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Strength of Barriers to Biking to Work/School Roadway Design Preferences by Percentage of Respondents who would Feel Comfortable
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particular insight into how they differ when bicycling by oneself versus with children. due to insufficient information. 0 20% A0 0% 30 100%
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This SUrvey was conducted in the fall of 2016 for the MiChigan Department of Demographic Characteristics of Survey Participants and Michigan Residents LI m Itatl ons
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modeled after the NCHRP 08-102: Bicyclist Facility Preferences and Effects on Increasing gﬁ';':gg::ﬂ';‘;cs Cyclists Cyclists Cyclists Cyclists . Michigan? Least | do not have a bike/Dort know how t This study’s sample was mostly White/Caucasian, so care should be taken when extending
Bicycle Trips survey where feasible, and was distributed online and on paper in English g Mdeable™ o these conclusions to other races and ethnicities. Also, as with all surveys, there may be
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Percentage of respondents selecting the factor

Kruskal Wallis significant (p < 0.07) Future research examining how bicycling comfort changes after separated facilities have

" Total includes five respondents unable to be classified in the cyclist typology. B Frequent cyclist (n=116) Occasional cyclist (n=83) Rare cyclist (n=93) || Never cyclist (n=54) been inSta”ed and Used WI” help Clarify their impact on the WiIIingneSS to biCyCle and

2 American Community Survey 2011-2016, Five Year Estimates.

* Data for Michigan is based on the number of children in a household under age 18, not age 16. Note: Respondents could select up to three factors %= < 0.05,* = p< 0.07, and *** = p < 0,001 their potential to help address perceived safety as a barrier to bicycling.




