 

bicycle and pedestrian system. In fact, Boulder has attained the Platinum-level Bicycle 
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Friendly Community, the highest level possible, since 2004 (League of American 

Bicyclists, 2010).  The only other cities to have attained this level are Portland (OR) and 

Davis (CA), both of which are bicycle innovators in their own right.   

 Boulder has been shifting from an auto-dominated transportation system to a 

multi-modal system since the 1990s, and over time Boulder has been changing the 

definition of the problem by focusing on moving people, rather than on moving traffic 

(Interview C. , Colorado 4, 2011). Therefore, their focus is on moving all types of people 

to their destinations, rather than moving cars through as fast as possible.  Boulder 

participates in both a summer Bike/Walk to Work Month, which is in June in Colorado, 

as well as a winter Bike/Walk to Work Day in February (currently in its third year).  

Boulder uses various methods to incentivize biking during Bike to Work Month, such as 

the Business Challenge where teams from workplaces compete against each other for 

prizes, as well as a Bike/Walk Week Bingo where you get a stamp from businesses 

(grocery, coffee shop, etc) if you walk or bike there (Interview C. , Colorado 4, 2011).  

Once you get five stamps, you can enter to win prizes.   

 Boulder has several innovative ideas, of which a few are: bike share, bike corrals, 

“paint the pavement”, and bike/car traffic classes.  The bike share program in Boulder is 

mirrored after the program in Denver.  They are using B-cycle bicycles, while having a 

separate non-profit manage the program.  The bike share program will open this May 

2011 with 14-16 stations consisting of a total of 100-150 bicycles (Interview C. , 

Colorado 4, 2011).  By 2012, they plan to have 20 stations with 200 bikes total (Interview 

C. , Colorado 4, 2011).  One of the reasons why Boulder wanted a bike share program 
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was to help change the image of bicycling – to show that it is for everyone.  The bike 

share program, as has been witnessed in Denver, appeals to a wider audience and consists 

of people in regular street clothes rather than cyclist clothes.  This, they are hoping, will 

help to change people’s perceptions of biking and help to break down barriers between 

motorists and bicyclists.   

 The second innovative program that Boulder is using is called a ‘bike corral’.  

The bike corrals in Boulder hold 8-10 bike parking spots within one car parking spot.  

Currently, Boulder has two bike corrals, which opened in September 2010, on either side 

of the Pearl Street Pedestrian Mall (Interview C. , Colorado 4, 2011).  The City chose this 

location after doing several bike parking counts and learning that there was a need for 

more bike parking at this central location.   

 The third example of innovativeness from Boulder is the “paint the pavement” 

pilot project, where residents painted a mural on a section of a street in 2009.  The main 

reason for this pilot project was to do a project that helps to change people’s perceptions 

about what the road space is for – it is not just for cars, but rather it is for everyone 

(Interview C. , Colorado 4, 2011).  They want to get people thinking in new ways about 

the road and their surroundings.  This emphasis on behavior change and cultural shifting 

is seen throughout the City’s bicycle and pedestrian program. 

 Finally, the last example of innovativeness in Boulder relates to traffic violations.  

If someone gets a traffic citation involving a bike/car issue, then the person can take a 

traffic class to forgive the ticket.  That part of the equation is nothing new, but in 

Boulder’s case, the traffic class includes both bicyclists and motorists.  This, then, allows 
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the two groups of people to discuss issues and helps to bridge the gap between bicyclists 

and motorists. 

 Though Boulder may have been criticized in past articles for not being a leader of 

coordination with other nearby communities, they now work more closely with Boulder 

County as well as with other regional partners, such as the 36 Commuting Solutions 

project.  This project is managed by a transportation demand management organization, 

which is focused on creating a better Denver-Boulder Turnpike by installing HOV lanes, 

but also by linking the regional bike system along US 36.  This project has created a 

regional US 36 bike map, but more importantly it has helped to bring transportation 

planners, engineers and advocates together from these communities along US 36 to get to 

know each other and begin to discuss these issues comprehensively from more of a 

regional perspective.  Therefore, sometimes it takes a larger project to spark that interest 

for regional coordination. 

DENVER 

 Like Boulder, Denver is also a Bicycle Friendly Community, but it is at the Silver 

level (third level), and has achieved this since 2003 (League of American Bicyclists, 

2010).  Denver has a very strong off-street trail system, and a fairly well connected off-

street/on-street bicycle system, though they are hoping to increase their on-street 

facilities.  According to the City of Denver, which has a population of more than 

600,000, they have 76 miles of trails, 38 miles of bike lanes, 21 miles of sharrows, and 

almost 400 miles of signed bike routes (City and County of Denver).  The Parks and 
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Recreation Department manages the off-street trails and the Public Works Department 

manages the on-street bicycle facilities, though they both work together to create an 

integrated system.  There is a Policy and Planning Division within the Department of 

Public Works, of which there are seven planners who focus on multi-modal 

transportation encompassing bicycle, pedestrian, transit, parking, and the environment.  

The Denver Bicycle Program also has ambitious goals, such as: facilitate bicycling as a 

viable transportation choice, increase the amount of bicycle commuting to 10 percent by 

2018 (it was 1.8 percent in 2009), link major destinations with Denver neighborhoods, 

and provide access to healthful recreational activities (City and County of Denver).   

 Furthermore, Denver, like other forward-thinking cities, has started a bike share 

program.  Denver Bike Sharing together with B-cycle brought bike sharing to the Mile 

High City on April 22, 2010, Earth Day (Denver B-Cycle).  There are a variety of 

sponsors that have helped to make the bike-sharing program a reality, the biggest of 

which is Kaiser Permanente.  The health-related field is becoming a key partner for 

bicycle and pedestrian planning in cities across the U.S.  There are also other B-cycle 

Bike Sharing Programs across the U.S. in cities such as Chicago, Des Moines, and San 

Antonio.  B-cycle is a private company that supplies the bicycles for bike sharing 

programs. 

 Similar to the vision echoed by Boulder, Denver’s vision is to change the culture 

of transportation – from moving automobiles to moving people (Denver B-Cycle). 

Implementing bike sharing moves us toward this goal while reinforcing the innovative 

and environmentally focused way Denver and its leadership is working to reduce obesity, 
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lower carbon emissions, and provide affordable alternative transportation (Denver B-

Cycle). Bike sharing supports the City’s Strategic Transportation Plan and Greenprint, 

Denver’s Climate Action Plan (Denver B-Cycle). It has been integrated into a 

comprehensive, diverse, multi-modal accessible and active transportation system that 

supports walking, bikes, carpools, shared cars, and mass transit, including buses and light 

rail (Denver B-Cycle).   

 Denver also has a variety of advocacy and other support groups for bicycle and 

pedestrian activities.  There is the 25-member Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee, 

which takes on more of an advisory role with respect to giving feedback on projects and 

direction within the city.  There are also a number of advocacy groups that have a 

presence in Denver, such as Bicycle Colorado, Bike Denver, Denver Cruisers, New 

Belgium’s Tour de Fat, and several others.  The City tends to work most closely with 

Bike Denver, and even encourages all bicycle advocacy groups to work with the City 

through Bike Denver, so that the city has a centralized point of contact, rather than 

dozens (Interview C. , Colorado 3, 2011).  It is also interesting to note that the 2008 

Democratic National Convention has had a positive effect on bicycling in Denver, which 

has re-energized the Denver community around bicycling both from inside and outside of 

city government (Interview C. , Colorado 3, 2011). 

SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES 

 Beyond the two leaders in bicycle and pedestrian planning in the region, Boulder 

and Denver, there are four other communities that have been awarded as a Bicycle 
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Friendly Community with the Bronze level from the League of American Bicyclists: 

Arvada, Golden, Lakewood, and Longmont (League of American Bicyclists, 2010).  As 

well, the Town of Erie received an Honorable Mention in 2010 (League of American 

Bicyclists, 2010).   

 In particular, Arvada, which is located 12 miles north of Denver and 20 miles 

south of Boulder, has a total of 230 miles of off-street and on-street bicycle facilities.  As 

of the 2010 Census, Arvada has a population of 106,433, and because of its location as a 

first-tier suburb, it is largely a place where people live but work elsewhere in the region.  

There are several innovative examples of non-motorized transportation planning in 

Arvada.  Perhaps, the most innovative example is their recent TOD Bike/Ped Access 

Plan.  As part of their planning process for an upcoming commuter rail line, they began to 

see that a focus of the rail stations was for parking cars.  This got them thinking more 

about their multi-modal network, especially the bicycle and pedestrian networks.  Once 

they started looking at their bicycle and pedestrian network in relation to the future rail 

station sites, they realized that they wanted bicycle and pedestrian access to be a major 

focus of the TOD planning process (Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011). 

 Arvada also has complete streets built into all of their cross-sections for various 

types of streets.  They are moving toward a concept a “complete corridors” now.  This 

allows them to focus in one particular corridor, of which currently the focus is on 

Arvada’s “Main Street” which is Ralston Road (Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011).  It is 

the historic wagon route into the city, and is also one of the current gateways into Arvada. 
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 Arvada is also utilizing technology to gather and share data.  Recently CDOT had 

asked for proposals for site locations for bicycle and pedestrian infrared counters, and 

Arvada received two.  One of the locations is on the Ralston Creek Trail, which is a 

regional trail in the DRCOG plans as well as a major trail for the city, and the other 

location is on 72nd Avenue, which is a major east-west corridor with bike lanes in Arvada 

(Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011).  They are working to improve the 72nd Avenue 

corridor by removing gaps and enhancing it by extending it to Westminster, a nearby 

community (Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011).  These counters have allowed them to 

gather a wealth of ongoing information about these two routes for which gathering data 

was previously only done when they were applying for funds from DRCOG or CDOT.  

Beyond collecting data, Arvada is also working to provide digital data to any third party 

wishing it, especially to third party mapping groups, such as Google Maps, or locally to 

36 Commuting Solutions. 

 The most impressive part of Arvada’s story is their governmental and advocacy 

coordination efforts with DRCOG, CDOT, Jefferson County, the surrounding 

communities, especially Wheat Ridge and Westminster, as well as local advocacy groups 

like Bike JeffCo and Bike Arvada.  Building strong relationships and capacity among 

Arvada’s neighbors appears to be a very important component to their planning strategy.  

The City of Arvada seems to be very pro-active in planning issues in its surrounding 

communities.  For example, when Westminster was going through their master bicycle 

planning study, Arvada planners contacted the consultants, whom were happy to involve 

them, so that they could be included in the project (Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011).  
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This enabled Arvada planners to get more acquainted with the planning efforts in 

Westminster by attending their meetings, while also jointly discussing connectivity 

between the two systems.  The City of Arvada includes Bike JeffCo in its regular 

monthly meetings with CDOT, at which Bike JeffCo has a voice in the work that they do 

(Interview C. , Colorado 5, 2011).  Likewise, Bike Arvada is a very active advocacy 

group in the work that the city does, which is also involved in various city committees 

and other outreach efforts.  Overall, Arvada’s efforts to build these relationships among 

these regional partners enhances not just their city network, but enables the broader 

region to begin building upon these important relationships, which continue to support 

the idea of regionalism in the area. 

 When looking at the region as a whole, most of the bicycle and pedestrian 

planning and implementation have occurred at the local level (city, town), rather than at 

the county, regional or state level.  There are some examples of a lack of movement of 

these issues within some counties.  One example is that of Adams County.  In the 1996 

Adams County Transportation Plan, they mention that they will develop an off-street 

bicycle and pedestrian plan as part of the Adams County Open Space Plan.  However, 

there is no existence of a bicycle and/or pedestrian “plan” in the most recent Open Space 

Plan (1998).  There are only two pages in this 62-page document that discuss the regional 

trails, which do not have any goals, policies or objectives.  Likewise, in the 2004, 

comprehensive plan, there is a policy goal to “coordinate county, city, and regional trail 

systems through a comprehensive Adams County bicycle and pedestrian trail plan”, but 

that plan has yet to be developed.  However, it appears that the creation of a trail “map”, 
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including proposed trails, is considered a trail “plan”.  Perhaps, this lack of in-depth 

planning is more likely to occur from a governmental entity that has not signed the Mile 

High Compact. 

 There are also examples of what appears to be backlash against the bicycle 

community within the Denver region.  One example, which was briefly mentioned 

previously, is the town of Black Hawk, which is a very small mountain town, located 38 

miles west of Denver, and 37 miles southwest of Boulder.  Central City and Idaho 

Springs are nearby towns, and several casinos are located in this area.  In 2010, town 

leaders banned biking within the town and started enforcing this ban in June 2010 

(Bicycling Magazine Blogs, 2010).   

 According to a news article in the Huffington Post, the “council passed the 

ordinance after the town experienced a surge in traffic – buses, delivery trucks, and 

motorists – that followed a law that increased the maximum gambling betting limits from 

$5 to $100” (Huffington Post, 2010).  Michael Copp, the City Manager, said “there were 

no accidents that prompted the ordinance, just concern over conflicts between motor 

vehicles and bicycles on streets” (Huffington Post, 2010).  Three cyclists were given 

fines for biking in Black Hawk and went to court in late 2010 to try to fight the ban 

(Bicycle Colorado).  In response to the bike ban in Black Hawk, Andy Kerr, a Colorado 

House Representative and an avid bicyclist, introduced House Bill 1092, Open Roads 

Act.  The bill would have helped cyclists keep roads open to them, but the bill was 

defeated in the House Judiciary Committee with a vote of 6-4 on February 24, 2011 

(Bicycle Colorado, 2011).  
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 Another example of challenging the regional bicycle agenda is the lack of 

inclusion of the bicyclist voice within the public policy and planning discussion as seen 

in the Jefferson County Transportation Action and Advocacy Group (JEFFTAAG).  

JEFFTAAG’s vision statement is: tackling transportation challenges for sustainable 

solutions; and their mission statement is: a diverse group of state, regional and local 

entities, committed to identifying sustainable, multi-modal transportation needs for 21st 

Century Jefferson County, leading to legislative and funding solutions through the 

sharing of ideas and smart, forward-thinking discussions (Jefferson County 

Transportation Action and Advocacy Group).  JEFFTAAG is a policy group that actively 

participates in regional, state and federal policy matters related to transportation funding 

(Jefferson County Transportation Action and Advocacy Group).  It is a group largely 

composed of elected officials from towns and cities within Jefferson County, County 

Commissioners, as well as JEFFTAAG staff.   

 As seen in their meeting minutes from January 2011, JEFFTAAG is questioning 

whether or not they need, or want, to accept a bicycle advocate to the group.  It appears 

that JEFFTAAG wants to be composed of only government workers, and does not want 

to accept a bicycle advocate.  Part of this push-back not to accept a bicycle advocate 

could be a cultural one, seeing bicyclists as outside of their purview or simply by not 

sharing the same views of transportation.  Furthermore, JEFFTAAG allows the Jefferson 

Economic Council to be a member of the group, the only non-public entity on the board; 

therefore, not allowing the bicycle voice in the group seems dubious.  The existence of 

the Jefferson County “Trail Users Forum”, which is composed of bike representatives, 
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equestrian representatives, and hiking representatives, which only meets twice a year, 

does not suggest that the bicycle voice should not be part of the important discussions 

being had within JEFFTAAG.  This appears to be the rationale according to their meeting 

minutes.  Regardless of what JEFFTAAG decides, it is still progress that the community 

is actually pushing for this type of inclusion within the governmental system. 

CONCLUSIONS ON THE DENVER REGION  

 With regard to Goldman and Deakin’s study, which described five levels of MPO 

partnerships (consultation, coordination, cooperation, consensus-building, and 

collaboration), which found that consensus-building and collaboration on transportation 

plans and programs occurs among local government and the MPO.  Based on the data 

research and the interviews of the informants in the region, this appears to be true for 

DRCOG and the local governments in its constituency.  Likewise, because of DRCOG’s 

leadership and ability to forge a regional compact (Mile High Compact), it does not fall 

into the realm of weak influence or timid MPO agendas, as described by Wolf and 

Farquhar in their study.  Conversely, with specific focus on non-motorized transportation, 

the strongest collaborations appear to lie not necessarily within the MPO, but rather as a 

true collaboration between DRCOG, CDOT, local governments and advocacy groups, as 

is shown in the example of bicycle and pedestrian projects in Arvada.  Furthermore, Wolf 

and Farquhar stated that the State DOT and how they relate to the MPO is a key 

determinant of the successfulness of an MPO.  In this case study, CDOT and DRCOG 
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appear to have a collaborative relationship, and work together on policy development and 

projects across the region.   

 However, CDOT still maintains much of the technical expertise with regard to 

non-motorized transportation.  For example, the infrared counters are managed by and 

awarded to local governments through CDOT, not DRCOG.  Moreover, CDOT appears 

to have strong relationships with its local governments as well, which do not necessarily 

involve DRCOG.  Therefore, the SDOT and MPO relationship that Wolf and Farquhar 

describe as “inform and confer” versus “cooperate and collaborate” both may apply to the 

CDOT–DRCOG relationship depending on the program or project.  Though, overall, the 

CDOT–DRCOG relationship allows the MPO to have strong regional agendas and 

control over its constituents. 

 With regard to the eight criteria described by Goetz, Dempsey and Larson, 

DRCOG strongly portrays strong leadership, staff competence and credibility, regional 

ethos, streamlined, efficient process, and cooperative relationship with CDOT.  The 

criteria where DRCOG may be lacking, though my research is by no means conclusive, 

are: aggressive public involvement programs, land use and accountability.  DRCOG may 

be on the path to acquiring these characteristics, though this particular research did not 

demonstrate this.   

 Finally, the JEFFTAAG example is described in Goldman and Deakin’s study: 

because the participants in these advisory committees lack direct membership in the 

MPO’s board, their ability to influence funding decisions is unclear (Goldman & Deakin, 
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2000).  Even though their example was specific to an MPO, it can be broadened to any 

level of government, which in this case is at the county level. 

