
 
 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting  
Thursday, August 13, 2020 

5:00 – 7:00 P.M. 
 

 

Join Zoom Meeting URL: https://fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom/  
Meeting ID: 859-9593-9435 
Join Zoom Meeting Phone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, enter Meeting ID 
 

 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 

3. Approval of the August 13, 2020 Agenda  

4. Approval of the June 11, 2020 Minutes  

5. Staff Report/Working Group Reports/Chair Report 

6. Public Comment Period  

7. Old Business 

a. Non-Motorized Plan Update 

b. 5th Avenue Reconstruction Project Update 

c. Lacey Street Reconstruction Stakeholder Meetings Update 

d. Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment #3 Update 

e. FAST Planning Maintenance Policy Revision 

8. New Business 

a. Steese-Johansen Expressway Interchange – Guest Presentation by DOT 

b. University Avenue Rehabilitation & Widening – Guest Presentation by DOT 

c. BPAC Meeting Schedule 

d. Winter Maintenance Forum 

e. New NCHRP “Guidance to Improve Pedestrian & Bicycle Safety at Intersections” 

9. Other Issues 

10. Committee Member Comments 

11. Adjournment 

Next Scheduled BPAC Meeting – Thursday, October 8, 2020, 5-7 P.M. 
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Web Conference 
Meeting Minutes 

June 11, 2020 • 5:00-7:00 p.m. 
By computer at www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zzoom 

By telephone at: 1 (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 781-902-262 
 
 

1. Call to Order 
David van den Berg, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:02 p.m. 
 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 
  *David van den Berg, Chair 
  *Corlis Taylor (absent) 
  *Peter Stern 
  *Carl Heim 
  *Jim Richardson 
  *Nathan Belz  
  *John Stowman 
  *Larry Zervos 
**Jackson Fox 
**Olivia Lunsford 
**Deborah Todd 
   Amy Griffiths 
   Donna Gardino 
   Don Galligan     

  *BPAC Representative 
**FAST Planning Staff 
 

3. Approval of the June 11, 2020 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the June 11, 2020 Agenda as revised. (Stowman/Richardson) 
 

Discussion: Mr. Stern commented that it was a very long agenda and they might want to 
identify which items could be postponed to another meeting. 
 

Mr. Fox agreed and recommended that Items 8a and 8d could be postponed to a future 
meeting if the BPAC Committee concurred. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

4. Approval of the April 9, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the April 9, 2020 Meeting Minutes. (Stern/Richardson). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
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5. Staff /Working Group/Chair Reports 
Mr. Fox noted that FAST Planning had obtained a $10,000 grant from the Division of 
Forestry to remove and replace the dead and damaged trees in the tree wells on 
Cushman Street and he had hired FW Scott Enterprises, a local landscape contractor, to 
replace the trees and replant the tree wells. 
 

Working Group Reports 
There were no working group reports. 
 

Chair Report 
Mr. van den Berg asked Mr. Fox if there was a 5th Avenue update he could provide. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that he did not have an update and his understanding was that the City 
of Fairbanks had hired a Consultant to host a virtual open house using the concepts 
developed by the Stakeholder Group and when it went live, he would update them. 
 

Mr. van den Berg stated that he met with Patrick Cotter of PDC about the Non-Motorized 
Plan update. 
 

6. Public Comment Period 
No public comment. 
 

7. Old Business 
a. Non-Motorized Plan Update:  

Mr. Fox explained that the initial public input period for the Non-Motorized Plan public 
comment period ended May 31. Mr. Fox stated that a virtual open house was held, 
and an interactive map was provided for comments. Mr. Fox stated that 226 
comments were received with 501 “likes” and the comments with the most likes were 
listed in order at the top of the list. Mr. Fox stated that 92 people completed the 
on-line survey and that information was included in the meeting packet along with the 
location on the map that the comments were about. Mr. Fox explained that moving 
forward, they would be advertising a virtual Charette through “Teams” led by the 
Consultant and scheduled for June 22, 2020 from 10-11 a.m. as an initial kick-off 
meeting and then task all the attending members from the BPAC, Technical 
Committee, and Policy Board to come up with new projects to mitigate some of the 
problems identified and the Consultant would then compile a list of potential projects. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the publication of the Draft AMATS Non-Motorized Plan had been 
delayed and they were unable tell him when the draft plan would be available online 
for public comment. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the next involvement for the BPAC would be the “Charette”, so it 
would be helpful if the members read and understood the survey comments so they 
would be prepared. 
 

Discussion: Mr. Zervos asked what the survey period was. 
 

Ms. Lunsford stated that the survey period was May 8-May 31. 
 

Mr. Zervos asked how the survey had been publicized and advertised. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that it was primarily advertised on social media and he made 
announcements to the Chamber Transportation Committee and sent an email to the 
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Policy Board, Technical Committee, the two cities, the Borough, and the State DOT 
and asked them to share it with their respective departments and forward it to anyone 
interested in completing the survey. Mr. Fox stated that Ms. Lunsford also did a 
couple of Facebook boosts which reached approximately 5,000 people. Mr. Fox 
stated that he also tried to get the News-Miner to write an article about it, but they did 
not appear to be interested. 
 

Mr. Stern noted that there were very few comments in the North Pole area of Nelson 
and Dawson, so he drove out there and surveyed those areas and put in his 
comments.  
 

Ms. Gardino commented that she saw a presentation on the divergent diamond 
interchange proposed for the Steese/Johansen which she did not know about before 
she made her comments. Ms. Gardino stated that the bike traffic was routed through 
the old Holiday Station and Brown Jug which was out of direction travel and she felt 
that it would increase traffic on the Old Steese where there were no facilities and 
almost no shoulders, and thought it was something that they needed to keep in mind. 
 

Mr. Zervos stated that it created an awkward connection, so people did not use it 
because there was too much traffic. 
 

Mr. Fox agreed with Ms. Gardino’s concern and thought BPAC should be looking at 
that. 
 

Mr. Stern commented that he thought the design was in flux so it would probably be a 
good idea to see what DOT’s current thoughts were on that project. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that DOT had decided to go a different way after receiving public 
comments. 
Mr. Fox offered to contact the DOT project manager and schedule a presentation on 
the project to BPAC at their next meeting. 
 

b.  2020 Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts 
Mr. Fox explained that the 2020 bike/pedestrian count effort was very successful this 
year compared to other years and only a few intersections were not covered. Mr. Fox 
stated that in general, there were some high use intersections, but most counts were 
lower than in previous years due to people working at home and walking or biking at 
different times of day than the count timeframe. 
 

c. Road/Rail Crossing Reduction/Realignment Plan 
Mr. Fox explained that this was a parallel planning effort for the Road/Rail Plan being 
prepared by a different consultant and a website had been created as shown on the 
screenshot of the website contained in the meeting packet. Mr. Fox encouraged 
BPAC members to complete the website survey in the mind frame of a non-motorized 
user for issues at road/rail crossings. Mr. Fox stated that they were trying to identify 
crossings that they could potentially eliminate, find low-cost safety improvements that 
could be made, as well as find out about experiences people had with congestion 
from delays due to trains crossing, tripping hazards, or other issues. Mr. Fox stated 
that there were 65 road/rail crossing locations within our planning area and some of 
the crossing locations were not well-maintained. 
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Discussion: Mr. Stern commented that they talked about eliminating the at-grade 
crossing at Trainor Gate, and he thought it might divert traffic to it and make it 
congested and difficult for kids crossing the road to attend Tanana Middle School. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that they were trying to reduce crossings in some of those areas and 
remove some of the spur lines that had not been used for over a decade. 
 

d. Aurora Drive Pedestrian Fatality 
Mr. Fox stated that meeting packet contained a newspaper article regarding a hit and 
run accident on Aurora Drive that resulted in a fatality. Mr. Fox stated that he 
contacted the City of Fairbanks to get further information about the accident and was 
unable to get the report as the accident was still an open investigation. Mr. Fox stated 
that the City was not willing to comment, but did say that the accident occurred due to 
the person walking on the street rather than on the sidewalk and stated the amount of 
snow on the sidewalks was not a factor, and they would not confirm or deny whether 
the victim was inebriated. Mr. Fox stated that Mr. Stern took pictures at the accident 
site and they showed that the amount of snow on the sidewalks was not conducive to 
walking on them. 
 

Mr. Stern explained that he was also unable to get an accident report but disagreed 
with the City’s assessment that the sidewalks were walkable and thought the snow in 
the street had been recently plowed onto the sidewalk in that location making it 
impossible to walk on. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that she thought the City was trying to cover themselves with that 
statement given Mr. Stern’s observation. 
 

Mr. Zervos commented that he read the obituary and it appeared that the victim was 
clearly an experienced pedestrian. 
 

e. FAST Planning Maintenance Policy Revision 
Mr. Fox explained that FAST Planning Maintenance Policy had been discussed at the 
last two BPAC meetings and the meeting packet contained the current FAST 
Planning Policy regarding maintenance of facilities constructed with federal funds and 
below that was the revised policy that Mr. Zervos had written. Mr. Fox stated that he 
would like to have the proposed policy replace the current policy. 
 

Discussion: Mr. Stern stated that he liked what he saw but did not think it would be 
well received by the Policy Board. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the current policy language lacked content. 
 

Mr. Heim commented that the proposed revision was fine, but he did not how it would 
go over with the Technical Committee and Policy Board and he thought that the 
language was too strong. 
 

Mr. Zervos commented that the language was just a summary of the law. 
 

Motion: The BPAC recommends adoption of the proposed revision to the FAST 
Planning Maintenance Policy, including a statement that DOT Maintenance 
Agreements for FAST Planning projects shall adopt the language in this Policy. 
(Zervos/Stowman). 
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Public Comment: Donna Gardino commented that she appreciated the revision of 
the current policy and looking at some of the map comments, it showed that 
maintenance was still an ongoing issue and we needed to start thinking about making 
paths and sidewalks as important as streets and she hoped that they would all attend 
the Technical Committee meeting. 
 

Mr. Richardson commented that the problem was that the streets were priority and 
the sidewalks were not. Mr. Richardson stated that the City was not very good at 
keeping the sidewalks clean and some thought should be given to having a 
non-government entity take over sidewalk maintenance. Mr. Richardson stated that 
he thought the sidewalks should be cleaned every time there was some snow and 
were not and you could not find the handicap ramps at the corners. Mr. Richardson 
commented that this was something that should be discussed. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

8. New Business 
a. Airport Way West Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Alternatives 

This agenda item was postponed to the August 13, 2020 BPAC Meeting. 
 

b. Lacey Street Reconstruction Stakeholder Meetings 
Mr. Fox stated that like the 5th Avenue Stakeholder Meetings they were going to do a 
new round of Stakeholder Meetings for the Lacey Street Reconstruction Project, and 
they wanted to look at Lacey Street as a potential Green Street project. Mr. Fox 
stated that they currently did not have funding available so the project was not in 
design but was one that they would consider for funding as a design start in the next 
couple years. Mr. Fox stated that Lacey Street was one of the streets that was 
studied by the City of Fairbanks and currently had low traffic volumes of 648 vehicles 
per day and an idea was to potentially close access and develop green infrastructure 
in that area. Mr. Fox stated that they had developed a stakeholder list and wanted to 
find out if there was support from the businesses and entities in that area and they 
had identified Lacey Street as a prime non-motorized corridor. Mr. Fox stated that 
they had participated in a Zoom meeting with the City of Fairbanks Engineering, 
Public Works, Building, Police, and Fire Departments and there was support from all 
those entities. Mr. Fox stated that they intended to hold an initial Stakeholder Meeting 
on July 8 and hoped to send out invitations for that first meeting the week of June 15. 
Mr. Fox stated that the meeting packet contained some potential scenarios for 
creation of open space to make it more inviting to non-motorized users in that 
corridor. Mr. Fox explained that they would hold a series of three meetings, two 
weeks apart, to explore it further and hoped to have one or two concepts that were 
acceptable to the Stakeholder group to present to the Technical Committee and 
Policy Board. 
 

Discussion: Mr. Galligan commented that it was a great idea but it stopped at First 
Avenue and wanted to caution them that they think about the end and without having 
some sort of connection of this green space to 1st Avenue and looking at connecting 
it at 12th Avenue on the other end. 
 

