
 
 
 

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting  
Thursday, November 19, 2020, 5:00 – 7:00 P.M. 

 
 

To join the Zoom Meeting via computer, go to: www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom 
 

Zoom Meeting Phone Number: 1 (253) 215-8782, enter Meeting ID 814-6029-4267 
 

 
 

 
1. Call to Order  

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 

3. Approval of the November 19, 2020 Agenda  

4. Approval of the October 29, 2020 Minutes  

5. Staff Report/Working Group Reports/Chair Report 

6. Public Comment Period  

7. Old Business 

a. Lacey Street Reconstruction Stakeholder Meetings Update 

b. Discussion of Changes to Alaska Administrative Code (AAC) and/or Local Laws 

 13 AAC 02.400 Riding Bicycles on Roadways & Bicycle Paths 

 13 AAC 02.455 Operation of Off-Highway Vehicles on Highways & Other Locations 

8. New Business 

a. Old Steese Highway Reconstruction – Guest Presentation by DOT&PF 

b. Winter Maintenance of Non-Motorized Paths 

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

9. Other Issues 

10. Committee Member Comments 

11. Adjournment 

Next Scheduled BPAC Meeting – Thursday, December 17, 2020, 5-7 P.M. 
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Web Conference 
Meeting Minutes 

October 29, 2020 • 5:00-7:00 p.m. 
By computer at www.fastplanning.us/keepup/zoom 

By telephone at: 1 (253) 215-8782 Meeting ID: 845 74222 0245 
 
 

1. Call to Order 
David van den Berg, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 

2. Introduction of Members and Attendees 
  *David van den Berg, Chair 
  *Donna Gardino 
  *Peter Stern 
  *Carl Heim 
  *Jim Richardson 
  *Nathan Belz 
  *John Stowman 
  *Larry Zervos 
**Jackson Fox 
**Olivia Lunsford 
**Deborah Todd 
   Don Galligan 
   Bob Pristash 
   Bill Rogers 
   Kellen Spillman 
   Jason Hill 
   Ivet Hall 
   Travis Naibert 
   Andrew Ooms 
   Corey DiRutigliano 
   Jeff Jacobson 
   Stan Justice 
  *BPAC Representative 
**FAST Planning Staff 
 

3. Approval of the October 29, 2020 Agenda 
Motion: To approve the October 29, 2020 Agenda. (Gardino/Richardson). 
Discussion: Mr. Fox noted that they had another full agenda as in previous meetings but 
would be having monthly meetings and suggested they postpone one or two of the items 
to the November 19th meeting. Mr. Fox stated that his recommendation, since they were 
not time sensitive, were Items Item 7C and 8E. 
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Mr. Stern stated that he was in favor of postponing Item 7C for further information. 
 

Mr. van den Berg stated that he was also in favor of postponing Item 7C. 
 

Motion: To postpone Agenda Item 7C. (Stern/Gardino). 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Vote on Agenda as Amended: None opposed. Approved 
  

4. Approval of the August 13, 2020 Meeting Minutes 
Motion: To approve the August 13, 2020 Meeting Minutes. (Stern/Zervos). 
Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

5. Staff /Working Group/Chair Reports 
Mr. Fox provided the following updates: 

 The 3rd Annual Winter Maintenance Forum was held on October 20, 2020 in a 
virtual format this year via Zoom. Mr. Fox explained that there was a lineup of guest 
speakers that included: Dan Schacher, of DOT&PF Maintenance, who discussed 
the DOT snow removal efforts for this winter as well as their priority routes for snow 
removal, followed by Jeff Jacobson of the City of Fairbanks Public Works Director 
who discussed the City snow removal method, means, and priorities for this winter. 
The next group of speakers was from Fairbanks North Star Borough. The first 
speaker was Michael Bredlie with the Rural Services Department who talked about 
maintenance within Road Service Areas and how folks could contact the 
Commissioners who served their road service areas; the second Borough speaker 
was Brian Charlton of the Parks and Recreation Department who discussed the 
winter maintenance activities that the Parks and Recreation Department carried out 
during the winter with regards to parking lots, trailheads, and winter trail grooming 
as well as snow removal on park access roads and at some of the schools; followed 
by Michelle Denton, of MACS Transit, who provided a presentation on the current 
state of operations of the bus system and what to expect this winter when riding the 
bus and the new restrictions in place for COVID. Mr. Fox noted that 33 people 
attended the Forum which was advertised through various social media and the 
newspaper, as well as flyers posted in strategic locations around town. 

