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TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM

The nation's growth and the need to meet mobility,
environmental, and energy objectives place demands on public
transit systems. Current systems, some of which are old and in
need of upgrading, must expand service area, increase service
frequency, and improve efficiency to serve these demands.
Research is necessary to solve operating problems, to adapt
appropriate new technologies from other industries, and to
introduce innovations into the transit industry The Transit
Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) serves as one of the
principal means by which the transit industry can develop
innovative near-term solutions to meet demands placed on it

The need for TCRP was originally identified in TRB Special
Report 213--Research for Public Transit New Directions,
published in 1987 and based on a study sponsored by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) A report by the American Public
Transit Association (APTA), Transportation 2000, also
recognized the need for local, problem-solving research TCRP,
modeled after the longstanding and successful National
Cooperative Highway Research Program, undertakes research
and other technical activities in response to the needs of transit
service providers. The scope of TCRP includes a variety of
transit research fields including planning, service configuration,
equipment, facilities, operations, human resources, maintenance,
policy, and administrative practices.

TCRP was established under FTA sponsorship in July 1992
Proposed by the U S Department of Transportation, TCRP was
authorized as part of the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) On May 13, 1992, a
memorandum agreement outlining TCRP operating procedures
was executed by the three cooperating organizations: FTA, the
National Academy of Sciences, acting through the
Transportation Research Board (TRB), and the Transit
Development Corporation, Inc. (TDC), a nonprofit educational
and research organization established by APTA TDC is
responsible for forming the independent governing board,
designated as the TCRP Oversight and Project Selection (TOPS)
Committee

Research problem statements for TCRP are solicited
periodically but may be submitted to TRB by anyone at anytime
It is the responsibility of the TOPS Committee to formulate the
research program by identifying the highest priority projects As
part of the evaluation, the TOPS Committee defines funding
levels and expected products.

Once selected, each project is assigned to an expert panel,
appointed by the Transportation Research Board The panels
prepare project statements (requests for proposals), select
contractors, and provide technical guidance and counsel
throughout the life of the project The process for developing
research problem statements and selecting research agencies has
been used by TRB in managing cooperative research programs
since 1962. As in other TRB activities, TCRP project panels
serve voluntarily without compensation

Because research cannot have the desired impact if products
fail to reach the intended audience, special emphasisis placed on
disseminating TCRP results to the intended end-users of the
research: transit agencies, service providers, and suppliers. TRB
provides a series of research reports, syntheses of transit practice,
and other supporting material developed by TCRP research
APTA will arrange for workshops, training aids, field visits, and
other activities to ensure that results are implemented by urban
and rura transit industry practitioners

The TCRP provides a forum where transit agencies can
cooperatively address common operational problems TCRP
results support and complement other ongoing transit research
and training programs
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PREFACE

FOREWORD

A vast storehouse of information exists on many subjects of concern to the transit industry. This information
has resulted from research and from the successful application of solutions to problems by individuals or
organizations. There is a continuing need to provide a systematic means for compiling this information and
making it available to the entire transit community in a usable format. The Transit Cooperative Research
Program includes a synthesis series designed to search for and synthesize useful knowledge from al available
sources and to prepare documented reports on current practices in subject areas of concern to the transit
industry.

This synthesis series reports on various practices, making specific recommendations where appropriate
but without the detailed directions usualy found in handbooks or design manuals. Nonetheless, these
documents can serve similar purposes, for each is a compendium of the best knowledge available on
measures found to be successful in resolving specific problems. The extent to which these reports are useful
will be tempered by the user's knowledge and experience in the particular problem area.

This synthesis will be of interest to transit agency managers, bicyclists, and other personnel interested in the
subject of integrating bicycles and transit operations, including the issues of safety, equipment procurement,
scheduling, and interjurisdictional cooperation. Information on bicycle-on-bus, bicycle-on-rail, and bicycle-
on-ferry programsis included.