Ms. Gardino commented that she thought it was a great idea and thought they should 
look at couplets like they had downtown on Turner Street and at the connection down 
10th Avenue to make a route. Ms. Gardino was uncertain about the north side route 
from Lacey Street since there was no traffic on Lacey. 
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Mr. Fox stated that they would be presenting the entire corridor at the Stakeholder 
Meeting. 
 

Mr. Zervos asked if the Lacey Street project was coordinated with the 5th Avenue 
project in any way. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that it was a separate but complimentary project, and 5th Avenue 
would go to construction in a couple years and they were still waiting for the virtual 
open house and the City’s determination of what the preferred alternative was for that 
project. 
 

c. Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment #3 
Mr. Fox explained that FAST Planning was preparing an amendment to the TIP which 
was the short-range funding plan for projects that covered a four-year period and 
there were some issues that needed to be addressed. Mr. Fox explained that they 
had more construction projects in 2022 than they could reasonably fund, so they 
were looking to spread some of those projects in to 2023 and 2024. Mr. Fox 
explained that the Technical Committee was tasked with looking at what projects 
were priorities for construction in 2022 and what could be delayed. Mr. Fox explained 
that the current Transportation Bill expired this fall and a new one was not yet in 
place, so they had flat-lined funding starting in 2021. Mr. Fox stated that Airport Way 
West project was scheduled beyond 2021 but it had been accelerated by DOT to 
2021 which became a problem because there was a separate project to complete a 
bike/pedestrian facility project to the Airport Terminal. Mr. Fox stated that design was 
started last year, and the TIP Amendment accelerated the project to 2021 to result in 
some cost savings for FAST Planning. Mr. Fox stated that they did not have any 
funding for the FAST Planning Surface Improvements Program in 2021-22. Mr. Fox 
stated that the Barnette Street Reconstruction Project was scheduled for a design 
start in 2021 but the construction phase was in excess of 12 million dollars. Mr. Fox 
stated that the Technical Committee was considering options for Barnette Street and 
the Holmes Road Project also needed to be added to the TIP. Mr. Fox stated that the 
Policy Board would be looking at the options and one would be released for 30-day 
public comment. 
 

Mr. Stern encouraged members to get to one of the Technical Committee Meetings 
because it was interesting to hear discussions about the various projects and their 
history. 
 

Mr. Zervos commented that he wanted to understand what Barnette Street required 
in the reconstruction and what was wrong with it. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that the concept was to reduce it from four lanes to two lanes with 
wider sidewalks, a dedicated bike lane, and potential elimination of one or more of 
the signals but there were a tremendous amount of utilities that needed to be 
replaced and a large portion of the cost which was the basis for their estimate. 
 

Mr. Zervos asked if it was true that there was no money to pay for the project. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he could get creative and move it to another year, but he was 
concerned about having contingency money to cover the change orders. 
 

Public Comment: Donna Gardino commented that she was on the Roads and 
Highways Design Committee for the Governor and at that meeting they would be 
discussing the utility issue because the utility companies were relying on the DOT to 
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replace their failing infrastructure and that had to stop. Ms. Gardino stated that she 
supported Barnette Street. 
 

Motion: The BPAC supports keeping the Barnette Street Reconstruction Project in 
the FAST TIP with the following provision: Funding for design of the project should 
not include Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funding. Alternative sources of 
funding should be found for the design phase. (Stern/Heim). 
 

Public Comment: Donna Gardino commented that if they started with City money 
and then went to Federal money, they had to start the environmental process over 
again but if they followed the federal process using City funds, they would not have to 
do that. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that DOT followed the NEPA process for all their projects and 
thought the City should as well. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Motion: The BPAC recommends the Chena River Walk Phase III construction be 
moved to 2023 or 2024. (Stern/van den Berg). 
 

Discussion: Mr. van den Berg stated that he heard that the right-of-way for that 
project had lapsed and the project was a long way from construction. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that the City had let the land use permit expire and the DOT had to 
obtain a permanent easement for where the project was to be built or buy it outright. 
Mr. Fox explained that DOT had the property appraised and the value of the property 
was so high that it would likely terminate the project so he had been tasked to see if 
the Railroad would give them the land for free or at a reduced cost so it would likely 
not be ready for construction as shown in the 2021 TIP. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Motion: The BPAC encourages the Technical Committee to retain yearly funding for 
the FAST Improvement Program, FAST Intersection Improvement Program, and 
FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program as outlined in the TIP. (Stern/Zervos). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Fox noted that the previous motions would probably defer the 
Airport Way Bike/Pedestrian Facility Project. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that the P&P dictated that some money be spent every year for 
the projects in the TIP. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that if the Airport Bike/Pedestrian Facility Project was not done with 
the Airport Way West Project it would cost more money and it would be a shame not 
to build that pedestrian facility at the Airport. 
 

Mr. Stern asked who had the maintenance responsibility for that project. 
 

Mr. Fox explained that Wien Lake Road and Old Airport Road were on Airport 
property but the separated path along Dale Road would be the DOT’s responsibility 
and once you crossed Airport Way or headed south along Wien Lake Road that 
section would be the Airport’s responsibility. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that he was in favor of that project moving forward if they could keep 
money in the FAST Improvement Program. 
 

Mr. Heim commented that they did not want to miss next year with that project 
because it might be four years before they could get another one. 
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Ms. Gardino stated that she agreed with Mr. Heim, but if the DOT was not going to 
maintain that facility, then that would be a problem. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that he had concerns about that project because the likelihood that 
DOT would maintain it was not that high. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Motion: The BPAC supports moving the Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility 
construction to 2021. (Stern/Heim). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Zervos commented that he did not understand the last part of the 
motion. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that the reason he put that in was because there was a proposal for 
an alternate project that would have included a separated path that went along the 
offramp to Airport Industrial Road and eventually tied back to the Terminal and the 
idea of that was by connecting to Dale Road pedestrians would not have to cross 
Airport Road until they got to airport parking lot but the cost of that was way too 
expensive. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

d. Standards for Pedestrian Crosswalks 
This agenda item was postponed to the August 13, 2020 BPAC Meeting. 
 

9. Other Issues 
Ms. Gardino commented that she was on the UAF Master Planning Committee and was 
appalled by a proposal to develop an off-road ATV vehicle policy at the University of 
Alaska and thought that if the project was built with Federal funds, ATVs were not allowed 
on those paths and they were totally opposed to it. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that ATVs were not allowed on those paths and it was in Alaska Statutes. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that they did not know where the request came from. 
 

10. Committee Member Comments 
 Mr. Zervos asked if Ms. Gardino was asking the BPAC to make a recommendation to 

the Technical Committee. 
 Ms. Gardino stated that her recommendation would be to say the UAF North Campus 

trails should be for pedestrians, skiing, and non-motorized vehicles. 
 Mr. van den Berg thanked Mr. Stern for bringing good subject matter for discussion at 

the meeting. 
 

11. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn. (Zervos/van den Berg). The meeting adjourned at 7:42 p.m. The next 
BPAC meeting is Thursday, August 13, 2020, 5-7 pm. 

 
 
 
Approved:          Date:    

   David van den Berg, Chair 
   Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
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Jackson Fox

From: Andrew Ooms <aooms@kittelson.com>
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 4:32 PM
To: Jackson Fox
Cc: Olivia Lunsford
Subject: FW: Winter bike lane maintenance 2020 07 24 AK Div

FYI, it looks like FHWA doesn’t have an issue with seasonal bike lanes as long as there is a suitable route, which could be 
the remainder of the roadway. That is one hurdle out of the way. 
 
Jackson, have a good week off! 
 

Andrew Ooms, PE, PTOE, RSP | Senior Engineer |Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 
907.433.8102 

I’m working from home in response to COVID‐19, but Kittelson is fully operational and responsive to all projects. Please visit our 
website for more information, and connect with us before sending hard copy mail. 

 

From: Lohrey, John (FHWA) <John.Lohrey@dot.gov>  
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 6:33 AM 
To: Andrew Ooms <aooms@kittelson.com> 
Cc: Fletcher, Al (FHWA) <Al.Fletcher@dot.gov> 
Subject: FW: Winter bike lane maintenance 2020 07 24 AK Div 
 
Andrew, 
 
Below is the response from FHWA Headquarters. 
 
John 
 

From: Douwes, Christopher (FHWA)  
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 3:34 AM 
To: Lohrey, John (FHWA) <John.Lohrey@dot.gov> 
Cc: Fletcher, Al (FHWA) <Al.Fletcher@dot.gov>; Buck, Darren (FHWA) <darren.buck@dot.gov>; Hilton, Elizabeth (FHWA) 
<Elizabeth.Hilton@dot.gov> 
Subject: Winter bike lane maintenance 2020 07 24 AK Div 
 
Good morning, John. 
 
If we were discussing sidewalks, sidewalks must be maintained for accessibility. The FHWA memo on snow removal at 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/preservation/082708.cfm is now archived, but the link to 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/civilrights/programs/ada/ada_sect504qa.cfm#q31 is still active. 
 
But we’re discussing roadway use, so I would expect normal roadway maintenance agreements between the State and 
FHWA to apply. I’m copying Elizabeth Hilton and Darren Buck in case they have something to offer. 
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The primary reason I see for maintaining an ability for bicyclists to use a facility is 23 U.S.C. 109(m). In our guidance at 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/guidance_2019.cfm#bp3,  
 

 "The Secretary shall not approve any project or take any regulatory action under this title that will result in the 
severance of an existing major route or have significant adverse impact on the safety for nonmotorized 
transportation traffic and light motorcycles, unless such project or regulatory action provides for a reasonable 
alternate route or such a route exists." (23 U.S.C. 109(m)).  

o FHWA interprets this requirement to include providing appropriate replacement detour accommodations in 
the event of permanent or temporary closures. 

 
If the bicyclists can still reasonably use the primary travel lanes or reasonable alternate routes until the bike lanes are 
clear, I don’t see a problem. I expect most Alaskans know that they need to deal with snow, and things will be different 
after a significant snowfall. Let’s not let perfect get in the way of doing good. 
 
Christopher B Douwes Phone: 202-366-5013 
Community Planner 
Transportation Alternatives / Recreational Trails Program 
Federal Highway Administration 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/  
www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/transportation_alternatives/  

 

From: Lohrey, John (FHWA)  
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 7:20 PM 
To: Douwes, Christopher (FHWA) <Christopher.Douwes@dot.gov> 
Cc: Fletcher, Al (FHWA) <Al.Fletcher@dot.gov> 
Subject: Winter bike lane maintenance 
 
Christopher, 
 
The City of Fairbanks, Alaska is considering re‐marking some of their city streets so that what is now a shoulder would 
become a bike lane.  One concern is with winter maintenance.  The practice now is for the first pass of the snow plows 
to push snow off the travel lanes and onto the shoulder.  When time permits, the snow is picked up and hauled away. 
 
The City is concerned about FHWA maintenance requirements.  If FHWA funds are used for the project to mark the bike 
lanes, could the City close the bike lanes for the winter season?  Or, could the bike lanes be closed for several days after 
each snow event until the snow can be hauled away? 
 
Thanks for your help on this. 
 
John Lohrey 
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Our mission is to Keep Alaska Moving through service and infrastructure.

Alaska Department of 
Transportation & Public Facilities

Project Update: 5th Avenue Reconstruction  

Ivet Hall & Robert Pristash

For FAST Planning, August 2020

and City of Fairbanks
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5th Avenue Reconstruction - Scope

8/10/2020

Reconstruct 5th Avenue between Barnette Street and 
Noble Street including ADA improvements, intersection 
improvements, drainage improvements, roadside hardware, 
and utilities. 
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5th Avenue Reconstruction (TIP)

Funding and schedule:

Phase 2 (Design): $120,700 FFY21

Phase 3 (ROW): $30,000 FFY21

Phase 7 (Utilities):  $450,000 FFY22

Phase 4  (Construction): $1,701,300 FFY22 (AC) (being moved to FY23?)

To achieve this schedule, we anticipate 

• completing the environmental document in October to 
proceed to Final design (FFY21) 

• prepare the Design Study Report to be able to

• request ROW Phase in FFY21 and 

• Proceed to Construction in FFY22 (summer 2023)
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Public Involvement –
Stakeholders Meetings

• Stakeholders Group was selected by City of Fairbanks

• Four stakeholder meeting were conducted January 
through March 2020 to select preferred typical section

• Stakeholders agreed on wider sidewalks at the expense of 
space for bicycles (shoulders), bikes to share roadway due 
to low ADT

• The stakeholder group was unable to agree one typical 
section and recommended two primary options to be 
presented to public

 One‐way traffic pattern

 Two‐way traffic patters
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Public Involvement – Online survey
84 responses

Public could choose 3‐5 of the seven “choices” and rate 
them based on what they wanted the most:

1. Wider sidewalks (chosen by 53, rated the highest)

2. Lighting (chosen by 54, rated more as a middle 
preference)

3. Fairbanks Downtown Motif (chosen by 50)

4. Landscaping/Snow storage (chosen by 50)

5. Bike Route (chosen by 36, those who chose it rated it 
high)

6. On‐street Parking (chosen by 36)

7. Remove Overhead Utilities (chosen by 29)
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Public Involvement – Comments

• Sidewalks: asking for wider sidewalks

• Lighting: safe lighting 

• Downtown Motif: all supportive

• Landscaping/Snow storage (explained as green space used 
for snow storage in the winter): all supportive

• Bikes: signage, bikes lockers, split comments regarding the 
need for dedicated facility

• On‐street Parking: split comments regarding the need

• Overhead utilities: remove or shift utilities 
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Public Involvement – Traffic Pattern

To aid in traffic pattern decision, the online survey included 
a question: Which design concept do you prefer?

Only one answer could be chosen:

• One‐way Concept – chosen by 36 (61% of those who 
responded)

• Two‐way Concept – chosen by 20 (34% of those who 
responded)

• I have no preference – chosen by 3 (5% of those who 
responded)
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Proposed Design
• Maintaining 5th Avenue as one‐way 
 Additionally, the proposed design follows the project 
nomination and the TAP grant application (Phase 4 funds)

• Typical section:
 Wider sidewalks 

 Bicycles to share lane with vehicles

 Pavement between sidewalks wide enough to allow for 
conversion to 2‐way traffic pattern at a later date (at the 
expense of on‐street parking)

 Landscaping and keeping on‐street parking where possible

 Downtown Motif as allowed within available funding

 Remove overhead utilities by School District building, not by 
5th&Lacey
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FFY19‐23 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment #3 

The public comment period for TIP Amendment #3 is open July 16 to August 16, 2020.  FAST Planning 

has developed two options for this Amendment, which were presented to our Technical Committee at 

their June and July meetings and our Policy Board approved release of the two options for public 

comment at their July 15th meeting.  Please direct your comments and questions to Jackson Fox by email 

to jackson.fox@fastplanning.us, phone (907) 205‐4276, or mail to FAST Planning, 100 Cushman Street, 

Suite 205, Fairbanks, Alaska 99701.  The purpose and need for the Amendment is outlined below.   

1. The TIP is overprogrammed with construction projects in FFY22 using Advance Construction (AC) 

funding, and DOT Headquarters has requested FAST Planning reduce the amount of AC in the 

TIP to a more reasonable level. 

 

2. DOT Headquarters reduced the annual allocation of Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds 

to FAST Planning in FFY21, FFY22, & FFY23 to $7,716,256 in the new FFY20‐23 Statewide 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) approved in April 2020.  The previous amounts 

were: FFY21 ‐ $7,909,200, FFY22 ‐ $8,106,900, and FFY23 ‐ $8,309,600. 

 

3. DOT accelerated the “Airport Way West Improvements” project in the new STIP for construction 

in FFY21.  FAST Planning’s “Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility” project (to complete the 

connection to the FAI terminal) is currently in design.  To achieve economies of scale, it would 

be advantageous to bid these projects together.  However, the current TIP shows construction 

funding for “Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility” project after FFY23. 

 

4. There is currently no final design or construction funding included in the TIP for FFY21 or FFY22 

for the “FAST Improvement Program” project.  

 

5. The “Barnette Street Reconstruction” is programmed for a design start in FFY21 in the TIP but is 

an exceptionally large project for FAST Planning to fund.  The construction phase exceeds FAST 

Planning’s annual allocation of federal funds and there is possibility of a future decrease in FAST 

Planning’s allocation if/when the MatSu area MPO is established in 2022/23.  

 

6. The “Holmes Road Reconstruction” project needs to be added to the TIP as an illustrative 

project per a motion by the FAST Planning Policy Board in April 2020. 

The following pages present the two options for TIP Amendment #3 that address the items listed above.  

Differences between the options are highlighted and the construction year for each project in the TIP is 

projected out to FFY26.  
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Options for TIP Amendment #3 (highlighted rows note differences between options) 

  Option A  Option B 

5th Avenue Reconstruction  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23 

Airport West Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility  Accelerates construction to FFY21  Accelerates construction to FFY21 

Barnette Street Reconstruction  Removes funding making project illustrative  Delays design start from FFY21 to FFY22 

Chena Riverwalk Stage III  Delays construction from FFY21 to FFY22  Delays construction from FFY21 to FFY22 

College Road Bus Pullouts  No change  No change 

Cowles Street Reconstruction  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY24  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY24 

Cushman Street Bridge Rehabilitation  No change  No change 

FAST Improvement Program  Funds construction in FFY22 at $1 million  No change, remains unfunded in FFY21 & FFY22 

FAST Intersection Improvement Program  No change  No change 

FAST Sidewalk Improvement Program  No change  No change 

Lathrop Street Extension  No change  No change 

Minnie Street Upgrade  Delays final design funding from FFY22 to FFY23  Delays final design funding from FFY22 to FFY23 

North Pole Streetlight Standardization  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23 

Old Rich Hwy Intersection Improvements  Increases construction funding from $600k to $900k  Increases construction funding from $600k to $900k 