 Overall, the MPO in the Denver region, DRCOG, is highly capable of managing 

its own agendas, as displayed by their Mile High Compact, and is not a weak MPO over-

powered by its State DOT, CDOT.  Likewise, DRCOG does have close, collaborative 

relationships with its local governments.  However, it is less clear how closely it works 

with advocacy groups, though the nature of advocacy groups may be better served at the 

local level of government. 



 48 

 

Chapter 5: Minneapolis Region Case Study 

 The Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area is a thriving community of 2.8 

million people (Metropolitan Council, 2010).  Between 2000 and 2030, the Council 

forecasts the population will grow by nearly 1 million people, increasing to 3.7 million 

(Metropolitan Council, 2010).  Saint Paul is the capital of Minnesota and has a 2010 

population of 285,068 (United States Census).  Minneapolis is the largest city in 

Minnesota with a 2010 population of 382,578 (United States Census).  Together the cities 

of Saint Paul and Minneapolis are called the “Twin Cities” because they are located right 

next to each other.  Even though Saint Paul is the state capital, it appears that 

Minneapolis is more organized around their efforts of not only non-motorized 

transportation, but also with regard to climate change.  Minneapolis appears to have more 

reports, organized groups, and generally, are the first to put forth non-motorized efforts, 

such as Nice Ride (the bike sharing program), and their innovative bike parking program.  

Perhaps, part of this is due to Minneapolis’ larger size than Saint Paul, as well as being 

the home of the University of Minnesota’s main campus.  Unlike Colorado, which has 

several cities that have been recognized as Bicycle Friendly Communities by the League 

of American Bicyclists, Minnesota only has two: Minneapolis and Rochester.  The City 

of Edina, a suburb of Minneapolis, received an Honorable Mention in 2010. 
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MINNESOTA STATE SYSTEM 

 The Minnesota State Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) has had a State 

Bicycle Advisory Committee since the mid-1980s, which has advised the Commissioner 

of Transportation and other state officials on issues pertaining to bicycle transportation in 

Minnesota (State Nonmotorized Transportation Committee).  In 2008, the committee was 

put into statute and asked to advise on nonmotorized transportation modes (State 

Nonmotorized Transportation Committee). The committee then became the State 

Nonmotorized Transportation Committee (SNTC), which currently has 15 citizen 

members and 12 agency members and conducts 5 meetings per year (State Nonmotorized 

Transportation Committee). 

 There is also a Bicycle and Pedestrian Section within the Office of Transit of the 

Minnesota Department of Transportation.  There is one employee with the title “Bicycle 

and Pedestrian Coordinator”, and there are seven other planners who work in the Bicycle 

and Pedestrian Section as well.  The MnDOT web site offers a number of guidelines and 

reports for pedestrian and bicycle planning, such as the MnDOT Bicycle Modal Plan, and 

the MnDOT Bikeways Facility Design Manual.   

 The Minnesota State Legislature seems to be very progressive, or at least open to 

progressive ideas, and has been for several decades.  Recently, the State Legislature 

passed the Complete Streets bill, which was signed by Governor Pawlenty on May 15, 

2010.  In fact in 2009, it was at the request of the legislature that Mn/DOT State Aid lead 

a study of a potential “complete streets” policy and Metropolitan Council advised on this 

study (Metropolitan Council, 2010).  This new law defines “complete streets” as the 
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planning, scoping, design, implementation, operation, and maintenance of roads in order 

to reasonably address the safety and accessibility needs of users of all ages and abilities 

(Minnesota Statutes, 2010).  Furthermore, complete streets considers the needs of 

motorists, pedestrians, transit users and vehicles, bicyclists, and commercial and 

emergency vehicles moving along and across roads, intersections, and crossings in a 

manner that is sensitive to the local context and recognized that the needs vary in urban, 

suburban, and rural settings (Minnesota Statutes, 2010).  It is now the responsibility of 

the Bicycle and Pedestrian Section of MnDOT to actually create the policy framework, 

and they are currently wrestling with how to do that. 

Even before Minnesota’s new complete streets bill, several communities have 

been discussing complete streets and some even have their own policies.  According to 

the Minnesota Complete Streets Coalition web site, there are sixteen communities in 

Minnesota with formal complete streets policies or resolutions, of which some are: 

Hennepin County (in which Minneapolis is located), Saint Paul, North Saint Paul, and 

Bloomington (Minnesota Complete Streets Coalition).  Furthermore, in February 2009, 

the Hennepin County Board of Supervisors unanimously adopted the “Complete Streets” 

model, which ensures that all new area roads fully consider the needs of non-motorized 

travelers (Hennepin County).  Hennepin County was the first government entity to 

approve complete streets in Minnesota, followed by Saint Paul in March of 2009.  

Moreover, the Hennepin County Complete Streets policy was recently recognized as a 

“best practice” by the National Complete Streets Coalition (National Complete Streets 

Coalition, 2011). 



 51 

 

THE MINNEAPOLIS REGIONAL SYSTEM 

 The regional MPO, Metropolitan Council, is different from most MPOs since it is 

actually a true regional government entity, with governor-appointed district 

representatives, which covers the seven-county region.  The Metropolitan Council was 

established in 1967 by the Minnesota State Legislature to coordinate planning and 

development within the Twin Cities metropolitan area and to address issues that could 

not be adequately addressed with existing governmental arrangements (Metropolitan 

Council).  Moreover, additional legislative acts in 1974, 1976 and 1994 strengthened the 

Council's planning and policy roles, and merged the functions of three agencies (the 

Metropolitan Transit Commission, the Regional Transit Board and the Metropolitan 

Waste Control Commission) into one — the Metropolitan Council (Metropolitan 

Council).  The Metropolitan Council has 16 members who each represent a geographic 

district and one chair who serves at-large (Metropolitan Council).   

 Interestingly, the Citizens League, the Metropolitan Section of the League of 

Minnesota Municipalities, the League of Women Voters, and others, led the charge for 

the Council’s creation (Metropolitan Council).  They saw the need for some kind of 

regional body to deal with issues that transcended the boundaries of nearly 300 separate 

local units of government (Metropolitan Council).  Therefore, even in the early 

beginnings of the Met Council, a bottom-up approach to forming a regional government 

entity is evident in the Twin Cities region.  This bottom-up, or grassroots, approach to 
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government still encompasses the cultural environment at all levels of government in 

Minnesota, which will be highlighted in an example from Saint Paul later in this chapter.  

Moreover, the Metropolitan Council model, which is structured to provide strong citizen 

and interagency involvement in shaping the region’s transportation priorities, is an often-

cited example of an MPO that has strong multidimensional partnerships among agencies, 

NGOs, private organizations, and the interested public (Goldman & Deakin, 2000). 

 Along with an innovative government organization comes innovative ideas, such 

as tax-base sharing.  In 1971, six years after forming, the Met Council put into law the 

“Charles R. Weaver Metropolitan Revenue Distribution Act”, also know as “Fiscal 

Disparities” (Metropolitan Council).  The Twin Cities is well known for this unique 

program in which metro-area communities contribute 40 percent of the growth in their 

commercial-industrial (CI) property tax base since 1971 into a shared pool (Metropolitan 

Council). The shared tax base is then redistributed back to communities based on the 

city’s population and the market value of all property in the jurisdiction (Metropolitan 

Council).  The objective of the program is to promote more orderly regional 

development, reduce costly competition among communities for commercial and 

industrial development, and reduce disparities between communities that “have” and 

“have not” (Metropolitan Council).  In essence, the program enhances regional 

sustainability by supporting regional equity by reducing the financial disparities between 

neighboring communities, as well as supporting orderly regional development.   

 The Livable Communities Act is another example of innovative governing at the 

Met Council.  The Metropolitan Livable Communities Act was approved by the state 
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Legislature in 1995 and is implemented by the Council (Metropolitan Council).  The 

legislation provided Livable Communities grants, which the Council awards to local units 

of government, on a competitive basis, to: promote more affordable housing and housing 

choices, clean up polluted land for redevelopment and job growth, and create innovative 

models of connected development patterns that link housing, jobs and services, and 

maximize infrastructure and resources (Metropolitan Council).  To date, more than $160 

million have been awarded, leveraging billions in private and other public investment and 

helping communities to shape their future (Metropolitan Council).  Overall, the Livable 

Communities Act is an indicator that the Twin Cities region has been thinking about and 

planning with livability in mind since the 1990s. 

 Even with an innovative government entity, not everything comes easy.  One 

example of a struggle has been with light-rail transit.  Light-rail began being debated in 

the early 1980s, but it took another twenty years before it would become a reality for the 

Twin Cities.  It was the Hiawatha line that got the go-ahead as the region’s first light rail 

line (Metropolitan Council).  But in the early 1980s, when the Metropolitan Council 

conducted a feasibility study, it was University Avenue that held the most promise in 

terms of ridership potential (Metropolitan Council).  In 1985, however, the Legislature 

passed a law forbidding any further LRT activities “without express legislative 

authorization” (Metropolitan Council).   