Administrators, engineers, and researchers are continually faced with issues on which there is much
information, either in the form of reports or in terms of undocumented experience and practice.
Unfortunately, this information often is scattered and or not readily available in the literature, and, as a
consequence, in seeking solutions, full information on what has been learned about a problem frequently is
not assembled. Costly research findings may go unused, valuable experience may be overlooked, and full
consideration may not be given to the available methods of solving or aleviating the problem. In an effort to
correct this situation, the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) Synthesis Project, carried out by the
Transportation Research Board as the research agency, has the objective of reporting on common transit
issues and synthesizing available information. The synthesis reports from this endeavor constitute a TCRP
publication series in which various forms of relevant information are assembled into single, concise
documents pertaining to a specific issue or closely related problem.

Intermodal transportation, spurred by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 and
other factors, has resulted in an increased number of transit agencies attempting to serve the bicycling
community in addition to their traditiona patrons. Transit agencies have worked with bicycle interest groups
to provide accommodations, including parking facilities and on-vehicle storage, to enhance the compatibility
of such dual-mode travel. While many agencies have only limited experience with bicycle-transit interaction,
others have demonstrated effective methods for initiating and sustaining such efforts. This report of the
Transportation Research Board (TRB) describes the characteristics of various bicycle-transit programs,
including operation, equipment, and other issues for bus, rail, and ferry applications. It includes experiences
from various transit agencies in the United States that are successfully integrating bicycles into their
operations, as well as information derived from the literature on the subject.

To develop this synthesis in a comprehensive manner and to ensure inclusion of significant knowledge,
available information was assembled from numerous sources, including



a large number of public transportation agencies. A topic panel of experts in the subject area was
established to guide the researchers in organizing and evauating the collected data, and to review the fina
synthesisreport.

This synthesis is an immediately useful document that records practices that were acceptable within
the limitations of the knowledge available at the time of its preparation. As the processes of advancement
continue, new knowledge can be expected to be added to that now on hand.



CONTENTS
1 SUMMARY

3 CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION
Significance of Bicycle-Transit Integration, 3
Synthesis Organization, 3
Policy and Operations Issues, 5
Program Origins and Goals, 6
Service, Equipment, and Facility Components, 6

8 CHAPTER TWO CENTRAL THEMES FOR BICYCLE-TRANSIT INTEGRATION
The Setting, 8
Management of Bicycle-Transit Programs, 10

13 CHAPTER THREE BICYCLE-BUS PROGRAMS
Transport Practices, 13
Procedures and Regulations, 15
Rural Applications, 17
Training, 18
Selection and Procurement of Equipment, 19
Operating Experience, 22

24 CHAPTER FOUR BICYCLE-RAIL PROGRAMS
Transport Practices, 24
Procedures and Regulations, 25
Bicycles on Intercity Rail, 27
Training, 27
Operating Experience, 27

28 CHAPTER FIVE BICYCLE-FERRY PROGRAMS
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District, 28
Washington State Ferries, 28
Staten Idand Ferry, 28

29 CHAPTER SIX BICYCLE PARKING AND ACCESS PROGRAMS
Parking Practices, 29
Fees and Leases, 29
Selection and Procurement of Equipment, 30
Administrative Options, 31
Facilities to Improve Bicycle Access to Transit Service, 31

33 CHAPTER SEVEN CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDED RESEARCH
Conclusions, 33
Recommendations for Further Research, 34

35 REFERENCES
36 APPENDIX A TELEPHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE
41 APPENDIX B TRANSIT AGENCY BICYCLE PROGRAMS

44 APPENDIX C  SAMPLE PROMOTIONAL BROCHURES FOR BICY CLE PROGRAMS

54 APPENDIX D  BICYCLE PERMITS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS
58 APPENDIX E ~ SOURCES FOR BICYCLE PARKING INFORMATION



COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAMS STAFF

ROBERT J. REILLY, Director, Cooperative Research Programs

STEPHEN J. ANDRLE, Manager, Transit Cooperative Research Program

TRANSIT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM SYNTHESIS STAFF
ROBERT E. SKINNER, Director for Sudies and Information Services

SALLY D. LIFF, Manager, Synthesis Studies
DONNA L. VLASAK, Senior Program Officer
LINDA S. MASON, Editor

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

John T. Dooalittle, Jr., Doolittle and Associates, and Ellen
Kret Porter, Seattle, Washington were responsible for
collection of the data and preparation of the report.