 The Project Enhancement Committee (PEC) will serve in an advisory role to the 
Technical Committee and Policy Board focused on opportunities for streetscape 
enhancement and beautification. Mr. Fox stated that they had advertised the 
availability of the seats primarily through social media and had received 12 well 
qualified applications, in the form of a letter of interest, that had been sent to the 
three local mayors and DOT and DEC Policy Board members. Mr. Fox stated that 
they hoped to start quarterly meetings in either December of January.  

 Ms. Lunsford added that they now had access to Metro Dashboard which was free 
of charge to use by qualifying agencies and any suggestions for use of the Stava 
data was welcome. 

Working Group Reports 
No working group reports. 
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Chair Report 
No report from the Chair. 
 

6. Public Comment Period 
Kellen Spillman of the Fairbanks North Star Borough commented regarding the use of 
“Sharrows”. Mr. Spillman stated that FMATS and FAST Planning had included the use of 
“sharrows” in their planning documents for many years. Mr. Spillman stated that it was a 
small bicyclist icon that was painted on the roadway. Mr. Spillman stated that there were a 
lot of good areas where these sharrows could be used and it was troubling to learn that 
sharrows were possibly against Alaska State Statutes. Mr. Spillman stated that many of 
their planning documents recommended sharrows and as a Technical Committee 
member, he would appreciate guidance from the BPAC on how to work through this and 
possibly remove the recommendation of sharrows in their planning documents. 
Mr. Spillman stated that another thing for the BPAC to look in to was changing Alaska 
Administrative Code and it was his understanding that Alaska Administrative Code was not 
as difficult to change as the Alaska State Statutes so he thought that was a viable option 
going forward. Mr. Spillman stated that the League of Bicycle Friendly Communities and 
typically scored Alaska low when it came to bicycle friendly communities especially with 
legislation, administration, and enforcement. 
 

Nathan Belz commented via chat that he would personally be in favor of changing the 
Administrative Code if it precluded the use of sharrows. Mr. Belz stated that he would lend 
one word of caution that when using sharrows, one had to be careful to not place them on 
the road in such a way (i.e. too close) that when being used where they were coincident 
with on-street parking so that the cyclists rode along the trajectory that would be subject to 
getting “doored” when people got out of their vehicles.  
 

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

Mr. Fox provided an update for the Non-Motorized Plan Update stating that the 
project list and cost estimates, including recommended changes to the MTP, and the 
Plan text was in production with the graphic design team at Kittelson. Mr. Fox stated 
that he expected the BPAC to receive the draft document for review in 
December 2020. Mr. Fox stated that after review by the BPAC, it would be forwarded 
to the Technical Committee and the Policy Board for consideration of release of the 
document for public review in January 2021. Mr. Fox stated that the public comment 
period would close in mid-February 2021, concurrent with a Virtual Open House to 
review the document and look at all the maps that were identified in the previous 
Charrette. 
 

b. 5th Avenue Reconstruction Project Update (Action Item) 
Mr. Fox explained that the 5th Avenue project was put on the agenda at the request of 
a couple of BPAC members and introduced Donna Gardino to speak about the 
project and make her proposed motion. 
 

Ms. Gardino displayed the proposed one-way preferred alternative and striping plan 
and stated that the preferred one-way alternative was a 12-ft. lane with 7.75-ft. 
sidewalks, a 9 ft. parking lane, and a 6-ft. bicycle lane. Ms. Gardino stated that she 
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had participated in the Stakeholder Group meetings and having a bike lane on this 
road was pretty much dismissed at the first or second meeting because of the low 
traffic volumes and the ability for a bicycle to share the road with an automobile. 
Ms. Gardino stated that her concern was that what they had was a 12 ft. lane with a 
6 ft. bicycle lane, so virtually you had an 18 ft. visual speedway or freeway. 
Ms. Gardino stated that you would never put an 18 ft. lane on a 25-mph road in 
downtown because it would only encourage speeding. Ms. Gardino stated that the 
City said in the Survey that they were proposing an 13-ft. traffic calming lane which 
she did not think was traffic calming at all and then that was presented in the Survey 
and the City came out with this alternative which was not presented in the Survey and 
included a bike lane and what it sacrificed was widening the sidewalks. Ms. Gardino 
stated that she did not think that this alternative maximized the right-of-way to the 
benefit of all users. Ms. Gardino stated that she would feel comfortable riding down 
5th Avenue with a 12-ft. lane which was plenty of room because the traffic volume 
was not very high. Ms. Gardino stated that to have an 18-ft. lane and she understood 
that it would be marked as a bike lane, but it would appear as an 18-ft. lane. 
Ms. