FINAL
Summary Notes
CALIFORNIA BICYCLE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
February 7, 2012 10:00AM to 3:00PM
Veterans Affairs Building, Room 513, 5th Floor
1227 O Street, Sacramento, CA  95814
Members Present:  (Includes teleconference attendees)
Alan Wachtel, CBAC Chair – California Association of Bicycling Organizations (CABO)
Jim Baross - San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
Brian Alconcel – Caltrans
John Cinatl – Retired Caltrans
Sean Co – Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Jennifer Dolan-Wyant – Alta Planning
Alan Forkosh – California Association of Bicycling Organizations
Daniel Klinker – CSAC
Scott Loso – CHP
Emily Mraovich – Caltrans
Michelle Mowery – Los Angeles City Department of Transportation
Roxann Namazi – City of Davis Public Works
Charles Nelson – Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition
Maggie O’Mara – Caltrans, Division of Design
Nicholas Don Paladino – Fresno Cycling Club
Kevin Pokrajac – Caltrans, Local Assistance
Matt Ramsey – California Highway Patrol
Chad Riding – Caltrans, District 3
Marie Schelling – California Highway Patrol
Cindy Parka – Bike Bakersfield

Members  Absent:
Marie Haddad - California State Automobile Association
Victoria Custodio – California Department of Public Health 
Hamid Bahadori – Automobile Club of Southern California
Others Present: (includes Teleconference attendees, but is not an exhaustive list:
Jennifer Dolan-Wyant – Alta Planning
Deborah Lynch – Caltrans, Bicycle Facilities Coordinator, Interim Executive Secretary
Michelle DeRobertis - Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Robert Shanteau – Consulting Traffic Engineer
Allen Thompson - SCAGG
Ty Polastri – Lake Tahoe Bicycle Coalition
David Takemoto-Weerts – UC Davis
Chris Ratekin – Caltrans Complete Streets
Dale Benson – D07
Beth Thomas – D04
Allan Crawford – City of Long Beach Coordinator
Bob Planthold – Chair California Walks Board of Directors
Lara Justine – Caltrans, Landscape Architecture Program
Keith Robinson – Caltrans, Landscape Architecture Program
David Kemp – City of Davis, Active Transportation Coordinator
Katherine Hess – City of Davis Public Works 

1.  Welcome, Introductions, and  Announcements
Alan Wachtel, Chairman, welcomed all participants to the meeting and requested input for new items not currently on the agenda as well as requests to take items out of order.

The executed CBAC Charter was handed out or sent by email to CBAC members:


There was a motion made by Jim Baross for Caltrans to add two new members to CBAC from SCAG and Safe Routes to School.  Michelle Mowery 2nd the motion. Bob Smith, Bike Bakersfield, would like to be a member of CBAC. 

It was suggested that alternates are appointed. 

Caltrans Executive Management included the Ralph M. Brown Act which specifies that public notice of an agenda of a public body be provided 72 hours in advance.

2. Review and Approval of Previous, Meeting Notes
Alan Wachtel asked for a motion to approve the previous Meeting Minutes and Jim Baross 2nd the approval, adopted as corrected.  

3. District Reports – FYI
District 11 CBAC Update for February 7, 2013
(Seth Cutter, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator)
· Working with District 11 Traffic Operations to have shared lane markings installed on Harbor Dr. in Oceanside.  The road is too narrow and there is a difficult intersection to negotiate at the west end of the undercrossing.  Bicycle and motor vehicle volumes are high, and hopefully the sharrow project will be approved and installed.  District 11 has not marked any sharrows as of now.
· A slab-replacement project will force closure of the shoulders of I-5 through Camp Pendleton.  In the segments where bicycles are allowed on the freeway shoulders, there will be a 24-hour on-call shuttle that will pick up cyclists and drop them on the other side of the closure.  We are working with the City of Oceanside to determine a centrally-located shuttle stop.
· As part of the slab-replacement project, permanent signs will be placed on the on and off ramps of I-5 between Las Pulgas Rd and Basilone Rd. that will open the shoulders of I-5 to bicyclists during military closures of the bicycle path along that same segment.
·  Continued support and advocacy for safe bicycling and walking access through planned, in-construction, and maintenance activities.

4. New Business 
a.  “The Benefits of Bicycle Infrastructure,” Allan Crawford, Bicycle Coordinator with the City of Long Beach (by teleconference).  Please see attachment for the City of Long Beach:


Allen stated that the number of Americans who ride bicycles is greater than all those who ski, golf, and play tennis combined.  The average bicycle commuter makes eight one-way trips to work per week.  Over the past 10 years there have been over 3000 bike related crashes in Long Beach and the number is increasing each year.  At least half of the crashes the bicyclist is at fault.  The number one cause of bicycle accidents and deaths are from the bicyclist riding the wrong way.  To prevent this educational training should be available for bike shops and the CHP for bicyclists sharing the road with vehicles.  The use of separated lanes in the first year increased bike usage by 33% and pedestrian usage by 15%.  Bike accidents were down by 80% and vehicle accidents were down by 50%.  Also the traffic speeds went down from 30+ to 25 mph.  Slide #18 demonstrated how sharrows are placed close to the travel lane which works well with left lane turns.

b.  Discussion on bike corrals on state highways in Coronado City will be added to the April 4th meeting agenda.

c. Continued discussion of accessibility issues related to cycle tracks and other bikeways presented by Bob Planthold, Chair California Walks board of Directors (by teleconference):

Please refer to photos below.  There are difficulties with cycle tracks for ADA complications.  The buffer lane is also a pedestrian and wheel chair lane and should not be due to insufficient width.  There is also a problem when the disabled are unable to park at the curb because of the bike lane.
[image: C:\Users\s133277\Desktop\Bluezone1.JPG]

[image: C:\Users\s133277\Desktop\Bluezone2.JPG]


d. Request for experimenting 12-inch bike lane stripe in Davis, Roxanne Namazi, Senior Civil Engineer, City of Davis Public Works, David Kemp, Active Transportation Coordinator, City of Davis, Katherine Hess, City of Davis Public Works:














CBAC’s Recommendations to CTCDC:

Devinder Singh
Executive Secretary
California Traffic Control Devices Committee

At its February 7, 2013, meeting, the California Bicycle Advisory Committee reviewed the City of Davis's RTE for Fifth Street Corridor Improvements, now numbered Agenda Item 13-02, Request to Experiment with Bike Boxes and Wide Bike Stripe, for the March 21 CTCDC meeting. CBAC voted unanimously to recommend that the CTCDC approve the RTE, and 
provided the following comments for CTCDC's consideration.