Valuable assistance in the preparation of this synthesis
was provided by the Topic Panel, consisting of John Fegan,
Bicycle Program Manager, Federa Highway Administration;
William Feldman, Section Chief, New Jersey Department of
Transportation; Franz K. Gimmler, Deputy Associate
Administrator for Safety, Office of Technical Assistance,
Federa Transit Administration; Joshua D. Lehman, Program
Coordinator, Massachusetts Department of Transportation;
Robert Lewis, Development and Transit Analyst, Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority; Mike Nevarez, Project
Manager, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department; Robert
Patten, Transportation Policy Assistant, Rails-to-Trails
Conservancy;  Richard Pain, Transportation Safety
Coordinator, Transportation Research Board; Rick Gerhart,
Director,

Planning and Scheduling, Tri-County Metropolitan District
of Oregon; and Fred L. Williams, Program Analyst, Division
of Industry Anadysis, Office of Policy, Federa Transit
Administration.

The Principal Investigators responsible for the conduct
of the synthesis were Sally D. Liff, Manager, Synthesis
Studies, and Donna L. Vlasak, Senior Program Officer. This
synthesiswas edited by Linda S. Mason.

Vauable assistance was provided by Trudy Tolliver,
Planner 111, Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District
of Oregon; Michad E. Williams, University of Washington;
Scott A. Sabol, Program Officer, Nationa Cooperative
Highway Research Program, Transportation Research Board;
and W. Campbell Graeub and Gwen Chisholm-Smith,
Senior Program Officers, Transit Cooperative Research
Program, Transportation Research Board.

Information on current practice was provided by many
transit agencies. Their cooperation and assistance were most
helpful.



SUMMARY

INTEGRATION OF BICYCLES
AND TRANSIT

Communities across America seeking to reduce reliance on single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel are
looking for ways to redlize the full potential of integrating bicycle and transit methods of travel. The benefits
of bicycle-transit travel in comparison with automobile travel are readily recognized: lower air pollutant
emissions, reduced highway congestion, lower capita costs for park-and-ride facilities, and improved
neighborhood environments. There are additional benefits gained from merging bicycles with transit which
each mode alone cannot provide: transit enables the bicyclist to take longer trips; bicycle access enlarges
transit's catchment areg; transit enables the bicyclist to pass over or through topographical barriers; and
bicyclists can increase transit ridership during surplus capacity periods such as weekends and midday. Many
transit agencies have recognized the potential of integrating the two modes and are operating a variety of
services that include bicycles in or on the exterior of buses, bicycles in passenger rail cars, bicycle storage
facilities and access improvements. In the near future, many more communities and their transit agencies will
be exploring ways to merge bicycles with transit services and facilities. Advances in equipment design, the
activism of bicycle constituencies, broad-based political support, and the growing awareness of the genera
public and transit agency personnel are contributing to the expansion of integrated bicycle-transit services.

The emphasis of this synthesis is on implementation on North American transit systems. It addresses the
wide range of policy and operational decisions needed in order to provide bicycle-transit services. It identifies
those program characteristics which are least disruptive to norma transit operations yet effectively extend
transit services to bicyclists who are also transit riders.

Information from more than 20 transit agencies, supplemented by site visits and a review of the
literature was used to compile this synthesis. The agencies represent urban bus, urban rail, commuter rail,
rural bus, and ferry systems.

Europe and Japan offer much relevant experience from which American communities could benefit.
Bicycle use is promoted through comprehensive improvements to transit station access, bicycle parking
facilities at commuter train and bus terminals, provisions for the transport of bicycles on trains, and
innovative bicycle rental programs.

Clearly defined program objectives enable a transit agency to define operating policies consistent with
its expectations. Typical goals include providing an dternative to the SOV, extending the catchment area of
transit services, helping meet air quality standards, and reducing auto trips and parking needs at park-and-ride
lots and rail stations.

A transit agency's setting has a large effect on a program's success. Service area



characteristics such as development density, transit passenger load factors, the public's overal interest in and
support for bicycle transportation, land use, topography, and air quality influence the interest and demand for
bicycle-transit integration.