 By the end of the 1990s, the Minnesota Legislature had approved $100 million in 

state funding needed to secure federal funds to build the Hiawatha line between 

Minneapolis and the Mall of America (Metropolitan Council).  The Hiawatha line has 
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been running since 2004 with higher than expected ridership, and they are currently in 

process of extending the current LRT system by connecting downtown Minneapolis with 

downtown Saint Paul through the Central Corridor LRT.  The LRT system is not the only 

passenger rail in the Twin Cities region.  There is also the Northstar commuter rail, which 

began operating in late 2009.  The existence of both of these transit efforts is another 

example that the Twin Cities region has a strong basis of livability in their planning 

processes, and also is supportive of a multi-modal future.   

 However, with regard to bicycle and pedestrian planning, the Met Council 

appears to be less innovative.  In fact, in the 2009 Annual Report, neither bicycle nor 

pedestrian planning or projects were mentioned – not even once.  It appears that the Met 

Council largely leaves these planning activities to local governments.  Within the Met 

Council, there is not a bicycle or pedestrian program, but there is a bicycle and pedestrian 

chapter within the Met Council’s regional transportation plan.  There is also a regional 

bikeways map, but no planning or policy document accompanying the map.  This is 

especially surprising given that there has been much emphasis on non-motorized 

transportation in Minneapolis and Saint Paul over the past few years through the FHWA 

Non-motorized Transportation Pilot Program, as well as many other local initiatives.   

 When speaking with professionals in the bicycle and pedestrian field in the 

region, it was mentioned that the Met Council was a very large governmental 

bureaucracy, which manages a large array of regional projects, not just transportation-

related.  There seemed to be an undertone that the structure of the Met Council was very 

convoluted and difficult to understand for outsiders, especially the general public.  
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However, Minnesota and the Met Council do put a large importance of planning in their 

communities by requiring communities to have a comprehensive plan.  The Met Council 

determines the basic information that community plans must cover, which must be done 

every 10 years and submitted to the Met Council for approval.  Likewise, if local 

governments want any federal funding for bicycle and/or pedestrian projects, they are 

required to include bicycle and pedestrian elements in their comprehensive plan. 

 As mentioned previously, the Twin Cities’ region contains only one city on the 

Bicycle Friendly Community list: Minneapolis (Silver since 2008), with Edina receiving 

an Honorable Mention in 2010 (League of American Bicyclists, 2010).  Moreover, 

Bicycling Magazine has name Minneapolis the number one bike city in America, much to 

the surprise of Portlanders (Bicycling Magazine, 2010).  Therefore, it appears that 

Minneapolis is the leader in the region with regard to bicycling.  Moreover, Minneapolis 

appears to have risen to this high status fairly quickly.  The Twin Cities region’s elevated 

status as a strong bicycling region may be highly correlated with their willingness to fund 

non-motorized projects.  An analysis of the most recent TIPs (see Table 2 below) shows 

that the region appointed more than $99 million dollars toward bicycle and pedestrian 

projects for the 2009-2012 TIP.  The following TIP (2010-2013) designated more than 

$81 million dollars toward bicycle and pedestrian projects, and the next TIP (2011-2014) 

designated more than $89 million dollars toward bicycle and pedestrian projects.  

Furthermore, between these three TIPs, the Twin Cities region averages 85% of their 

Transportation Enhancement funds going to bicycle and pedestrian projects. 
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Table 2: Met Council’s TIP Allocations (2007-2014) 

 

MINNEAPOLIS 

 According to the Minneapolis Public Works Department, the city is home to 10 

bike-friendly businesses, and has the most bicycle racks per capita (Minneapolis 

Department of Public Works, 2010).  As well, 8,000 Minneapolites commute by bicycle, 

which has doubled since 2000, and quadrupled since 1980 (Minneapolis Department of 

Public Works, 2010).  Moreover, bicycle counts have increased 132 percent at 4 bridge 

and trail locations between 2003 to 2009 (Minneapolis Department of Public Works, 
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2010).  As well, bicycle-automobile crashes have decreased by 20 percent from the 1990s 

to the 2000’s (Minneapolis Department of Public Works, 2010).  Minneapolis has 82 

miles of off-street bike paths and 43 miles of on-street bike lanes; the total has increased 

from 92 miles in 2001 to 125 in 2009 (Minneapolis Department of Public Works, 2010). 

 As mentioned earlier, Minneapolis is the largest city in the region and the state.  It 

has also been the leading city with regard to bicycle and pedestrian planning within the 

Twin Cities region.  Regardless, a lot of the work is being done in Minneapolis in relation 

to bicycles and pedestrians, which appears to be fairly recent.  For example, both the bike 

share program, Nice Ride, and bicycle boulevards began in 2010.  However, some of 

their other programs have been in existence for a few years longer, such as the bike 

parking program and the Bike/Walk Ambassadors. 

 Minneapolis has been further highlighted since it was selected as one of four 

communities to receive funding from the Federal Highway Administration as part of the 

Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program (NTPP).  SAFETEA-LU established the 

NTPP in August 2005. Over the span of four years, the legislation authorized $25 million 

for each of the NTPP's four pilot communities "to construct... a network of nonmotorized 

transportation infrastructure facilities, including sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian 

and bicycle trails, that connect directly with transit stations, schools, residences, 

businesses, recreation areas, and other community activity centers" (Federal Highway 

Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2009).  Even though $25 million 

sounds like a large amount of funding, it actually is not very large for a city of its size and 

its surrounding communities.  Furthermore, as witnessed in the analysis of the TIPs, the 
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NTPP funds seem to take the place of other funds, such that the NTPP program did not 

increase the total amount of funding to bicycle and pedestrian projects in the region; the 

total amount stayed the same or dropped slightly. 

 The four pilot communities in the NTPP are: Sheboygan County (WI), Columbia 

(MO), Marin County (CA), and Minneapolis area (MN).  The reason for choosing these 

areas is to represent different types of communities from the rural, small town, suburban 

bedroom community to the more urban community.  The City of Minneapolis is the most 

densely populated of the four pilot communities, with nearly 400,000 residents occupying 

55 square miles (SmartMobility).   The purpose of the NTPP as stated in Section 1807 is 

"to demonstrate the extent to which bicycling and walking can carry a significant part of 

the transportation load, and represent a major portion of the transportation solution, 

within selected communities" (Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of 

Transportation, 2009).   

 In Minneapolis, the administration and management of this program took on an 

innovative approach.  Rather than having a government entity, like the MPO or the City, 

manage this FHWA program, a local non-profit took the reins – Transit for Livable 

Communities (TLC).  TLC has administered the program since its inception under the 

brand Bike Walk Twin Cities (BWTC).  The federal funds for the program are funneled 

through the City of Minneapolis, but TLC determines who gets funding and for which 

projects – they can also push for more innovative forms of bicycle planning and 

infrastructure, such as the bicycle boulevard in Minneapolis.  In 2007, there were 18 on-

street operations projects and 6 on-street and off-street infrastructure projects as part of 
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this program (Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 

2009).  Six additional operations projects were awarded in 2008 in the categories of Bike 

Walk Streets (aka bicycle boulevards) and Livable Streets (Federal Highway 

Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2009).   

 In particular, projects for this program were selected based on the following 

criteria: mode shift potential, ability to meet the NTPP timeline, demonstrated 

community benefit, ability to address cultural and economic gaps, cost effectiveness, 

ability to foster community ownership, and incorporation of innovation and best practices 

(Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2009).  Moreover, 

design innovations and enhancements may include bike boxes, 4-to-3 lane conversions 

(or road diets), bicycle boulevards, median islands, leading pedestrian intervals, 

crosswalk sidewalk enhancements, green waves for pedestrians, and a possible cycle 

track (Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2009). 

 BWTC knows that good planning equals good projects, and better long-term 

results.  In 2007, one of the first things to get funding from NTPP were eight planning 

studies, focusing on both specific projects as well as more comprehensive plans (Rails-to-

Trails Conservancy, 2010).  This has been especially important for bicycle and pedestrian 

projects since one of my informants mentioned that the MPO does not fund the planning 

process to create plans, only projects (Minnesota 1, 2011).  However, in order to be able 

to select a number of projects for funding through the NTPP, some planning needed to be 

done in order to have a proper list of projects from which to pull. 
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 One of the studies was the Richfield Arterial Study, which resulted in a bike lane 

project to connect the city of Richfield with the city of Minneapolis — a corridor that 

does not currently have safe non-motorized access to the downtown (Rails-to-Trails 

Conservancy, 2010).  Another study funded was the Douglas Drive Corridor 

Enhancements Study, which initiated a significant plan for a highly traveled suburban 

road with destinations including a high school, major employers and connection to a 

major off-road bicycle and walking trail (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  The 

complex project involves multiple jurisdictions, acquisition of right-of-way for 

sidewalks, and watershed issues. The resulting project is a monumental 4–3 lane road diet 

that will retrofit an existing suburban corridor into a “complete street” to accommodate 

all users (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

 Three other studies funded through this initial push for bicycle and pedestrian 

planning were the Central Corridor Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Minneapolis Pedestrian 

Plan, and the Bike/Ped Connections to Transit Study.  The Central Corridor Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Plan assisted in determining where the best bicycle and pedestrian connections 

can be made along the anticipated light-rail line between downtown Minneapolis and 

downtown St. Paul (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  The Minneapolis Pedestrian 

Plan resulted in several BWTC-funded projects, including the Cedar Avenue/Washington 

Avenue project — a priority area due to the high rate of pedestrian crashes (Rails-to-

Trails Conservancy, 2010).  Finally, the Bike/Ped Connections to Transit Study assisted 

in identifying and prioritizing a list of infrastructure improvements that would improve 
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bicycle and pedestrian connections to transit (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

Communities will also use this study to fund numerous future projects. 