1. 	The proposal that CBAC reviewed included a bike box on southbound A Street that  positioned a bicycle lane to the right of a right-turn-only lane. This geometry conflicts with the standard of Paragraph 6 of Section 9C.04 of the CA MUTCD, and the deviation did not seem to be an intentional element of the design. The RTE as submitted to the CTCDC eliminates this bike box.

	2. 	The operational characteristics of the bike boxes on northbound A Street and on northbound and southbound B Street raise concerns. City representatives stated that right-turning drivers, whether starting from a stop on a new green or approaching the intersection on an old green or as red changes to green, would be expected to wait in the area behind the bike box and outside the bike lane until through bicycle traffic on 
the right clears. (Right turns on red will be prohibited.) The RTE submitted to the CTCDC makes this intention explicit by stating on pp. 37-38, "In both cases the bike boxes will be marked with solid bike lane stripes with the intention of prohibiting motor vehicles from entering the bike lane to make right hand turns. Motor vehicles will be 
to yield to all bicycles both approaching and within the bike box."

CBAC was uncertain that the proposed striping and pavement coloring would make this expectation clear to motorists and bicyclists. Several members also expressed concern that this operation conflicts with Vehicle Code requirements that the driver of a motor vehicle drive into 
make the turn as close as practicable to the right-hand curb or edge of the roadway (sections 21717 and 21200).

Moreover, in addition to the apparent inconsistency with the Vehicle Code, some members questioned whether this geometry would be safe, since it involves through bicyclists who expect to have right-of-way overtaking at full speed in motorists' right rear blind spot. Although, RTE twice states that one purpose of the bike boxes is to prevent "right hook" conflicts with right-turning vehicles at the start of the green indication, it seems possible that at times the boxes could instead aggravate these conflicts.

The CBAC discussion referred to a recent progress report by the City of Portland on a bike box experiment, which is attached. Portland reported a significant increase in right-hook crashes, concentrated at four of 11 treatment locations. These findings suggest that motorists attempted to yield to bicyclists but were not always able to do so as intended. The CTCDC may want to consider the analysis and recommendations in this report and the experimental signs and markings used in Portland (although again it is not clear whether the regulatory signs would be consistent with California vehicle law).

At a minimum, the City of Davis's evaluation plan should include measures of the incidence of right-hook and other bicyclist-motorist conflicts before and after the installation of the bike boxes.

	3. 	The 12-inch-wide bike lane stripe on Fifth Street is shown as dashed approaching intersections, in accordance with Figure 9C-102(CA). There was some concern that this marking may potentially be confused with the wide dotted white lane line indicating a lane drop ("elephant tracks").


Alan Wachtel, Chair
California Bicycle Advisory Committee

5. Status Reports

a. Update of the document “Main Streets”, Lara Justine and Keith Robinson, Caltrans   Landscape Architecture Program:


 The Main Streets document is being updated to include principles of multimodal travel              (including complete streets concepts), sustainability and livability as they pertain to state highway main streets.  The final document will be distributed on-line.
	              
6.  Unfinished Business / Follow Up Items from Prior Meetings

a. The subcommittee with Michelle Mowery, Michelle DeRobertis, Brian Alconcel, Traffic Operations, and Maggie O’Mara to agree on a revised language proposal to HDM and vote on it this meeting:
It is recommended that the bike references be placed back into the HDM that were removed.  Table 1003.6 and the original language shown on page 1 boxed in red on the attachment be reinstated.  There was a motion to reinstate text and the table.   The motion passed unanimously.



b. Discussion of Caltrans Maintenance on shoulders on state-owned highways that are designed bike routes by Alan Thompson SCAG (by teleconference):

There is a need for Caltrans to maintain shoulders on state-owned highways that are designated bike routes.  There was the recent issue in San Luis Obispo regarding a larger aggregate chip seal.  In December there was a cyclist killed after her wheels were caught in the seam dividing the travel lane and the shoulder and she was thrown under a bus (that was already giving her about five feet of separation).  Finally as an AIDS Lifecycle participant, Alan can speak personally on the poor conditions of the shoulders of various locations along SR101.  The area near Bradbury was recently repaired, but coming out of King City, the onramp to SR101 has cracks within the shoulder that have been sealed, with the seal rising 3-4 inches above the rest of the surface.  The result is riders riding closer to or on the travel lane on the onramp.  Alan suggested that SHSP Challenge 13 look into standards for maintenance on shoulders through Caltrans.

7. Legislative Update – Alan Wachtel

a. Bill AB 206, as introduced by Roger Dickenson:
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
1       SECTION 1.  Section 35400.8 is added to the Vehicle Code, 
2    to read:
3      35400.8.  Notwithstanding Section 35400, the Sacramento (a) 
4    Regional Transit District, created pursuant to Article 1 
5    (commencing with Section 6500) of Chapter 5 of Division 7 of 
6    Title 1 of the Government Code as a joint powers agency, may 
7    install a folding device attached to the front of a bus that is 
8    designed and used exclusively for transporting bicycles if the 
9    following conditions are met:
10     (1) The device does not extend more than 40 inches from the 
11   front body of the bus when fully deployed.
12     (2) The device, including all bicycles transported on the device, 
13   is mounted in a manner that does not materially affect efficiency 
14   or visibility of vehicle safety equipment.
15      (3) The handlebars of a bicycle that is transported on a device 
16   described in this subdivision do not extend more than 46 inches 
17   from the front of the bus.

1     (b) For purposes of this section,  “district” means the Sacramento 
2     Regional Transit District.
9     (d) If a folding device is installed pursuant to subdivision (a), 
10   the district shall submit a report in compliance with Section 9795 
11   of the Government Code to the Assembly Committee on 
12  Transportation and the Senate Committee on Transportation and 
13   Housing on or before December 31, 2018. The report shall include 
14   a summary of any vehicular or traffic incidents where the size of 
15   the folding device was a factor, and a summary of the mobility 
16   improvements that these folding devices provide.
17     SEC. 2.  The Legislature finds and declares that a special law 
18   is necessary and that a general law cannot be made applicable 
19   within the meaning of Section 16 of Article IV of the California 
20   Constitution because of the unique circumstances of a large number 
21   of bicycle riders using buses operated by the Sacramento Regional 
22   Transit District and the need to determine whether there are safety 
23   considerations in having 40-inch bicycle racks on the front of the 
24   district’s buses.