Accommodeations for bicycles on transit and at transit facilities have been made in a number of ways.
Options include carrying bicycles on racks mounted to the exterior of a bus or van; carrying bicyclesinside a
transit vehicle; providing parking equipment at transit locations; and constructing access improvements.
Much current activity involves the installation of front-mounted racks on buses. Designs are continually
evolving and to date no single rack has been standardized. The first transit agencies to begin carrying bicycles
on racks often designed specifications and had alocal metal shop fabricate the racks. Today, the marketplace
has recognized the potential demand for equipment and several commercial vendors are manufacturing
proprietary designs, several of which are compatible with automatic bus washing operations.

Design considerations focus primarily on four performance characteristics: safety for the bicycle-transit
traveler, fellow passengers, bicycles, and buses; ease of use, to encourage travel and to alow for schedule
adherence; capacity of the rack; and compatibility with existing equipment and servicing procedures such as
bus washing.

Operating procedures and regulations should be responsive to community interests and needs. Whether a
program includes bicycles on or in transit vehicles or bicycle parking facilities, guidelines are needed to
address fees and permits, hours of permitted travel or use, bicycle size and condition, loading and unloading
procedures, storage instructions, and safety precautions such as training requirements.

Providing bicycle parking at transit facilities enables bicyclists to make a convenient intermodal transfer.
Within the bicycle community, three classes of bicycle storage are used: Class | for high-security protection
of bicycles and accessories against theft and weather, Class 11 for racks that secure the bicycle frame and both
wheels, and Class I11 for racks that require user-supplied fastening devices, e.g., cables or U-locks.

The development and operation of bicycle-transit programs requires the involvement of many transit
agency departments, including planning, marketing, engineering, security, operations, and maintenance.
Because each department assumes its functional responsibilities for the new service, transit agencies have not
found a need to hire additional staff.

Marketing plays an important role in the introduction of any new product or service. Market research, a
comprehensive promotional plan, and program evaluation are major elements of any bicycle-transit program.
Coordination of transit agency promotional activities with those of bicycle clubs and advocacy groups and
local governments offers wide exposure and can generate additional interest.

Before implementing programs for transporting bicycles in or on vehicles, transit agency managers have
been especialy concerned about possible impacts on safety, operations, and vehicle servicing. To date, the
safety record has been very good in terms of both personal safety and that of transit property and bicycles.
Vehicle operator concerns about schedule delays have not been redlized. For bus systems in which not al
buses are outfitted with racks, vehicle route assignment is somewhat complicated but this problem disappears
once an operating base or system is fully equipped.

The information collected for this synthesis also indicates areas for further research. Evaluations of
operating programs would provide useful information about ridership, and customer characteristics, as well
as feedback on what users and other passengers like and dislike about the program. Studies of savings in
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and advantages for air quality would help substantiate potential benefits.
Effective approaches for enlisting multi-jurisdictional cooperation and actions would facilitate much-needed
access improvements to transit facilities. American experimentation with European methods for transporting
bicycles on commuter and intercity rail service would provide precedents for the expansion of such services.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

SIGNIFICANCE OF BICYCLE-TRANSIT
INTEGRATION

Over the past decade, bicycles have gained recognition as a
credible form of transportation for commuting as well as recreation.
Many states, regions, and municipalities have bicycle coordinators on
staff to further develop and promote bicycle transportation. Non-
motorized transportation modes are now an element of the federally
mandated regional transportation planning process. Merging bicycle
transport with transit services further enhances the potential of both
modes of travel. Congress recognized the potential of transportation
linkages and providing non-motorized travel options in the passage
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA). ISTEA encourages a multi-modal approach to
transportation planning in which non-motorized choices for making
the same trip are evaluated for their true economic costs and benefits.
ISTEA aso encourages an intermodal approach in which one or
more modes of travel are linked together in such a way that the
traveler considers a journey to be one trip rather than severa
disiointed segments. Furthermore, by lowering the barriers to flexible
funding of transportation improvements, new sources of financing
are available to bicycle-transit integration projects and programs.