 Part of the NTPP in Minneapolis included a bike sharing program, employer and 

community-based bicycle stations, RFID tracking system for the new commuter benefit, 

bicycle parking, wayfinding projects, and free bike distribution programs (Federal 

Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, 2009).  As a result, a bike-

sharing program began in the summer of 2010 in Minneapolis, with up to 1,000 specially 

made bicycles available at 75 kiosks for users to retrieve with the swipe of a card (Rails-

to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  This program is being expanded to more locations across 

Minneapolis as well as bringing the bike-sharing program to Saint Paul beginning in May 

2011. 

 The Minneapolis program, Bike Walk Twin Cities (BWTC), has also invigorated 

a multi-jurisdictional effort to identify key network needs and systematically make 

improvements to regional and local corridors (SmartMobility).  Pilot funds resulted in the 

largest ever non-motorized data collection effort, multijurisdictional planning and design 

focused on best practices, and new innovative approaches to creating long-term change 

(SmartMobility).  Partnering with local organizations and jurisdictions, BWTC is 

conducting perhaps the largest-ever coordinated bicycle and pedestrian count effort, with 

more than 183 locations. On its own, BWTC has conducted counts at 41 locations 

annually since 2007 (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  A new north-south bikeway on 

the east side of Minneapolis will provide connections to many essential destinations 

(universities, hospitals, many neighborhoods) and to existing off-street bike paths 
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(Hiawatha LRT, Sabo Bridge, Midtown Greenway).  It also gives cyclists a way to 

extend trips on the Hiawatha LRT Trail farther south in the City. This new route is 

another key part of the growing network of on-street bike facilities in the pilot (Rails-to-

Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

 The Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program has not only worked to enhance 

bicycle planning and infrastructure, but pedestrian planning and infrastructure as well.  

BWTC provided funds for and galvanized the city of Minneapolis to develop its first-ever 

Pedestrian Master Plan, approved by the city council in October 2009 (Rails-to-Trails 

Conservancy, 2010).  The plan identifies potential pedestrian improvement projects, 

design guidelines and also focuses on the importance of creating a “culture of walking” 

(Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). The process also established the city’s first 

Pedestrian Advisory Committee, which serves to advise the mayor and city council on the 

area’s walking needs (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

 Whether it is the Nonmotorized Transportation Pilot Program, or the general 

increase in awareness of healthy living, bicycling and walking are gaining traction in the 

Twin Cities.  For example, in Minneapolis and Saint Paul, the 2008 Bike Walk Week 

experienced a 120 percent increase from the previous year, and 11 percent of participants 

said it was their first nonmotorized commute (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  

According to the National Household Travel Survey, Minneapolis is still the #2 city with 

regards to percentage of commuters traveling by bicycle (out of the 50 largest cities in 

America).  Likewise, Minneapolis has gone from having 1.98% of its commuters 
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traveling by bicycle, which increased to 3.86% in 2009 (National Household Travel 

Survey, 2010).   

 The University of Minnesota, whose main campus is in Minneapolis, is a focal 

point for integrated bike/walk projects and outreach.  With 51,000 students, 16,000 staff 

and faculty, and 15,000 daily visitors, this area represents an enormous hub of 

transportation demands.  The University is also a key player with the City of Minneapolis 

and Transit for Livable Communities.  A 4–3 lane conversion “road diet” on destination-

rich Riverside Avenue was completed as a BWTC/City of Minneapolis partnership 

(Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  Projects slated for completion in 2010 include a 4-3 

lane conversion for 10th Avenue SE, bike lanes along both 19th Avenue and 27th 

Avenue SE, and connection of the University Transitway bike/walk trail to other key 

facilities.  A bike station will be added near the campus, and a new RFID system — 

similar to technology used on “easy pass” or “smart tag” toll roads — will track 

commuter benefits for staff and faculty (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

 BWTC has funded numerous network connections that will create cross-city 

bikeways — Como Avenue, Bryant Avenue, 40th Street and Jefferson Avenue (Rails-to-

Trails Conservancy, 2010).  BWTC has also focused on funding significant trail 

connections.  Likewise, BWTC is funding an engineering project seamlessly connecting 

the off-street trail to new on-street bike lanes, closing a significant gap in the network and 

enabling safe access to the city from the south (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  This 

location averages about 300 combined users every two hours, with bicyclists accounting 

for most of the non- motorized traffic (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  It is 
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anticipated that both pedestrian and bicyclist activity will increase with a more defined 

access point to downtown from residential areas (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010). 

 A key innovative program of BWTC’s outreach efforts is the Bike Walk 

Ambassador Program, managed by the city of Minneapolis (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 

2010).  There are also Youth Ambassadors, which have created a strong partnership with 

the Safe Routes to School Program (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  BWTC’s 

outreach program also includes educational workshops for planners, engineers and policy 

makers with classes such as “Designing Streets for Pedestrian Safety” and “Designing 

Community Places: Bike/Walk Streets and Livable Streets”, which contribute to the 

technical capacity-building this initiative offers Minneapolis in the short and long-term 

(Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  Furthermore, when speaking with Transit for 

Livable Communities/Bike Walk Twin Cities about NTPP, the concept of enhancing and 

supporting capacity building for Minneapolis and the surrounding communities was very 

strong. 

 Technology also plays a role in BWTC’s program with a new, innovative tool 

called Cycloplan, which will expand the current, popular wiki-based online bicycle 

mapping system, which is called Cyclopath (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  

Cycloplan is a tool for planning staff in all area jurisdictions to update and coordinate 

their current and proposed bike trails and lanes.  Cycloplan will provide a platform for 

municipal and county planning, as well as public works and park departments to share 

bikeway facility and planning data, facilitate interactive engagement of the public for 

development of bikeway systems, and increase responsiveness to bicyclists’ concerns 
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within their jurisdiction (Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, 2010).  Met Council is currently 

working with the Cycloplan technology for planning purposes, which will be shared with 

MnDOT shortly.  The informants were very excited and supportive of this new 

technology platform for planning purposes, which is another example of the Twin Cities 

region’s openness to new ideas for utilizing technology for planning, as well as their 

overall desire to improve planning for non-motorized modes. 

SAINT PAUL 

 Saint Paul is the capital of Minnesota, as well as the county seat of Ramsey 

County, the smallest and most densely populated county in Minnesota.  Even though its 

next-door neighbor, Minneapolis, may overshadow them slightly, they are a strong 

bicycling city in their own right.  As mentioned earlier, as of the 2010 Census, Saint Paul 

has a population of 285,068.   

 For 2011, several exciting new projects are in the works that will appeal to 

bicyclists from all quarters: commuters, casual riders, school children, and competitive 

riders.  Moreover, according to the Saint Paul web site, they have more than 185 miles of 

off-street and on-street bicycle facilities, which include the Bruce Vento Trail and the 

Gateway Trail, which are part of an extensive, interconnected, metro-wide network of 

bike/pedestrian trails that provide a pollution-free mode of transportation and recreation 

(City of Saint Paul).  There are also regular events in Saint Paul related to bicycling, as 

well as other larger state events like the Minnesota Bike Festival.  Unlike Minneapolis, 
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the City of Saint Paul has not instituted citywide bicycle counts, but rather has left that 

duty to TLC and the Saint Paul Bicycle Coalition. 

 Saint Paul is currently accelerating their bicycle and pedestrian planning by 

recently hiring their first “Sustainable Transportation Planner”, who works very heavily 

on bicycle and pedestrian modes.  The planned bicycle facilities for 2011 are: Cherokee 

Trail, Fairview Avenue, Griggs Street, Jefferson Avenue, John Ireland Boulevard, 

Lexington Avenue, and Prior Avenue (City of Saint Paul).  Moreover, they have a variety 

of planning priorities for 2011 as well: Citywide Bicycle Plan, Complete Streets Plan, 

Harriet Island to South Saint Paul Trail, Johnson Parkway, and the Trillium Trail (City of 

Saint Paul).  Finally, their highlighted programs for 2011 are: Bicycle Rack Program 

(similar to Minneapolis’ 50/50 cost share program), Central Corridor Friendly Streets, 

Central Corridor Sidewalk Infill Program, Citywide Sidewalk Infill Program, and a Saint 

Paul Stops for Pedestrians Awareness and Education Campaign (City of Saint Paul).  