At this time the bill was to be voted on March 2, 2013.  No update available at this time.

b. Governor’s Budget:  BTA Program is on hold until the budget is passed and enacted.  If passed the BTA Program will be rolled into an Active Transportation Program that will also combine two other programs that will include Federal Funds as well as State Funds.  This new program will require new procedures and one solicitation for all State Programs involved such as:

· BTA
· EEM
· Safe Routes to School

8. Topics for Next Meeting/Additional Items/Adjourn

a. Intersection Update, Jerry Champa, Traffic Operations Engineer & Kevin Herritt, Design
b. Status Report revising 9C.07, Option 02a, regarding use of shared lane marking on roadways with a speed limit above 35mph, Bob Shanteau, Brian Alconcel, Caltrans HQ Traffic Operations & Maggie O’Mara, Design
c. CBAC Member elections based on the finalized CBAC Charter.
d. Discussion of bike corrals on state highways in Coronado City, Jim Baross, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition 

Next Meeting April 4, 2013, Department of Transportation, 1227 O Street, Room 513, Sacramento, CA  (Veterans Affairs Building), 10AM to 3PM.
image2.emf
CBAC.pdf


CBAC.pdf


A Bike…and Pedestrian…Friendly City… 


Welcome to 
Long Beach 







Over the past 5 years Long Beach has seen 
a 70% increase in bicycle ridership…. 


The largest increases have come in our most 
urbanized areas….. 











The increase appears to 
be in direct proportion 
to the number of bike 
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Bike count and bike accidents 







Bicyclists are often times our 
own worst enemy…. 


Driver at 
fault 
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But…by removing one “cause” 
bikes and drivers are equal 
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Primary Causes of Bike Related 
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Primary Cause of Bike Related Crashes 
Long Beach 2002-2012 
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Crashes Caused by Vehicle 
Driver 
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Comparison with other cities 







A worldwide recognized … iconic …Bikestation 







The Green Sharrows in Belmont Shore 


• Doubled number of bicyclists 
• Cut number of cyclists on sidewalk 


by 50% 
• Bike accidents down….dooring 
• Car accidents…flat 







Encourage everyone to ride…safely…. 







Bike Boulevards… doubled number of  kids walking & 
tripled number riding bikes to school 


• Doubled number of Peds 
• Tripled number of bikes 
• Accidents down 50% 
• Traffic speeds from 30+ to <20 mph 







More than tripled number people bicycling on the street… 







The separated lanes…. 


In first year…. 
 Bikes up 33%  
 Peds up 15% 
 Bike accidents down 80% 
 Vehicle accidents down 50% 
 Traffic speeds down from 30+ to 


25 mph 







 Goal is to double number of bicyclists in our downtown area… 







Our newest project and parklets in BFBD’s… 







Streets with a center turn lane are ideal for sharrows…. 







Our beaches are still the most popular area to ride…and to walk… 







We are putting in a 
new ped only 
path…to separate 
walkers / runners and 
bikes 







Some areas don’t need special infrastructure… 











Over 1300 bike racks across the city… 







Four Bike Friendly Business Districts… 











Over 170 Business Participate in Bike 
Saturday Program… 







Extensive kids safety program… 







Over 50,000 kids through SRTS program in two years… 







Kidical Mass is a monthly event… 







Share our Streets 
 


Media outreach focusing  on the message 
“share our streets” and Safety tips for 
bicyclists, pedestrians and motorists 


 







Women on Bikes 
 


25% of riders in Long Beach are women and 
girls… our goal is to make it 50% within 5 
years 
 
Trained 12 new LCI’s for adult education 
programs to be held in each of our 9 council 
districts. 
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Bicycle Master Plan Update 
 


14th – 15th 
E-W Bike Blvd 


6th Street 
E-W Bike Blvd 


Daisy / Linden / Myrtle 
N-S Bike Blvd 


• 3 funded bike 
boulevards 


• 2 proposed for 
next round 







It’s not about the City….it’s about the people….  







The Power of  an 
Advocate 


 
 


Mark Bixby 







Are you trying to get me 
fired? 


 
Co Founder of  


BIKEable communities 
 


Mtn Bike / BMX Park 
Champion 


 
Director - Bike Fest 


 
Championed GD Bridge 
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A Street Bike Box.pdf
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B Street Bike Box (2).pdf
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Request to Experiment 


Fifth Street Corridor Improvements 


Page 1   


  
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


 


23 Russell Boulevard, Suite 2 – Davis, California  95616 
530/757-5686 – FAX:  530/758-0204 – TDD:  530/757-5666 


 


 
 


 


January 31, 2013 


 


Mr. Bruce Friedman Mr. Jeff Knowles 


Federal Highway Administration  California Traffic Control Devices Committee 


Office of Transportation Operations  co City of Vacaville Public Works Department 


1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, HOTO       1650 Merchant Streets 


Washington DC 20590    Vacaville CA 95688 


 


 


 


RE: Request for Experiment - Fifth Street Corridor Improvements (Bike Boxes and Wide Stripe) 


 


The City of Davis is requesting permission to experiment with Bike Boxes and a 12-inch Wide Bike Lane 


Stripe as part of the Fifth Street Corridor Improvements project. The project will improve connectivity to 


downtown Davis, the University of California, Davis campus, and residential and business locations 


throughout the community. Construction is scheduled for summer 2013. 


 


Attached is our statement in support of the experiment. If you have any questions, please contact Senior 


Civil Engineer Roxanne Namazi at (530)757-5675 or rnamazi@cityofdavis.org, or Active Transportation 


Coordinator Dave “DK” Kemp at (530)757-5669 or dkemp@cityofdavis.org.  City staff will be 


presenting this item at the February 7, 2013 California Bicycle Advisory Committee meeting. 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


 


Robert Clarke 


Interim Public Works Director/City Engineer 
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1. The Nature of the Problem 


 


The Fifth Street / Russell Boulevard corridor is a major east-west arterial running adjacent to downtown 


Davis and the University of California, Davis. This section of Fifth Street / Russell Boulevard is the only 


arterial street in the City of Davis that does not have bike lanes or an off-street bicycle path. 


 


The Fifth Street Corridor Improvements Project will convert a four lane major arterial to a complete street 


by eliminating two travel lanes and adding bike lanes. The project has received funding commitments 


from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Community Design and the Caltrans HSIP 


grant programs. We have completed CEQA/NEPA review and will release the project to bid in March 


2013.  