Many North American transit agencies have gained experience
with successful approaches to bicycle-transit integration. They carry
bicycles inside or on the exterior of buses, transport bicycles in
passenger rail cars, provide bhicycle storage facilities and have made
some station and transit center access improvements. Communities
interested in observing additional bicycle-transit linkage techniques
can look abroad. While transit service in the United States has
developed automobile park-and-ride lots to serve growing suburban
areas, Japanese and European services have invested heavily in
bicycle-and-ride improvements, including bicycle lanes and paths to
transit stations, secure and convenient bicycle parking facilities,
provisions for the transport of bicycles on trains, and innovative
bicycle rental programs (1). A Federa Highway Administration
(FHWA) report (1) states that in American suburbs and smaller cities
more than half of access trips to transit are made by automobile and
that for both long and short trips, the automobile is the predominant
mode of travel Europeans and Japanese walk and bicycle to many
more short-distance destinations than Americans as a result of
differences in land use, and urban design, provision of facilities that
safely accommodate bicycles and pedestrians For longer trips, both
within and between metropolitan areas, their rail systems continue to
retain a significant share of the market. North American communities
can benefit from the experiences and innovations tested in bicycle-
friendly countries.

The purpose of this synthesis is to describe techniques
associated with the policy and operations issues involved in
integrating bicycle and transit services, and solutions that have been
implemented in various operating environments across the country.
Experiences in other countries are also referenced in order to provide
a broader view of the state of the practicee Some problems
encountered

by North American transit operators have been resolved in other
countries. The information in this report will be useful to transit
officials considering accommodating bicycles on their systems as
well as to those considering refinements or expansions to existing
programs.

SYNTHESISORGANIZATION

This report is organized into seven chapters describing the state
of the practice for bicycle-transit integration. Chapter One describes
what policy and operations issues are involved in designing and
implementing a program, how existing programs began and what
goals have been established. It ends with a list of the equipment and
facilities in operation in the United States. Chapter Two discusses
how a transit agency's setting influences program design and what
management approaches have been used. Chapters Three, Four, and
Five cover bicycle-bus, bicycle-rail, and bicycle-ferry operations.
Each of these chapters covers equipment and facilities, procedures
and regulations, the selection and procurement process, and operating
experiences. Bicycle parking and access improvements are described
in Chapter Six. The synthesis concludes with a chapter containing a
process overview, conclusions, and recommended research.

The primary source of information has been transit operators
currently using some form of bicycle program. Transit operators
provided reports, customer brochures, training manuals and tapes,
and internal documents such as standard operating procedures. They
aso responded to alengthy telephone interview, the questionnaire for
which is reproduced in Appendix A. A summary of the topics
covered in the survey is presented in Table One.

TABLE ONE
SURVEY TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION

1 Respondent information
2. Description of program components
Bicycle-bus
Bicycle-rail
Bicycle parking equipment and facilities
Accessimprovements
3 Program status
4 Program origins
5. Bicycle transit program goals and objectives
6. Specid situations affecting the program
7. Program structure and staffing
8 Planning requirements
9. Consideration in equipment selection and facility planning
10.  Equipment purchasing procedures
11. Marketing activities supporting the program
12.  Impacts on agency operations
13.  Impacts on vehicle and facility servicing and maintenance
14.  Financia reguirements
15. Level of use
16. Administrative and legal issues
17. Recommendations




TABLETWO

TRANSIT AGENCY SURVEY RESPONDENTS

AGENCY LOCATION PROGRAM
COMPONENTS
Ann Arbor Transportation Authority Ann Arbor, Michigan Bicycle Parking
Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)  San Francisco Bay Area Bicycle on Rall
Bicycle Parking
Capital Metropolitan Transit Authority Austin, Texas Bicycle Parking
(Capital Metro)
Central Contra Costa Transit Authority Concord and Walnut Creek, Bicyclein Bus
(CCCTA) Cdifornia
City of Phoenix Transit Phoenix, Arizona Bicycle on Bus
System Bicycle Parking
Clallam Transit System Clallam County, Olympic Bicyclein and on Bus
(The Bus) Peninsula, Washington State Bicycle Parking
Golden Gate Bridge, San Francisco Bay Area Bicyclein Bus
Highway and Bicycle on Ferry
Transportation District (Golden Gate Transit)
LINK Chelan and Douglas Counties, Bicycle on Bus
Washington Bicycle Parking
Los Angeles County Los Angeles County Bicycle on Bus

Metropolitan Transportation Authority

(MTA)