Moreover, the Nice Ride bike-sharing program will also be expanded to Saint Paul in 

May 2011.  Saint Paul is also working on a complete streets plan for which they received 

TIGER II grant money from the USDOT (Interview M. , Minnesota 2, 2011). 

 Saint Paul’s planning process is very grounded in public process; in fact, Saint 

Paul has a very strong neighborhood planning organization to their citywide planning 

system.  Moreover, process is so important to Saint Paul that the Planning and Economic 

Development Department is currently in the process of codifying a standard approach for 

all city departments to follow with regard to public process (Interview M. , Minnesota 2, 

2011).  Moreover, Saint Paul’s emphasis on transparency and inclusiveness has lead to a 



 67 

recent change within their planning commission to embark on a new type of planning 

commission committee, one that includes both planning commissioners and 

knowledgeable members of the public in one transportation committee (Interview M. , 

Minnesota 2, 2011).  The creation of this committee came about after years of having a 

separate bicycle advisory board and realizing that the current system was not allowing for 

an integrated conversation of different transportation modes, but rather was promulgating 

the divide between modes.  Thus a decision was made and the new committee was 

formed and has been meeting since mid-2010.  

 There are no formal coordination efforts among the various governments around 

Saint Paul, but they do often communicate on various issues when they or their neighbors 

are working on plans or projects.  Often this communication is in the form of asking for 

assistance or advice, rather than on regional collaboration per se.  However, larger 

projects like the NTPP and the Central Corridor Action Plan certainly require and do 

have ongoing coordination among multiple jurisdictions.   

SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES 

 The City of Edina, located in Hennepin County, is a first tier suburb located 

southwest of Minneapolis, with a population of less than 50,000.  They received an 

Honorable Mention from the League of American Bicyclists in 2010 as a Bicycle 

Friendly Community (League of American Bicyclists, 2010).  Edina has a Bicycle Master 

Plan and a Bike Edina Task Force.  Likewise, the Bike Edina organization, a local bicycle 

advocacy group, supports the planning and implementation process of the city’s bike plan 
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as well as helps the people of Edina integrate bicycling into their daily lives (Bike Edina).  

Likewise, according to the Bike Edina web site, the Edina city officials have been 

forward-thinking in their support for biking as a viable transportation option (Bike 

Edina). 

 The City of Bloomington, which is south of Minneapolis, is along the LRT line 

that connects with downtown Minneapolis.  Though they do not have a separate bicycle 

master plan, they do have an Alternative Transportation Plan, which was approved in 

2008.  The main themes in the Alternative Transportation Plan are bicycling and 

pedestrian planning, as well as connecting those non-motorized modes with transit (LRT 

and bus).  They also have a Bloomington Hiking and Trails Guide.  Likewise, planning 

for healthy communities is a highlight of their planning division, which received a Blue 

Cross/Blue Shield grant under their Active Community Planning grant program.  

Likewise, for over 10 years there has been a partnership among the cities of 

Bloomington, Edina, and Richfield, forming the Tri-City Partners, an initiative for 

promoting healthy youth and communities.  Therefore, regional partnerships are shown 

not only with the largest cities in the region, but also among smaller communities that 

may share similar problems, and hence similar solutions. 

 All of the counties within the Metropolitan Council’s region are required to have 

a comprehensive plan.  These plans are very extensive and most include the 

transportation plan as well as bicycle and pedestrian elements.  However, it should be 

noted that Hennepin is the most organized of the counties within the region, having the 
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most plans and programs in place.  Moreover, Hennepin is the only county to have a 

complete streets policy in place. 

 Similar to the City of Minneapolis, Hennepin County, which holds 20% of the 

state’s population as well as the City of Minneapolis, implements a number of innovative 

programs.  For example, they have a Bicycle Capital Improvement Program, which has 

two funding programs for bikeway improvements: Bicycle CIP Fund and the Bicycle 

GAP Fund.  The Bicycle CIP Fund was established in the early 1990's to assist 

communities with bicycle improvements based on a 50/50 cost share (Hennepin County).  

The Bicycle Transportation Plan, developed in 1995-96, provided additional guidance 

through the establishment of a regional county bicycle system toward which these funds 

were to apply (Hennepin County).  Twelve projects have been funded using this program 

to date, and about $650,000 has been contributed to these projects by Hennepin County 

(Hennepin County). 

 The other fund for bicycle projects is the GAP Fund, which was established in 

2002 in conjunction with the Bicycle System GAP Study.  The study was undertaken to 

place special focus on interconnecting various segments of bikeways where a short "gap" 

exists (Hennepin County). Three projects have been funded through this program with 

Hennepin County contributing about $140,000 to date (Hennepin County).  Furthermore, 

in 2009, Hennepin was the first county in Minnesota to approve a Complete Streets 

policy (Hennepin County). As part of its commitment to building a smart transportation 

system for the future, the board established a Complete Streets Task Force recently to 

oversee implementation of the 2009 policy (Hennepin County). 
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CONCLUSIONS ON THE MINNEAPOLIS REGION 

 The challenges between the State DOT and the MPO, as described by Wolf and 

Farquhar, are largely non-existent in the Minneapolis region case study.  They conclude 

that MPOs have not developed substantial institutional autonomy, which results in an 

MPO’s degree of institutionalization as fragile (Wolf & Farquhar, 2005).  Though this 

may be true for many MPOs, the Met Council is an autonomous organization.  Perhaps, 

this is due to the fact that the Met Council was formed by state statute in 1967, and was 

set up to be a regional government entity.  Moreover, the other challenge for MPOs, as 

Wolf and Farquhar discuss, with the “inform and confer” approach from the council of 

government, which creates timid MPO agendas, also does not apply to the Met Council.  

Because the Met Council is its own government entity with governor-appointed members 

from each jurisdiction, the Met Council (as an MPO) has a great deal of power and 

control over its own agenda.  However, as the interviews in this region have highlighted, 

the fact that the Met Council is such a large bureaucratic organization also poses its own 

challenges with regard to accessibility to the public. 

 The five levels of MPO partnerships (consultation, coordination, cooperation, 

consensus-building, and collaboration), as described by Goldman and Deakin, are varied 

with relationships at different levels of government.  As they stated in their study, these 

partnerships are classified in order of increasing levels of interaction, shared 

responsibility and role equality (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Through data research and 

interviews, it has become apparent that these levels of partnerships with the MPO vary 

between the State DOT, local governments and advocacy groups.  For instance, the Met 
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Council’s relationship with MnDOT appears to be collaborative, as witnessed in their 

interaction on the Cycloplan project, but the Met Council’s relationships with local 

governments, in relation to non-motorized transportation, appear to be less involved but 

still cooperative.  The key distinction here is “non-motorized transportation”. 

 As Goldman and Deakin also discussed in their study, having sanctioned 

advocacy groups limits the ability of the group members to consider their proposals in a 

broader regional context or to engage in tradeoffs among programs (Goldman & Deakin, 

2000).  Though this example is not at the MPO level, Saint Paul recently found a solution 

to this problem by creating a new transportation committee within their planning 

commission.  This new type of planning commission committee encompasses planning 

commissioners and knowledgeable people from the public to discuss all modes of 

transportation, rather than having separate committees for different modes of 

transportation, which is the previous method used.  They sought out this solution after 

realizing that the same issues had to be discussed numerous times with different groups, 

thereby wasting time and not being able to truly discuss tradeoffs effectively.    

 Lastly, a brief discussion will be had of the eight criteria outlined by Goetz, 

Dempsey and Larson with regard to MPO efficacy: (1) effective leadership, (2) MPO 

staff competence and credibility, (3) aggressive public involvement programs, (4) 

regional ethos, (5) streamlined, efficient process, (6) cooperative relationship with State 

DOT, (7) land use, and (8) accountability.  Out of the eight criteria, based on data 

research and interviews, the Met Council acquires almost all of the criteria.  The only two 

criteria that the Met Council could most improve upon are: aggressive public 
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involvement programs and a streamlined, efficient process.  Improvements upon these 

two criteria were chosen mostly based on comments regarding the difficulty of the public 

in obtaining information, as well as my own challenges in maneuvering the Met 

Council’s web site and in obtaining information.  The Met Council receives high marks 

on the other criteria because of their collaborative relationship with MnDOT, their strong 

leadership, the technical competence of their staff (especially in not relying on the DOT 

to manage all of the technical support), as well as their programs that assist in linking 

land use with transportation, such as the Livable Communities Act.  Overall, the 

Minneapolis region has been seriously thinking about and planning for non-motorized 

transportation for at least a decade. 
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Chapter 6: Regional Comparisons 

 The interviews from the Denver region and the Minneapolis region reveal that 

both regions have high amounts of government coordination, which includes advocacy 

groups, as well as innovative projects and programs.  For example, Saint Paul now has a 

new transportation committee in their planning commission, which involves both 

planning commissioners and members of the public.  This committee was formed after 

realizing that they needed to better integrate conversations about all users of the 

transportation system, and not just have, for example, the bicycle people talking to the 

bicycle people.   