  


Fifth Street / Russell Boulevard are part of the original 


1917 road system. The majority of the roadway width 


from curb to curb is 50 feet, with two blocks as narrow 


as 48 feet. Accommodating vehicle lanes, bicycle lanes 


with buffers, turn lanes/pockets and medians in the 


dimensions we prefer is difficult considering the existing 


conditions.  Moving curb and gutter requires removal of 


several dozen mature trees and is cost prohibitive.    In 


essence, we are challenged with balancing the needs of 


bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles.  The 


intersections of Russell/A Street and Fifth/B Street are 


heavily travelled by cyclists as these streets serve as 


primary bikeways.   We currently observe as many as 


five to ten cyclists at a time queuing at A Street and B 


Street to cross southbound over Russell Boulevard/Fifth 


Street.  We expect more bicycle traffic as bike lanes are 


added as part of the Fifth Street Corridor project.   


Cyclists travelling A Street and B Street often have to 


compete with right turning vehicles turning onto Russell 


Boulevard/Fifth Street.   


 


2. The Proposed Change 


The Fifth Street Corridor Improvements Project includes the following components that are consistent 


with the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD): 


▪ Bicycle lanes from A Street to L Street; 


▪ Bike detection and pedestrian actuation at the traffic signals located at A, B, F, G, and L Streets. 


Currently, F and G signals do not have bike detection or pedestrian actuation and are on fixed 


time; 


▪ Green pavement markings at conflict areas; 


▪ Bike lane continuation marking through signalized intersections; 


▪ Enhanced street lighting throughout the corridor; 


▪ ADA-compliant ramps and marked crosswalks at all intersections.  


 


The City is requesting permission to experiment with two improvements: 


▪ Four bike boxes on A and B Streets at the intersections with Russell Boulevard/Fifth Street; and 


▪ 12-inch bike lane stripe for the bicycle lane marking throughout the corridor (3,900 feet long 


corridor), in lieu of the standard “6-inch white line (Detail 39) 
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3.  Supporting Statements  


 


Bike boxes are identified in the National Association for City Transportation Officials’ (NACTO) Urban 


Bikeway Design Guide for signalized intersections and provide bicyclists with a highly visible 


positioning ahead of queuing traffic during the red signal phase. The City is requesting approval to 


experiment with bike boxes on A and B Streets where they intersect Russell Boulevard/ Fifth Street.  


Typical application of a bike box facility is a signalized intersection with high volumes of bicycles and/or 


motor vehicles, especially those with potential bicyclist left turns 


and/or frequent motorist right turns. The intersections of A Street 


at Russell Boulevard and B Street at Fifth Street meet the criteria. 


 


B Street – Bike Box 


B Street is a north/south arterial and a primary bikeway.  To the 


south, it connects to South Davis via grade-separated I-80 and 


UPRR crossings. To the north, it connects to North Davis 


Elementary School, a public library, Davis High School, and other 


community activity centers.   


 


The B Street corridor continues via a grade-separated crossing to the 


North Davis Greenbelt. The signal at B/Fifth is a fully actuated eight-


phase signal, with protected left turns preceding the through movement 


in each direction. The City of Davis is proposing bike boxes on B Street, 


across the through lane and the left-turn lane.   


 


Installing bike boxes on B Street will help prevent “right hook” conflicts 


with turning vehicles at the start of the green indicator light.  It also 


provides room to accommodate the stack of cyclists travelling through 


the intersection and allow cyclists better positioning to make left turns 


onto Fifth Street.  


 


A Street – Bike Box 


A Street connects to the campus of the University of California, Davis. 


A Street is two-way north of Russell Boulevard, and one-way 


northbound south of Russell, adjacent to the campus. There are off-street shared-use paths leading 


southbound and westbound at the edge of the campus.  The signal at A Street does not have protected left 


turns for the A Street or the Russell Boulevard approaches. 


The north leg of the A Street/Russell Boulevard 


intersection experiences dominant motor vehicle traffic 


flows right on Russell Boulevard and through bicycle 


traffic. 


 


The City of Davis is proposing bike boxes on both legs of 


A Street.   The bike box on the northern leg (southbound) 


will extend across both travel lanes to accommodate the 


large number of cyclists expected to use facility for through 


and/or left-turning movements.  
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The bike box on the southern leg (northbound) leg extends 


across the through lane only because there are no bicycle 


lanes on westbound Russell Boulevard to attract left-turning 


cyclists at this time. 


 


As with the bike boxes on B Street, installing bike boxes on 


A Street will also help prevent “right hook” conflicts with 


right turning vehicles at the start of the green indicator, 


provide room to accommodate the high number of cyclists 


travelling through the intersection, and allow cyclists better 


positioning to make left turns onto the eastbound Russell 


Boulevard bicycle lanes. 


 


12-inch Bike Lane Stripe 


12-inch Bike Lane Stripes are proposed as an alternative to 


buffered bike lanes. Buffered bike lanes are approved with 


federal MUTCD standards, but the Fifth Street corridor is 


not wide enough to allow buffers in addition to the bicycle 


and vehicle lanes, left turn lane/pocket, and medians.  


The proposed application of the 12 inch bike 


lane stripe to serve as a modified buffer will 


provide cyclists with a greater sense of 


separation between the travel lane and the 


bike lane. 


 


Figure 9C-3and 9C-101 (CA) call for 6” 


normal white lines between the bike lane 


and the vehicle lane (Detail 39). This is the 


standard used throughout Davis. Fifth Street 


is a major arterial with approximately 


14,000 to 17,000vehicles per day.  It is a 


truck route and a bus route.  


 


The proposed 10’-9” through lanes are narrower than preferred for this corridor, we are proposing to 


experiment with a 12” wide bike lane stripe instead of the normal 6” strip. To reiterate, the primary goals 


of the wider bike lane stripe is to increase distance between bicyclists and passing vehicles, and increase 


comfort levels for all users of the corridor.  


 
 


Example of 12 inch Stripe, Boise, ID 
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Fifth Street Corridor Improvements 


Page 5   


  


4.  Time Period and Location of the Experiment 
We propose to install the wide longitudinal stripe (12-inch) on Russell Boulevard / Fifth Street between A 


and L Streets. The bike boxes would be installed on the north- and southbound A and B Streets at the 


intersections with Russell Boulevard / Fifth Street. The experiment will be for a one-year period. 