Sign Replacement Stage III  No change  No change 

Woll Road Resurfacing & Widening  No change  No change 

Yankovich/Miller Hill Road Reconstruction  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23  Delays construction from FFY22 to FFY23 

 

Page 34



 

Current FFY19‐23 TIP (Administrative Modification #2) 

FFY21  FFY22  FFY23  After 

Chena Riverwalk Stage III  5th Avenue Reconstruction    Airport West Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Facility 

FAST Intersection 
Improvement Program 

College Road Bus Pullouts    Barnette Street 
Reconstruction 

FAST Sidewalk Improvement 
Program 

Cowles Street 
Reconstruction 

  Minnie Street Upgrade 

Sign Replacement Stage III  Cushman Street Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

  Woll Road Resurfacing & 
Widening 

  Lathrop Street Extension     

  North Pole Streetlight 
Standardization 

   

  Old Richardson Highway 
Intersection Improvements 

   

  Yankovich/Miller Hill Road 
Reconstruction 

   

 

Illustrative Projects: Bike Lane Signing & Striping, FAST Safety & Efficiency Program, Lacey Street Reconstruction, Nelson Road Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility 
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Option A – Year of Project Construction 

FFY21  FFY22  FFY23  FFY24  FFY25 

Airport West Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Facility 

Chena Riverwalk Stage III  5th Avenue 
Reconstruction 

Cowles Street 
Reconstruction 

Minnie Street Upgrade 

FAST Intersection 
Improvement Program 

College Road Bus Pullouts  North Pole Streetlight 
Standardization 

Woll Road Resurfacing 
& Widening 

 

FAST Sidewalk 
Improvement Program 

FAST Improvement Program 
(Surface Upgrades) 

Yankovich/Miller Hill 
Road Reconstruction 

   

Sign Replacement 
Stage III 

Lathrop Street Extension       

  Old Richardson Highway 
Intersection Improvements 

     

  Cushman Street Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

     

 

Illustrative Projects: Barnette Street Reconstruction, Bike Lane Signing & Striping, FAST Safety & Efficiency Program, Holmes Road Reconstruction, Lacey Street 

Reconstruction, Nelson Road Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility 

 

Option B – Year of Project Construction 

FFY21  FFY22  FFY23  FFY24  FFY25  FFY26 

Airport West Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Facility 

Chena Riverwalk Stage III  5th Avenue 
Reconstruction 

Cowles Street 
Reconstruction 

Minnie Street Upgrade  Barnette Street 
Reconstruction 

FAST Intersection 
Improvement Program 

College Road Bus Pullouts  North Pole Streetlight 
Standardization 

Woll Road Resurfacing 
& Widening 

   

FAST Sidewalk 
Improvement Program 

Lathrop Street Extension  Yankovich/Miller Hill 
Road Reconstruction 

     

Sign Replacement Stage 
III 

Old Richardson Highway 
Intersection Improvements 

       

  Cushman Street Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

       

 

Illustrative Projects: Bike Lane Signing & Striping, FAST Safety & Efficiency Program, Holmes Road Reconstruction, Lacey Street Reconstruction, Nelson Road 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility   
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FFY21 Construction FFY22 Construction

Improvement Program (Surface Upgrades) Dunbar Avenue - A to C Street (COF) Aztec Road Service Area Priority #1 Roads (FNSB)
Eureka Avene - Hamilton Avenue to E Street (COF)    Charolette Road
Pratt Avenue - 2nd to Front Street (COF)    Choctaw Road
CONP Driveway Aprons (CONP)    Glenn Street
2nd Avenue Dog Park Access Road (FNSB)*    Ione Street
South Cushman Extension (FNSB)*    Pueblo Street
Phillips Field Road Path - University Avenue to Peger Road (DOT)*    Shoshone Drive

   Vicki Lane
   *Contingency Projects Aztec Road Service Area Priority #2 Roads (FNSB)

   Copper Street
   Aztec Road

Sidewalk Improvement Program 2nd Avenue Sidewalk at Carlson Center (COF)
North Pole High School Blvd Separated Sidewalk (CONP)
Snowman Lane - E 8th to E 5th Avenue (CONP)

Intersection Improvement Program Trainor Gate Road & F Street (COF)
23rd Avenue & South Cushman Street (COF)
Chena Pump Road & Chena Point Avenue (DOT)
Auburn Drive at Pearl Creek Elementary (DOT)
Farmer's Loop Road & Steese Highway (DOT)
Sheep Creek Road Extension & Tanana Loop Road (DOT)
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July 1, 2020 
Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 

 

9 

Mr. Fox stated that it was Kate Dueber and he had explained the project 
background to her. 
 

Mr. Spillman asked Ms. Dueber if it was her understanding that the Land Office 
was not granting the long-term land interest. 
 

Ms. Dueber stated that the Real Estate Office was required to have Fair Market 
Value compensation, but she did not think there were any functional issues with 
the project. Ms. Dueber stated that for the Real Estate office could not move 
forward without an appraisal and thought that with the letter that was something 
they would investigate. 
 

Mr. Ackerman commented that he thought the letter was very well written and 
contained all the pertinent details but would add that there had been a lot of 
investment of time and money by Festival Fairbanks and, if anything, would 
enhance the project value, and hoped that was taken into consideration when the 
project was reviewed by the Railroad. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that what they were looking for with this letter was a yes or 
no answer and if they did not get approval from the Railroad for the project, they 
could not share the appraisal until they were given that approval. 

 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. FAST Planning Maintenance Policy Revision (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet included the revised FAST Planning 
Maintenance Policy for winter maintenance. Mr. Fox explained that the current 
policy lacked detail and citations and the BPAC approved the two-paragraph 
language that summarized the Federal law related to maintenance of 
transportation facilities built with Federal funds. 
 

Public Comment: No public comment. 
 

Motion: To extend the meeting until the completion of the agenda. 
(Spillman/Chapman). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Motion: To approve the FAST Planning Maintenance Policy revision as 
presented. (Spillman/Denton). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Spillman stated that his biggest concern about the policy was 
the language. Mr. Spillman explained that there was a lot of discussion about 
when a signed Maintenance Agreement was required and Steve Titus, the DOT 
Regional Director at the time, had cited that a tentative agreement to maintain 
would suffice and a Maintenance Agreement could be an email. Mr. Spillman 
stated that it was very difficult for an entity to agree to sign a Maintenance 
Agreement before a project had started or gone through the NEPA process and 
thought it was more appropriate to have a tentative agreement to maintain before 
a project even started design. 
 