 Overall, the Denver region has more cities on the Bicycle Friendly Community 

list than the Minneapolis region, which may indicate the Denver region’s long-term 

emphasis on trail planning, as well as recent improvements to the system through 

building connections between trails, as well as between off-street trails and on-street 

bicycle facilities, and building several bicycle and pedestrian bridges.  Below, Table 3 

shows the federal spending per capita for both regions. 

 

  

 

Table 3: Comparing Regions on Per Capita Spending (1990-2006)  
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 As the table above demonstrates, in the 1990s, both regions had very similar per 

capita federal spending amounts.  However, the data from the Handy and McCann article, 

which indicates spending from 1992 to 2006 for each region to be vastly different, $0.53 

and $1.30 for the Denver region and Minneapolis region respectively.  Therefore, this 

indicates that the federal spending per capita remained largely the same between the 

1990s through the 2000s for the Denver region.  Conversely, the Minneapolis region has 

greatly increased their per capita spending from the 1990s through the 2000s.  

Furthermore, by the breakdown of years (1990-1999 and 1992-2006) and differences in 

spending amounts ($0.45 and $1.30), it can be deduced that Minneapolis greatly 

increased its bicycle and pedestrian spending after 1999.  It is also important to note that 

these funding statistics represent pre-NTPP federal money.  Regardless, the NTPP funds 

seem to have largely taken the place of previous TE and other related funds.  From the 

analysis of the TIPs from the Minneapolis region, the MPO did not receive large amounts 

of federal funds for bicycle and pedestrian during the NTPP program, rather the NTPP 

funds seem to have replaced other funds.  

 

 

 
 

Table 4: Comparing Regions on Percent Commuting by Bicycle 
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 Likewise, as Table 4 above demonstrates, the City of Minneapolis has 

accomplished leaps and bounds above the City of Denver in terms of percent of the 

population commuting by bicycle.  However, the Denver region as a whole has a larger 

percentage of people commuting by bicycle than the Minneapolis region.  As mentioned 

earlier, the Denver region has more Bicycle Friendly Communities than the Minneapolis 

region, and this could account for the Denver region having a higher percent commuting 

by bicycle.  Furthermore, the Denver region contains the City of Boulder, a Platinum-

level Bicycle Friendly Community, which has more than 10% of its population 

commuting by bicycle.  Surely, this affects the region’s overall percentage.   

 In the Denver region, some of the most innovative ideas are coming out of 

Boulder.  As mentioned earlier, their bike sharing, bike corrals, and “paint the pavement” 

projects highlight their progressive and supportive attitude toward bicycling and walking.  

The innovativeness, though, really lies in the underlying thinking, which does not only 

look at the transportation system, but looks at behavior change and affecting social 

change through people’s perceptions of their environment – helping people to see that the 

road is not just a place for cars, but a place for bikes, buses, people and even art (i.e. 

“Paint the Pavement).  Perhaps because Boulder is a smaller city, and a very progressive 

college town, they are able to better influence and change the transportation system in 

these ways; however, there are other cities near Boulder that are also thinking similarly 

and affecting change in their respective cities.  Two examples are Louisville and Arvada.  

Louisville created park-like café seating in previously held parking spots (sort of like a 
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permanent PARKing Day installation), and Arvada created a TOD Bike/Ped Access Plan, 

rather than focusing only on accommodating the automobile. 

 The most surprising finding from the interviews in both regions was that the 

MPOs do not appear to be the leaders of innovation nor necessarily of regional 

coordination.  Perhaps this should not be surprising given the MPO’s primary role as a 

grantor of funds and gatherer of planning information from the cities and counties in its 

region.  Furthermore, given that both of these MPOs are very large MPOs (the 

Minneapolis MPO alone has more than 200 communities within its boundaries), it is 

perhaps challenging for these bureaucracies to instigate innovative reforms.  Conversely, 

both of these MPOs may be on the brink of slight shifts toward more bicycle and 

pedestrian planning as gathered through interviews.   

 The current planner within DRCOG is new and perhaps as they settle in to their 

role, they will expand the non-motorized planning efforts.  Likewise, the Met Council is 

starting to engage in more innovative tactics with regard to bicycle and pedestrian 

planning with their involvement in the Cycloplan project.  However, it should be noted 

that this project is directly realized from the Non-motorized Transportation Pilot 

Program.  This project is also highly dependent on the foresight and leadership of Transit 

for Livable Communities and the expertise of researchers at the University of Minnesota.   
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Table 5: Comparing State Systems 
 

 As Table 5 above shows, at the state level, Minnesota is stronger than Colorado 

with respect to bicycle and pedestrian planning.  Minnesota has twice as many bike/ped 

staff as that of Colorado, and Minnesota has a statewide bicycle plan, which Colorado 

does not yet have.  Likewise, Minnesota has a bike/ped committee called the Non-

motorized Transportation Committee, which Colorado also does not currently have.  Both 

states have climate plans and both states similarly address bike/ped issues with climate 

change, though this is very loosely related.  Furthermore, Minnesota appears to discuss 

their bike trails and routes both in terms of recreation and transportation, whereas 

Colorado is heavily focused on recreation (though this may be changing as bicycling 

becomes more popular and viable as a transportation mode throughout the Denver region 

and statewide).  The changes in the Denver region could certainly affect the state system. 
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Table 6: Comparing Regional Systems 

  

 As Table 6 above shows, at the regional level, the MPO types differ in both 

regions.  In the Twin Cities region, the MPO is the Metropolitan Council, which is a state 

mandated, governor-appointed regional council.  It is a true regional government system, 

similar to Metro in the Portland region.  Conversely, the Denver Regional Council of 

Governments is the traditional MPO/COG system.  However, having a centralized, 

institutional bureaucracy like the Met Council may not be the best organization to instill 

change with regard to bicycling, but the Met Council does appear to be more progressive 
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than it’s Coloradan counterpart.  If the Met Council can put forth certain pro-bike/walk 

transportation policies that their communities need to follow, then they would have a 

stronger influence on local planning. 

 As shown in the figure above, both regions have a bike/ped chapter or element, 

both of which are within larger transportation planning documents.  Both also have 

bike/ped staff, though neither MPO has a dedicated staff person to work only on bike/ped 

issues.  Neither MPO has a dedicated bike/ped committee, but both include bike/ped 

issues in existing transportation committees.  Both regions are similar in all other factors, 

but it should be noted that the Met Council does appear to be more active in local 

planning, mapping and counting of bicycle and pedestrian modes.  This may be due to the 

fact that the bike/ped staff person at the Met Council has been in that position for five 

years, whereas the Denver counterpart has only recently begun in that role. 
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Table 7: Comparing Local Systems 

  

 As Table 7 demonstrates above, differences between the two regions are also 

identified at the local level. Because the state and Met Council have institutionalized 

planning at all levels, comprehensive plans are required at the local level, which the Met 
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Council receives and approves.  Likewise, if any community wishes to receive federal 

funds through the Met Council for bicycle and pedestrian modes, they have to include it 

in their comprehensive plan.  Because of this institutionalization of planning in 

Minnesota, the local governments might do more planning than some of their 

counterparts in Colorado.  However, Colorado communities appear to be very effective in 

their non-motorized transportation planning even without federal funds through the MPO.  

This is partly witnessed through the much lower per capita funding for non-motorized 

transportation from DRCOG, as compared to the Met Council’s much higher per capita 

non-motorized transportation funding. 

 The local communities of both the Minneapolis and Denver regions, enjoy a 

wealth of bicycle advocacy groups.  With regard to the actual number of miles of bike 

trails, lanes and routes, both Denver and Boulder have more than Minneapolis and Saint 

Paul.  However, if these actual numbers were compared on a per capita basis (rather than 

actual total numbers), then Minneapolis has more miles per capita than Denver.  Boulder, 

on the other hand, clearly is a platinum-level Bicycle Friendly Community for several 

reasons, one of which is simply due to the amount of bicycle infrastructure miles they 

have per square mile, or per capita.  Bike sharing exists in two cities in both regions – 

Minneapolis and Saint Paul, as well as Denver and Boulder.  Likewise, local 

communities in both regions are beginning to create complete streets policies and climate 

plans.  Furthermore, local communities in both regions are using similar technologies, 

such as GIS, infrared counters, loop counters, and online mapping, in their bicycle and 

pedestrian planning. 
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 This chapter has compared these two regions by their state system, regional 

system and local system.  Both state and local governments in both regions have much 

more bike/ped institutional structure than the regional MPOs.  Part of this lack could be 

due to the changing roles and responsibilities of the MPOs themselves with respect to 

federal transportation bills.  Prior to 1991, most MPOs did not fund much non-motorized 

transportation.  Conversely, because the Met Council in the Minneapolis region has 

existed as its own entity, and has such a strong organizational structure, it should be 

much more organized around non-motorized transportation than it currently is.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 

 This report has attempted to describe the planning processes of the Denver region 

and the Minneapolis region in relation to bicycle and pedestrian planning.  The research 

process itself was very exploratory in nature, seeking to understand not only the 

institutional planning processes and the actual plans, projects and programs existing in 

each region, but also the relationships that enhance, or the lack of relationships that may 

hinder, planning for non-motorized transportation on a regional scale.   