 


5.  Evaluation Plan 
The bike boxes will be evaluated by measuring the following: 


▪ Proportion of motor vehicles encroaching into the bike box 


▪ Vehicle compliance with right-on-red prohibition 


▪ Appropriate cyclist position for left-turn movements from southbound A Street to Russell 


Boulevard and from northbound onto 5
th
 Street.   


▪ Effectiveness of cyclists able to travel through the intersection in a timely manner. 


▪ Observe potential impediments to motor vehicle traffic flow.  


▪ Crash and vehicle speed data analysis 


▪ Traffic counts (vehicles and bicycles). 


 


The 12-inch bike lane stripe will be evaluated by measuring the following: 


▪ Shy distance between cyclists and passing vehicles 


▪ Appropriate vehicle positioning during right-turn movements onto and off of Fifth Street 


▪ Appropriate cyclist position through intersections 


▪ Crash & speed data 


▪ Traffic counts (vehicles and bicycles) 


 


6.  Agreement to Restore 


The City of Davis will restore the site of the experiment to a condition that complies with the provisions 


of the California MUTCD, e.g. remove the bike boxes and reduce the width of the stripe within three 


months following the end of the time period of the experiment. The City agrees to terminate the 


experiment if the City or the California Traffic Control Devices Committee (CTCDC) or the FHWA 


determines that significant safety concerns are directly or indirectly attributable to the experiment. The 


City understands that if, as a result of the experiment, a request is made that the California MUTCD be 


changed to include the treatment being experimented with, and the treatment will be permitted to remain 


in place until an official rulemaking action has occurred.  


 


7.  Reporting Requirements  


The City of Davis will provide biannual progress reports for the duration of the experiment for one year 


and will provide a copy of the final results within three months following the completion of the 


experiment. 
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Main Streets 
for Travelers and Communities 







Main streets for travel and community life. 


Main Streets are the heart of the community, supporting daily 
life, as well as local and regional travel. 







 Street planning, 
design, 
maintenance, & 
operations impact: 
travelers, 
communities & 
the environment. 


Main Streets for Travelers & Communities 







How will Main Streets be used? 


 Intended audience is internal 
staff as well as partners and 
stakeholders. 
 
 Main Streets is an illustrative 


guide, not a manual.  
 
 Main Streets is a compilation of 


concepts to discuss during early 
planning & design meetings and 
throughout project delivery. 







 Published in 2002 and 2005 
 20 page documents, focus on design & operational issues. 


 


 This draft expanded to over 80 pages with focus on livable 
streets that contribute to sustainability and multimodal 
principles. 


 
 This update sponsored by three Deputy Directors: 


 Rick Land - Project Delivery 
 Steve Takigawa - Maintenance & Operations 
Marty Tuttle - Planning & Modal Programs 


Steering Committee, Technical Advisors and Main Streets Team assembled with 
representatives from all three Divisions. 


 


Main Streets History 







 Over 600 external contacts: 
 League of California Cities & State Association of Counties 
 Statewide MPO’s & RPA’s 
 CBAC & ATLC 


Representatives from public health, pedestrian, bicycling, livability and sustainability 
organizations, advisory bodies, and government entities. 
 


  Invitation to comment posted on Caltrans Landscape 
Architecture website. 
 


 We also tracked the ‘public comment invitation’ being posted 
on stakeholder websites, list-serves, LinkedIn and Twitter 
accounts. 


 


Invitation to comment on 2nd draft: 







 


 Statewide Caltrans technical experts and 
management teams: 
 District Directors 
 District Design Coordinators 
 Bike & Ped Coordinators – (who also extended invitations to comment to their 


local external contacts) 
 Wide range of Caltrans Engineers, Landscape Architects, Planners from Design, 


Planning, Construction, Maintenance, Project Mg’t, and others. 
 


 


 


Invitation to comment on 2nd draft: 







 Over 650 Comments Received from nearly 100 respondents. 
 


 Team members met multiple times to review and agree on 
responses to comments. 
 


 Team is now reviewing the final version. 
 


 It goes next to Caltrans Management, Legal, Transportation 
Agency, and then to print (Expected mid-March). 


 
 


 


Comments on 2nd draft 







 HDM updates 
 Complete Streets Implementation Plan 
 Context Sensitive Solutions Training 
 Evolving Storm Water Requirements 
 ATLC participation 


Active Transportation & Livable Communities 
 Research 
 
Other Caltrans Divisions: 
 Traffic Operations: “Complete Intersections” 
 Planning & Modal: “Smart Mobility” and 


Climate Change efforts 
 


Allied DOD Efforts 







State highway main streets run through communities of 
all sizes including cities, suburbs and small towns.  


Main Streets and Communities of All Sizes 







Flexibility: Evaluating Main Streets Case by Case 


 Most highway projects modify existing facilities. 
 
 Competing demands upon limited right of way. 


 
 Not every feature is appropriate for every location. 


 
 Caltrans & Stakeholder collaboration. 


 
 Describes evaluation processes for proposed design 


exceptions and experiments. 
 
 Each main street location should be evaluated on 


case by case basis. 







Main Streets 
are Public 
Places 
For communities, main streets 
are not just travel corridors. 
Main streets are public places 
that provide space for daily 
activities and special events. 


Livable Streets 







Livable Streets 
 


Livable streets are comfortable places to spend time. Street furnishings 
add comfort and functionality to main streets. 







Livable Streets 


Street trees 
provide aesthetic 
beauty for 
communities, 
shade for 
travelers, and 
environmental 
benefits. 
 


Livable streets contribute to a 
positive community identity. 







 
Continuously Evolving Sustainability Issues 
 


 Stormwater Treatment & Mitigation 
 Climate Change Mitigation & Adaptation 
 Energy & Water Conservation 
 Fiscal Challenges – “Fiscal Sustainability” 


 
 


Main Streets & Sustainability 







Sustainable  
Main Streets 


Main streets can include features that support natural systems. 







Multimodal Main Streets 


Caltrans improves mobility across California for all travelers.  


 







Multimodal 
Main Streets 


18 


Traffic Calming 
Curb Extensions/Bulb-outs 
Signals & Beacons 







19 


 Road Diets- 
converting 
traffic lanes to 
another use 
(such as bike 
lanes, 
sidewalks, etc). 


Multimodal  
Main Streets 







Multimodal Main Streets 


Design for pedestrians of all 
ages and abilities. 







Multimodal Main Streets 
Balanced Main Street Roadway & Intersection Design 


Stamped asphalt on former 
Route 275 in West 
Sacramento 


Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon in Davis. 