Municipality of
Metropolitan Seattle (METRO)

Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA)

Pierce Transit Public
Transportation Benefit

Area (Pierce Transit)
Roaring Fork Transit Agency
Sacramento Regional

Transit District (RTD)

San Diego Transit

Southeastern Pennsylvania

Transportation Authority (SEPTA)

New York City Department

of Transportation, Staten Island Ferry

Sun Tran

Tri-County Metropolitan
Transportation District of
Oregon (Tri-Met)

Washington Metropolitan

AreaTransit Authority (WMATA)

Washington State Ferries

Seattle and King County,
Washington
New York City

Tacomaand Pierce County,
Washington

Aspen, Colorado

Sacramento, California

San Diego, California

Philadel phia, Pennsylvania

New York City

Tucson, Arizona

Portland, Oregon

Washington, D.C.

Puget Sound Region,
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Interviews were held during 1993 and 1994. Often, more than one
individual was contacted to obtain the different perspectives of those
responsible for marketing, maintenance, and operations. The 21
transit agencies represent a broad spectrum of sizes and modes. The
transit systems differ in stage of implementation, duration of
operations, and type of bicycle program. Table Two lists the transit
systems, the region served, and the type of program in operation.

Site visits were made to four systems representing several
modes and approaches. The purpose of these visits was to obtain
detailed plans, observe the programs in action, and gather updated
information. The four site visits were to Tri-County Metropolitan
Transportation District of Oregon (Tri-Met) in Portland; Roaring
Fork Transit Agency in Aspen, Colorado; City of Phoenix Public
Transit; and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority.

Additional information was obtained from national bicycle
advocacy organizations and a review of recent articles and reports on
the subject of bicycles and transit and from equipment vendors who
supplied drawings, specifications, and cost information on some of
the equipment options available in the marketplace.

POLICY AND OPERATIONSISSUES

Advocates of policies for accommodating bicycles and their
riders on transit systems suggest that such programs at best provide a
means of increasing transit ridership and at least provide another
travel option and thereby help achieve various environmental, energy
conservation and traffic mitigation benefits of transit Additional
benefits include improved community relations and expansion of the
constituency which supports public transit.

Transit managers who have rejected or discouraged various
proposals to accommodate bicycles on transit systems argue that
such programs creste negative impacts on operating speed,
reliability, safety, security, maintainability, and costs that are
disproportionate to the benefits of such programs. These dire
expectations have not been confirmed by actua operating
experiences.

Each of the groups affected by a bicycle-transit program has its
own perspective and brings its own set of expectations and concerns
to the planning process. For transit users, potential schedule delays
caused by handling bicycles may be the most important issue. For
transit agencies, the critical issues may be the effect of bus-mounted
racks during bus servicing and washing or safety during late-hour
operations. For cyclist/transit users, hours of access to the system and
regulations for use may be the most important issues. Program
characteristics that can be integrated into normal operations while
providing safe, flexible, and the most reasonable accommodations to
bicycles and their users based on the experience of transit systems
with established programs are identified in this synthesis.

Transit agencies considering implementation of a program to
accommodate bicycles on their transit systems must deal with a wide
range of policy issues. These issues can generally be divided into
three types: whether and how accommodating bicycles helps achieve
the agency's overall operating objectives; what the mechanics of such
a program are, and how they are established; and how to determine
whether the program is achieving its contribution to the policy
objectives it was designed to support.

The decision-making process leading to the establishment of
such programs usually deals with a combination of interactive
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policy and operational issues. The impetus for consideration of such
programs often comes from a source outside of transit management,
such as a bicycle interest group or an "outside" planning group. The
initiatives often come to transit board members from community
members and bicycle advocates, and occasionally from transit
agency planners. This situation can result in a decision-making
process in which proponents may tend to exaggerate the benefits of
such programs, and opponents overemphasize the difficulties of
establishing and managing such programs.

The policy objectives of accommodating bicycles on transit are
based broadly on increasing transit use by people who use bicycles
for other parts of their journey and encouraging other travelers to use
bicycles and transit in lieu of their automobiles. Advocates generally
frame their proposals in the context of meeting community
transportation objectives; implementing ISTEA, the Clean Air Act,
the Americans with Dis