Mr. Fox clarified that there was a signed Maintenance Agreement for the Chena 
Riverwalk Project in place. 
 

Ms. Schacher stated that the current policy, as it read, was fine and did not think 
the current revisions were necessary. Ms. Schacher stated that FAST Planning 
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July 1, 2020 
Technical Committee Meeting Minutes 

 

10 

did not supply maintenance funding, so she did not think it was appropriate for 
them to be making policy. 
 

Ms. Chapman agreed with Ms. Schacher and stated that they did have to have a 
signed Maintenance Agreement prior to starting a project and recalled the 
discussion with FMATS years ago. Ms. Chapman stated that there were 
provisions in State law that if an entity reneged on a maintenance agreement 
there were penalties. Ms. Chapman thought being a little vague in a policy was 
better than being specific. Ms. Chapman wanted to promote collaboration and 
problem solving rather than applying federal or state laws and penalties. 
Ms. Chapman thought we would have to get a lot more creative about 
maintenance and talking about ways to look at generating maintenance as a 
community. Ms. Chapman stated that everyone wanted those facilities but then 
they complained if they were not maintained but no one wanted to pay for those 
facilities. Ms. Chapman stated that she thought there would come a time when 
they would have to decide what they were willing to pay for. 
 

Mr. Spillman was still concerned about the language of a signed Maintenance 
Agreement citing that the Borough did not have road powers, so their 
maintenance ability really depended on the project, so, asking for a signed 
maintenance commitment before a project was designed was inappropriate in his 
mind. 
 

Mr. Pristash commented that it was probably not appropriate to dictate a level of 
maintenance and recommended voting against it. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: To amend by removing the language that reads, 
“These agreements should be executed by the Department prior to obligating 
federal funding for municipal projects to reduce the Department’s risk assuming 
maintenance agreements for FAST Planning projects” and replace it with, “These 
agreements should be executed prior to final design of a project, but a tentative 
agreement to maintain shall be sufficient until there is a preferred option from the 
NEPA process.” (Spillman/Ackerman). 
 

Discussion: Mr. Spillman stated the very frequently the design dictated what 
type of maintenance agreement was required no a specific facility. 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: Four in favor. Six opposed. (Chapman, 
Hoke, Perreault, Pristash, Schacher, Theurich). Three absent. (Butler, Dueber, 
Theurich). Motion failed. 
  

Discussion: Ms. Chapman suggested that possibly they could use a 
subcommittee to discuss the policy revision. 
 

Ms. Schacher suggested that the BPAC efforts could be better spent advocating 
to the decision makers if they were not happy with the level of service. 
 

Mr. Ackerman stated that he believed that the role of the BPAC was to advocate 
for this type of thing so he understood the intent, but he thought it would be better 
to have discussions with various maintenance entities about strategies for 
improvement. 
 

Vote on Original Motion: One in Favor. (Perreault). Ten Opposed. (Ackerman, 
Burgess, Chapman, Denton, Hoke, Pristash, Schacher, Spillman, Theurich, 
Weinberger). Two Absent. (Butler, Dueber). Motion failed. 
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MAINTENANCE 

CURRENT POLICY: 

Maintenance agreements for FAST Planning projects outline the responsibilities associated with each 

agency entering the agreement. Typically these agreements are between the DOT&PF and the 

governmental project sponsor. All projects require a tentative maintenance commitment before 

initiating PH2 with a final agreement before PH4. (FAST Planning Policy Board Action Items 03.20.13). 

However, the ADOT&PF has the final determination on whether a project can move forward. 

Maintenance of the sidewalks and paths, particularly snow clearing and sweeping, should occur at the 

same time or as close to as practicable, as the clearing or sweeping of the adjacent roadway. 

PROPOSED REVISION: 

Under federal law, the Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities must maintain roads 

and highways constructed with federal funding to extend pavement life, improve safety and meet user 

expectations. [23 USC §116(a)(2) and (b)]. This obligation includes maintaining sidewalks and other 

facilities for use by pedestrians, including persons with disabilities, throughout the year with only 

isolated or temporary interruptions in accessibility. [28 CFR §35.133(a)]. To ensure accessibility, the 

Department must remove debris, obstacles and snow from sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities, and 

it is responsible for on‐going maintenance of the pavement, curb cuts and crosswalks. (23 USC §116(a) 

and (b); 28 CFR §35.133(a); Federal Highway Administration September 12, 2006 Policy Memorandum).  

The Department may provide for its maintenance obligation by formal agreement with any adequately 

equipped municipality or other governmental entity, but such an agreement does not relieve the 

Department of its responsibility for maintenance. (23 CFR 1.27). These agreements should be executed 

by the Department prior to obligating federal funding for municipal projects to reduce the Department’s 

risk of assuming maintenance responsibility after construction. The language within this Policy shall be 

included in all Department maintenance agreements for FAST Planning projects.  If the Federal Highway 

Administration finds that any project is not being properly maintained, the Administration will notify the 

Department of the lapse. If the Department does not remedy the problem within 90 days of the notice, 

the Administration may withhold approval of future projects from the Department or a political 

subdivision of the State. [23 USC §116(d)]. 

   

Policy Last Updated 

July 15, 2015 

Proposed Revision: June 11, 2020 
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8/10/2020 BPAC Meetings

https://survey123.arcgis.com/surveys/1ccb77f458ae467c8497308127893594/analyze?position=0.field_2&chart=0.can_you_attend_a_monthly_bpac_… 1/2

BPAC Meetings
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Would you be in favor of meeting monthly instead of bi-monthly? 
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Answers Count Percentage
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8/10/2020 BPAC Meetings
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FAST Planning | (907) 205-4276 | www.fastplanning.us   
FAIRBANKS AREA SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

TUESDAY | OCTOBER 15 | 2019
5:30-7:00 PM

CITY HALL800 Cushman St.