Multimodal 
Main Streets 


Bicycle Travel 
 
 Shared lane markings 
 Bike lanes 
 Green pavement in bike lanes 
 
 







Multimodal 
Main Streets 


 
 Bicycle Parking 
 Parking and Preventing “Dooring” 
 Signage Related to Bicycle Travel 
 Bicycle Access During Construction & 


Maintenance 
 Proper Positioning of Drainage Grates 







Livable Main Streets 
Sustainable Main Streets 
Multimodal Main Streets  
  
 Illustrative Guide 


 
 Main Streets is a tool for 


Caltrans & stakeholders to use 
during early planning & 
design meetings and 
throughout project delivery. 


 
 


Main Streets  
for Travelers & Communities  







Thank you 


Lara Justine 
Senior Landscape Architect 


916-654-4234 
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can be startled easily and may be unpredictable if 
they perceive approaching bicyclists as a danger.  
In addition, pavement requirements for safe bicycle 
travel are not suitable for horses.  For these 
reasons, a bridle trail separate from the 
multipurpose trail is recommended wherever 
possible. 


1003.6  Miscellaneous Bikeway Criteria 
The following are miscellaneous bikeway criteria 
which should be followed to the extent pertinent to 
Class I, II and III bikeways.  Some, by their very 
nature, will not apply to all classes of bikeway.  
Many of the criteria are important to consider on 
any highway where bicycle travel is expected, 
without regard to whether or not bikeways are 
established. 


(1) Bridges.  Bikeways on highway bridges must 
be carefully coordinated with approach 
bikeways to make sure that all elements are 
compatible.  For example, bicycle traffic bound 
in opposite directions is best accommodated by 
bike lanes on each side of a highway.  In such 
cases, a two-way bike path on one side of a 
bridge would normally be inappropriate, as one 
direction of bicycle traffic would be required to 
cross the highway at grade twice to get to and 
from the bridge bike path.  Because of the 
inconvenience, many bicyclists will be 
encouraged to ride on the wrong side of the 
highway beyond the bridge termini. 


 The following criteria apply to a two-way bike 
path on one side of a highway bridge: 


(a) The bikeway approach to the bridge should 
be by way of a separate two-way facility 
for the reason explained above. 


(b) A physical separation, such as a chain 
link fence or railing, shall be provided to 
offset the adverse effects of having 
bicycles traveling against motor vehicle 
traffic.  The physical separation should be 
designed to minimize fixed end hazards to 
motor vehicles and if the bridge is an 
interchange structure, to minimize sight 
distance restrictions at ramp intersections. 


 It is recommended that bikeway bridge railings 
or fences placed between traffic lanes and 
bikeways be at least 46 inches high to 


minimize the likelihood of bicyclists falling 
over the railings.  Standard bridge railings 
which are lower than 46 inches can be 
retrofitted with lightweight upper railings or 
chain link fence suitable to restrain bicyclists.  
See Index 208.10(6) for guidance regarding 
bicycle railing on bridges. 


 Separate highway overcrossing structures 
for bikeway traffic shall conform to 
Department standard pedestrian 
overcrossing design loading.  The minimum 
clear width shall be the paved width of the 
approach bikeway but not less than 8 feet.  If 
pedestrians are to use the structure, additional 
width is recommended. 


(2) Surface Quality.  The surface to be used by 
bicyclists should be smooth, free of potholes, 
and the pavement edge uniform.  For 
rideability on new construction, the finished 
surface of bikeways should not vary more than 
6 mm from the lower edge of a 2.4 m long 
straight edge when laid on the surface in any 
direction. 


 Table 1003.6 indicates the recommended 
bikeway surface tolerances for Class II and III 
bikeways developed on existing streets to 
minimize the potential for causing bicyclists to 
lose control of their bicycle (Note: Stricter 
tolerances should be achieved on new bikeway 
construction.)  Shoulder rumble strips are not 
suitable as a riding surface for bicycles.  See 
the MUTCD and California Supplement, 
Chapter 3B for additional information 
regarding rumble strip design considerations 
for bicycles. 


(3) Drainage Grates, Manhole Covers, and 
Driveways.  Drainage inlet grates, manhole 
covers, etc., on bikeways should be designed 
and installed in a manner that provides an 
adequate surface for bicyclists.  They should be 
maintained flush with the surface when 
resurfacing. 
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Table 1003.6 


 


Bikeway Surface  
Tolerances 


Direction of 
 Travel 


Grooves (1) Steps (2)


Parallel to travel No more than  
½" wide 


No more 
than ⅜" 


high 


Perpendicular to 
travel 


 
--- 


No more 
than ¾" 


high 


Notes: 


(1) Groove--A narrow slot in the surface that could catch 
a bicycle wheel, such as a gap between two concrete 
slabs. 


(2) Step--A ridge in the pavement, such as that which 
might exist between the pavement and a concrete 
gutter or manhole cover; or that might exist between 
two pavement blankets when the top level does not 
extend to the edge of the roadway. 


 
 Drainage inlet grates on bikeways shall have 


openings narrow enough and short enough 
to assure bicycle tires will not drop into the 
grates (e.g., reticuline type), regardless of 
the direction of bicycle travel.  Where it is not 
immediately feasible to replace existing grates 
with standard grates designed for bicycles,  
1" x ¼" steel cross straps should be welded to 
the grates at a spacing of 6 inches to 8 inches 
on centers to reduce the size of the openings 
adequately. 


 Corrective actions described above are 
recommended on all highways where bicycle 
travel is permitted, whether or not bikeways are 
designated. 


 Future driveway construction should avoid 
construction of a vertical lip from the driveway 
to the gutter, as the lip may create a problem 
for bicyclists when entering from the edge of 
the roadway at a flat angle.  If a lip is deemed 
necessary, the height should be limited to  
½ inch. 


(4) At-grade Railroad Crossings and Cattle 
Guards.  Whenever it is necessary to cross 
railroad tracks with a bikeway, special care 
must be taken to assure that the safety of 


bicyclists is protected.  The bikeway crossing 
should be at least as wide as the approaches of 
the bikeway.  Wherever possible, the crossing 
should be straight and at right angles to the 
rails.  For on-street bikeways where a skew is 
unavoidable, the shoulder (or bike lane) should 
be widened, if possible, to permit bicyclists to 
cross at right angles (see Figure 1003.6A).  If 
this is not possible, special construction and 
materials should be considered to keep the 
flangeway depth and width to a minimum.   


Pavement should be maintained so ridge 
buildup does not occur next to the rails.  In 
some cases, timber plank crossings can be 
justified and can provide for a smoother 
crossing.  Where hazards to bicyclist cannot be 
avoided, appropriate signs should be installed 
to warn bicyclists of the danger. 


 All railroad crossings are regulated by the 
California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC).  All new bike path railroad crossings 
must be approved by the CPUC.  Necessary 
railroad protection will be determined based on 
a joint field review involving the applicant, the 
railroad company, and the CPUC. 


 The presence of cattle guards along any 
roadway where bicyclists are expected should 
be clearly marked with adequate advance 
warning. 


(5) Obstruction Markings.  Vertical barriers and 
obstructions, such as abutments, piers, and 
other features causing bikeway constriction, 
should be clearly marked to gain the attention 
of approaching bicyclists.  This treatment 
should be used only where unavoidable, and is 
by no means a substitute for good bikeway 
design.  See the MUTCD, Section 9C.06. 
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(b) If the grade of the facility is +5% or less. 


1003.4  Trails 
Trails are, for this manual, unpaved multipurpose 
facilities suitable for recreational use by hikers, 
pedestrians, equestrians, and off-road bicyclists.  
While many Class I facilities are named as trails 
(e.g. Iron Horse Regional Trail, San Gabriel River 
Trail), trails as defined here do not meet Class I 
bikeways standards and should not be signed as 
bicycle paths.  These facilities should not be signed 
as bicycle paths.  Where equestrians are expected, a 
separate equestrian trail should be provided.  See 
DIB 82 for trail requirements for ADA.  See Index 
208.7 for equestrian undercrossing guidance. 


• Pavement requirements for bicycle travel are 
not suitable for horses.  Horses require softer 
surfaces to avoid leg injuries.   


• Bicyclists may not be aware of the need to go 
slow by and of the separation needed when 
approaching a horse or when passing from 
behind.  Horses reacting to perceived danger 
from predators may behave unpredictably; 
thus, if a bicyclist appears suddenly within 
their visual field, especially from behind they 
may bolt.  To help horses not be suppressed by 
a bicyclist, good visibility should be provided 
at all points on equestrian paths. 


• When a corridor includes equestrian paths and 
Class I bikeways, the widest possible lateral 
separation should be provided between the two.  
A physical obstacle, such as an open rail fence, 
adjacent to the equestrian trail may be 
beneficial to induce horses to shy away from 
the bikeway, as long as the obstacle does not 
block visibility between the equestrian trail and 
bicycle path.   


See FHWA-EP-01-027, Designing Sidewalks and 
Trails for Access and DIB 82 for additional design 
guidance. 


1003.5  Miscellaneous Criteria 
The following are miscellaneous bicycle treatment 
criteria.  Specific application to Class I, and III 
bikeways are noted.  Criteria that are not noted as 
applying only to bikeways apply to any highway, 
roadways and shoulders, except freeways where 


bicycles are prohibited) , without regard to whether 
or not bikeways are established. 


Bicycle Paths on Bridges – See Topic 208. 


(1) Pavement Surface Quality.  The surface to be 
used by bicyclists should be smooth, free of 
potholes, and with uniform pavement edges.   


(2) Drainage Grates, Manhole Covers, and 
Driveways.  Drainage inlet grates, manhole 
covers, etc., should be located out of the travel 
path of bicyclists whenever possible.  When 
such items are in an area that may be used for 
bicycle travel, they shall be designed and 
installed in a manner that meets bicycle surface 
requirements.  See Standard Plans.   They shall 
be maintained flush with the surface when 
resurfacing. 


Table 1003.5 


Bicycle Pavement Surface 
Tolerances 


Direction of 
Travel 


Grooves (1)
 


Steps (2)
 


Parallel to travel No more than  
½" wide 


No more 
than ⅜" 


high 


Perpendicular to 
travel 


 
--- 


No more 
than ¾" 


high 


NOTES: 


(1) Groove--A narrow slot in the surface that 
could catch a bicycle wheel, such as a gap 
between two concrete slabs. 


(2) Step--A ridge in the pavement, such as that 
which might exist between the pavement 
and a concrete gutter or manhole cover; or 
that might exist between two pavement 
blankets when the top level does not extend 
to the edge of the roadway. 


 If grate inlets are to be located in roadway or 
shoulder areas (except freeways where bicycles 
are prohibited) bicycle proof grates must be 
specified.  See Index 837.2(2) for further grate 
guidance.   


 Future driveway construction should avoid 
construction of a vertical lip from the driveway 


DRAFT II
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(a) If bus operating speed is 25 miles per hour 
or below. 


(b) If the grade of the facility is 5 percent or 
less. 


1003.4  Trails 
Trails are generally, unpaved multipurpose 
facilities suitable for recreational use by hikers, 
pedestrians, equestrians, and off-road bicyclists.  
While many Class I facilities are named as trails 
(e.g. Iron Horse Regional Trail, San Gabriel River 
Trail), trails as defined here do not meet Class I 
bikeways standards and should not be signed as 
bicycle paths.  Where equestrians are expected, a 
separate equestrian trail should be provided.  See 
DIB 82 for trail requirements for ADA.  See Index 
208.7 for equestrian undercrossing guidance. 


• Pavement requirements for bicycle travel are 
not suitable for horses.  Horses require softer 
surfaces to avoid leg injuries.   


• Bicyclists may not be aware of the need to go 
slow or of the separation need when 
approaching or passing a horse.  Horses 
reacting to perceived danger from predators 
may behave unpredictably; thus, if a bicyclist 
appears suddenly within their visual field, 
especially from behind they may bolt.  To help 
horses not be surprised by a bicyclist, good 
visibility should be provided at all points on 
equestrian paths. 


• When a corridor includes equestrian paths and 
Class I bikeways, the widest possible lateral 
separation should be provided between the two.  
A physical obstacle, such as an open rail fence, 
adjacent to the equestrian trail may be 
beneficial to induce horses to shy away from 
the bikeway, as long as the obstacle does not 
block visibility between the equestrian trail and 
bicycle path.   


See FHWA-EP-01-027, Designing Sidewalks and 
Trails for Access and DIB 82 for additional design 
guidance. 