FINDINGS AND LESSONS LEARNED 

 As has been stated previously, embarking on a research project that focuses on 

non-motorized transportation planning at the regional scale, which is not mandated by the 

federal government, allows for an interesting project.  MPOs have been largely left to 

their own devices to decide how to manage planning and funding of non-motorized 

transportation.  Likewise, due to the changes in scope for funding from the federal 

government in recent decades, which supports increased funding for non-motorized 

transportation, it is enlightening to understand how different regions work together to 

create plans and projects for non-motorized transportation.  Furthermore, the 

interrelationships between the State DOT, MPO, local governments, and other groups, 

further demonstrate a region’s capacity and commitment toward non-motorized 

transportation.  From the analysis of the interview data, there are three themes that arose: 
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government coordination, innovation, and advocacy.  There is also a minor theme that 

arose: transportation versus recreation for bicycling. 

 The theme of government coordination really lies in the realization that the MPOs 

were not the leaders of regional coordination of bicycle and pedestrian planning.  In both 

regions, the larger regional bicycle and pedestrian coordination efforts lied within defined 

projects, rather than an institutionalized planning process.  Because the MPO funding 

structure is tied to projects, rather than planning, this perhaps explains this bias.  

However, a large-scale regional project also allows planners and other professionals to 

work and collaborate around a specific project, which is more tangible than simply a 

“visionary” planning process.  Examples of these coordinated efforts are the Non-

motorized Transportation Pilot Program for the Minneapolis region and 36 Commuting 

Solutions for the Denver Region.  Even though planners at all levels of governments in 

both regions regularly share information with each other when doing planning projects, it 

appears that these larger region-wide projects and programs are really the impetus to 

region-wide bicycle and pedestrian planning coordination.  If, however, a region needs a 

large-scale project in order to bring the region together to plan for non-motorized 

transportation, then how do these projects come about?  As the NTPP and the 36 

Commuting Solutions examples portray, it lies with a group of dedicated individuals, 

often resulting from a strong advocacy group(s). 

 The second theme is innovation.  There were no interview questions regarding 

innovation, but after each informant described their planning process, certain projects and 

programs were later coded as “innovative” by the researcher.  For example, a project or 
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program was coded as innovative if they were on the forefront of utilizing new 

technology, such as Cyclopath/Cycloplan in Minneapolis.  However, being innovative 

did not simply equate to using technology, as Boulder is a good example of this.  Boulder 

was deemed highly innovative simply on their willingness to try “out-of-the-box” 

planning projects, such as “paint the pavement”, as well as their overall attitude and 

emphasis on supporting social change and behavior change around transportation and 

livability. 

 Finally, the third theme was advocacy.  Strong local advocacy groups and strong 

leadership at any level of government appeared to be a key factor in determining whether 

bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs exist and how strong those bicycle and 

pedestrian planning programs were.  In particular, advocacy groups like Transit for 

Livable Communities in Minneapolis, which has an elevated role in bicycle and 

pedestrian planning in the region today through the NTPP, appear to be critical in 

pushing for an extensive, connected system, as well as pushing the envelope in terms of 

the variety of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.  A clear example of this is the bicycle 

boulevards that were completed in Minneapolis in 2010.  Had TLC not pushed for this 

form of bicycle infrastructure, it is uncertain it would have happened.   

 Furthermore, the existence of dozens and dozens of bicycle groups in both 

regions, lays claim to the popularity of bicycling for recreation and as a viable 

transportation mode.  As well, almost every interviewee at the local government level, 

expressed the point that bicycling and pedestrian issues should arise from the community 

itself rather than planners, per se.  This sentiment was strongest in the Denver region, but 



 86 

was also true for the Minneapolis region.  They adamantly expressed that the community 

should be pushing for changes in the system.  This, then, implies that local governments 

really rely on the public and advocacy groups to push for change and reforms in the 

transportation system. 

 The minor theme that arose through interviews was the changing attitude of 

bicycling from solely as a recreational activity to a viable transportation mode for work, 

school and errands.  As there were not any specific questions inquiring about recreation 

versus transportation with regard to bicycling and walking, it remains especially 

important that this theme arose organically in more than half of the interviews in each 

region.  Likewise, this theme is ubiquitous across the country as there has been such a 

great deal of information supporting bicycling and walking as a viable transportation 

mode for commuting, running errands, and the like, at the federal government, academia, 

as well as numerous national and local advocacy groups. 

CONCLUSION 
 
 As the introduction to this report discussed, transportation is essential to our daily 

lives, and how we choose to move from Point A to Point B has implications on our lives 

both health-wise and environmentally.  Though non-motorized transportation planning 

has been on the sidelines of transportation planning in decades past, today it is having a 

larger role in the overall transportation system as witnessed by the federal government’s 

willingness to increase its funding sources. Likewise, as gas prices continue to soar, 
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many Americans are looking toward other modes of transportation than their single-

occupancy vehicle.   

 This research report has described the federal transportation bills since 1991 to 

explain the changes for the MPOs as well as the new sources of funding available for 

non-motorized transportation.  This report has also given an overview of key MPO 

theories with regard to MPO structure, governance and collaboration.  Moreover, this 

report has walked through each region (Denver and Minneapolis), and described the 

planning processes at each level of government (state, MPO, and local) with respect to 

non-motorized transportation to elucidate the various arguments from the key MPO 

theories.   

 In the Denver region, it was clear that the MPO had a collaborative relationship 

(as defined by Goldman and Deakin) with its local governments through the 

transportation planning and program process.  Likewise, because the MPO has a strong 

leadership and has had the ability to forge a voluntary regional compact, though the Mile 

High Compact, DRCOG does not fall into the realm of a weak or timid MPO, which was 

described by Wolf and Farquhar.  However, with respect to non-motorized transportation, 

it appears that the instigators of the collaborations do not lie within the MPO, per se, but 

rather within the local governments or advocacy groups.   

 Wolf and Farquhar also suggest that the State DOT is a key determinant in the 

success of an MPO, and this research report shows that CDOT and DRCOG have a 

collaborative relationship.  Furthermore, as Goetz, Dempsey and Larson described eight 

criteria for successful MPOs, DRCOG acquired almost all of them.  Though my research 
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is by no means conclusive, it appears that DRCOG could improve upon their public 

involvement programs, land use and accountability.  Overall, the MPO in the Denver 

region is highly capable of managing its own agendas, is not a weak MPO overpowered 

by its SDOT, and has close, collaborative relationships with its surrounding governments. 

 In the Minneapolis region, similar to the MPO in the Denver region, the 

Metropolitan Council neither is not a weak MPO overpowered by its SDOT, nor has a 

fragile institutionalization, as is described by Wolf and Farquhar.  The Metropolitan 

Council in the Minneapolis region is a regional government system set up by state statute, 

and is a strong, autonomous organization.  The MPO partnerships, as described by 

Goldman and Deakin, vary with each level of government.  For example, with reference 

to non-motorized transportation, the relationship between the Met Council and MnDOT 

appears to be collaborative, but the relationships with the local governments appears to be 

less involved but still cooperative.  Lastly, the Met Council appears to contain almost all 

of the eight criteria, as described by Goetz, Dempsey and Larson.  With specific 

reference to non-motorized transportation, the criteria where the Met Council could 

improve upon are: aggressive public involvement programs and a streamlined, efficient 

process.  These two criteria were chosen based upon interview data that suggested 

challenges in these areas. 

 This research demonstrates that the theories on MPO internal structure, 

governance, and relationships help to describe regional planning and relationships, but 

does not capture the whole story.  Regions are complex areas of research.  Though the 

theories by Goldman and Deakin, which describe five levels of MPO partnerships 
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(consultation, coordination, cooperation, consensus-building, and collaboration) have 

been integral to this research study and have helped to describe the MPOs in this research 

in these terms, there is still a lack of understanding on how the local community and 

advocacy groups interact with different levels of government and thereby affect planning.  

It was not my initial intent to focus on advocacy groups or the community, but it has 

become apparent that these groups certainly do affect planning at all scales (local, 

regional, state, national). 

 While working through this research project, it has become evident that more 

research focused specifically on how advocacy groups affect the planning processes at all 

levels of government needs to be done.  Likewise, more research specific to non-

motorized transportation at all levels of government should be done every few years in 

order to keep up with changing policies and/or funding allocations at the federal level, 

but also to stay astride current public views of non-motorized transportation.  The U.S. is 

in the midst of changing personal and cultural norms about transportation and climate 

change, and research needs to keep up with these changing attitudes. 
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