2ND ANNUAL 
WINTER 

Join us for a series of presentations from DOT&PF, the City of Fairbanks, 
the Fairbanks North Star Borough, and other special guests about: 

ICE
SNOW 
BRINE
SAND

PLOWING
DRIVING
BIKING

WALKING

MAINTENANCE 
FORUM
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100 CUSHMAN STREET, SUITE 205 | FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701 | WWW.FASTPLANNING.US 
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GUIDANCE TO IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST SAFETY AT INTERSECTIONS

Guidance to Improve Pedestrian and 
Bicyclist Safety at Intersections: 
Summary
Background
Organizations across the United States are seeking 
to improve transportation safety for all modes. 
Improving pedestrian and bicyclist safety is 
increasingly important, as these vulnerable roadway 
users represent almost 20 percent of traffic fatalities 
despite making many fewer trips proportionally 
than motorists (NHTSA 2018; see Figure A). With 
the adoption of safety efforts such as Vision Zero, 
Toward Zero Deaths, and the Safe System approach 
by numerous jurisdictions throughout North America, 
along with their adoption of mobility goals that aim 
to increase pedestrian and bicyclist travel for health, 
environmental, system efficiency, and equity reasons, 
practitioners are increasingly attuned to the need to 
pay attention to pedestrian and bicyclist safety.

However, despite the wealth of safety resources that 
exist today, many jurisdictions would benefit from 
additional help with countermeasure selection to 
address known safety problems. Some resources 

provide many options without sufficient help for refining 
those options, while other resources are specific to 
selected problems and cannot be widely applied.

This Guide seeks to fill these gaps by providing a 
succinct process for countermeasure selection 
that helps practitioners understand important 
questions and considerations for choosing the 
right countermeasure(s) for their situation. In doing 
so, this Guide does not seek to replace current 
countermeasure or safety resources, but rather build 
on the strengths of these resources, citing them 
where applicable, and working to tie them together in 
a coherent way for practitioners. The Guide is relevant 
to a range of contexts (e.g., facility types, land use 
patterns, travel speeds) and will help practitioners:

• Understand the difference between reactive 
and proactive (systemic) safety approaches;

• Understand the importance of creating safe 
and comfortable intersection conditions 
for pedestrians and bicyclists;

• Identify safety issues and problems 
for pedestrians and bicyclists;

• Understand data needs and data limitations 
related to bicyclist and pedestrian safety;

• Understand the trade-offs between safety, 
comfort, and operations for different road users;

• Provide strategies to determine modal 
priorities to facilitate decision-making; 

• Assess high-level safety and operational 
performance of intersections; and

• Choose appropriate countermeasures, 
countermeasure combinations, and policies to 
address identified safety issues and goals.

This Guide focuses specifically on intersection 
countermeasure options because intersections 
have more potential countermeasures to consider 
for pedestrians and bicyclists than mid-segment 
locations. It focuses on countermeasures that 
address the top five crash types for pedestrians and 
the top seven crash types for bicyclists, representing 
79 percent of pedestrian fatalities and 55 percent 

Figure A.  Deaths from Motor Vehicle Crashes,  
by Mode

Note: Data exclude nonvehicle occupants not classified as 
pedestrians or bicyclists. These “unclassified” fatalities represent 

less than 1 percent of annual traffic-related fatalities. 

Source: Fatality Analysis Reporting System (NHTSA 2018)
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of bicyclist fatalities. An overarching objective is 
to provide practitioners with fundamental safety, 
operations, and design principles to develop 
intersections that address safety needs and match 
community expectations. However, these principles 
can be applied to roadway segments as well.

This Guide also covers the potential for practitioners 
to shift from focusing on specific locations where 
pedestrian and bicyclist crashes have occurred 
(reactive or “hot spot” safety) to identifying 
intersection types and characteristics that have 
a higher risk of crashes in the future (proactive or 
“systemic” safety). This approach is particularly 
applicable to pedestrian and bicycle crashes, which 
often occur throughout the network in low numbers, 
yet may demonstrate similar patterns among crash 
locations. The proactive approach helps support 
public agency goals to support walking and bicycling 
usage while improving pedestrian and bicyclist safety. 
Once potential risk factors have been identified, this 
Guide can be used to help retrofit safe crossings to 
address these risks.

Guide Organization
Each of the Guide’s chapters is useful as an individual 
resource; however, the Guide is organized sequentially 
to provide insight into the safety identification 
process from beginning (framing the problem) to 
end (countermeasure selection), following the steps 
shown in Figure B.

These steps are covered in the various chapters as 
follows:

Chapter 1: Frame the Process provides a 
high-level explanation of the key considerations 
and decisions needed at the outset to ensure a 
smooth, coordinated effort to address safety.

Chapter 2: Identify and Collect the Data for Analysis 
explores necessary and optional data types and 
sources for analyzing and understanding pedestrian 
and bicyclist safety and risk at intersections. 

Chapter 3: Analyze Intersection Safety and Identify 
Issues presents strategies and methods for using the 
data and sources identified in Chapter 2 to assess 
intersection safety and identify risk factors. 

Figure B.  General Assessment and Approach to Countermeasure Selection
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Chapter 4: Identify Treatment Options for Creating 
Safer Intersections explains how to use identified 
crash characteristics, risk factors, and other criteria 
to select potential countermeasures for bicyclists and 
pedestrians at intersections. 

Chapter 5: Refine the Countermeasure Options 
focuses on considering the needs of bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and other road users in combination 
within the land use and transportation context to help 
refine the countermeasure options.

Chapter 6: Final Countermeasure Selection covers 
the last two steps of the process, featuring a 
framework for considering the tradeoffs and effects 
of safety countermeasures and design improvements 

that allows agencies to consider benefit-cost 
calculations and other performance outcomes.  
This information will help the practitioner finalize  
the countermeasure selection for an identified 
location. 

Chapter 7: Conclusions and Epilogue summarizes 
highlights from the Guide and provides a brief 
overview of the importance of project evaluation as 
an epilogue to the countermeasure selection process.

Appendix: Countermeasure Glossary expands 
on the countermeasures covered in Chapter 4 by 
providing key information for practitioners to consider 
when applying Chapters 5 and 6 to refine and finalize 
countermeasure options.
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