1003.5  Miscellaneous Criteria 
The following are miscellaneous bicycle treatment 
criteria.  Specific application to Class I, and III 
bikeways are noted.  Criteria that are not noted as 
applying  only  to  bikeways  apply to any highway,  


roadways and shoulders, except freeways where 
bicycles are prohibited), without regard to whether 
or not bikeways are established. 


Bicycle Paths on Bridges – See Topic 208. 


(1) Pavement Surface Quality.  The surface to be 
used by bicyclists should be smooth, free of 
potholes, and with uniform pavement edges.   


(2) Drainage Grates, Manhole Covers, and 
Driveways.  Drainage inlet grates, manhole 
covers, etc., should be located out of the travel 
path of bicyclists whenever possible.  When 
such items are in an area that may be used for 
bicycle travel, they shall be designed and 
installed in a manner that meets bicycle surface 
requirements.  See Standard Plans.   They shall 
be maintained flush with the surface when 
resurfacing. 


 If grate inlets are to be located in roadway or 
shoulder areas (except freeways where bicycles 
are prohibited) bicycle proof grates must be 
specified.  See Index 837.2(2) for further grate 
guidance.   


 Future driveway construction should avoid 
construction of a vertical lip from the driveway 
to the gutter, as the lip may create a problem 
for bicyclists when entering from the edge of 
the roadway at a flat angle.  If a lip is deemed 
necessary, the height should be limited to  
½ inch. 


(3) At-grade Railroad Crossings and Cattle 
Guards.  Whenever it is necessary for a Class I 
bikeway, highway or roadway to cross railroad 
tracks, special care must be taken to ensure that 
the safety of users is protected.  The crossing 
must be at least as wide as the traveled way of 
the facility.  Wherever possible, the crossing 
should be straight and at right angles to the 
rails.  For bikeways or highways that cross 
tracks and where a skew is unavoidable, the 
shoulder or bikeway should be widened, to 
permit bicyclists to cross at right angles (see 
Figure 1003.5).  If this is not possible, special 
construction and materials should be 
considered to keep the flangeway depth and 
width to a minimum.   


 Pavement should be maintained so ridge 
buildup does not occur next to the rails.  In 
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can provide separation between vehicles and 
non motorized traffic, they typically introduce 
significant at intersections.  In addition, they can 
create conflicts with passengers at public transit 
facilities, and with vehicle occupants crossing 
the path.  They are not a substitute for designing 
the road to meet bicyclist’s mobility needs.  
Useof bicycle paths adjacent to roads is not 
mandatory in California, and many bicyclists 
will perceive these paths as offering a lower 
level of mobility compared with traveling on the 
road, particularly for utility trips.  Careful 
consideration regarding how to address the 
above points needs to be weighed against the 
perceived benefits of providing a bike path 
adjacent to a street or highway.  Factors such as 
urban density, the number of conflict points, the 
presence or absence of a sidewalk, speed and 
volume should be considered.


(7) Bike Paths in the Median of Highway or 
Roadway. Bike paths shall not be placed in
the medians of highways or roadways,
especially freeways or expressways. Bike 
paths in the median of highways are not 
recommended because they require movements 
contrary to normal rules of the road.  Specific 
problems with such facilities include:


(a) Right-turns from the center of roadways for 
bicyclists are unnatural and unexpected by 
motorists.


(b) Devoting separate phases to bicyclist 
movements to and from a median path at 
signalized intersections increases 
intersection delay.


(c) Left-turning motorists must cross one 
direction of motor vehicle traffic and two 
directions of bicycle traffic, which increases 
conflicts.


(d) Where intersections are infrequent, 
bicyclists will enter or exit bike paths at 
midblock.


(e) Where medians are landscaped, visibility 
between bicyclists on the path and motorists 
at intersections may be diminished.  See
Chapter 900 for planting guidance.


(8) Bicycle Path Design Speed.  The design speed 
of bicycle paths is established using the same 


principles as those applied to highway design 
speeds.  The design speed given in Table 
1003.1 shall be the minimum. 


Table 1003.1
Bike Path Design Speeds


Type of Facility Design Speed 
(mph)


Bike Paths with Mopeds 
Prohibited 25


Bike Paths with Mopeds 
Permitted 30


Bike Paths on Long Downgrades 
(steeper than 4%, and longer than 
500')


30


Installation of "speed bumps", gates, obstacles,
posts, fences or other similar features intended 
to cause bicyclists to slow down are not to be 
used.


(9) Horizontal Alignment and Superelevation. The 
minimum radius of curvature negotiable by a 
bicycle is a function of the superelevation of the 
bicycle path surface, the coefficient of friction 
between the bicycle tires and the bicycle path 
surface, and the speed of the bicycle.


For all bicycle path applications the maximum 
superelevation rate is 2 percent. 


The minimum radius of curvature should be
160 feet for 25 mile per hour and 260 feet for  
30 miles per hour.  When curve radii smaller 
than those given because of right of way, 
topographical or other considerations, standard 
curve warning signs and supplemental pavement 
markings should be installed.  The negative 
effects of nonstandard curves can also be 
partially offset by widening the pavement 
through the curves.


(10) Stopping Sight Distance.  To provide bicyclists 
with an opportunity to see and react to the 
unexpected, a bicycle path should be designed 
with adequate stopping sight distances.  The 
minimum stopping sight distance for  
25 miles per hour design speed is 200 feet and 
260 feet for 30 miles per hour design speed.
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A separation is needed between a bike path in median of a 
highway and the adjacent travel lanes. The number of 
intersections that cross the highway with the median bike 
path should be minimized. Bike paths in medians are not 
normally recommended because medians of sufficient 
width are rare and/ or communities have chosen other 
accommodations for bicyclists.  Bike paths in the median 
of roadways should be considered only when these  issues 
can be addressed.


COMMENT: This is not true.  Bicyclists  get 
off the median in the same phase as cross 
traffic and bicyclists act like cross traffic waiting 
in a wide median, a not uncommon situation.


COMMENT: This is inaccurate.  Separate phases for 
bicyclists are not  required; bikes use the same phase as 
cross traffic. 


The  signal phasing could separate left-
turning motorists from through bicycles on 
the median path as well as from cross 
traffic.


Therefore the design should encourage riding on 
the roadway until an intersection when the cyclists 
can safely enter the median bike path.


COMMENT: Begin the section in the same
way the discussion on side paths begins.


We recommend, in the following order:
1) deleting 1003.2(7) altogether;
2) ending with the rewritten intro paragraph below; or
3) in addition to rewritten intro paragraph, delete and/
or rewrite the bullet points a) through e) as shown.
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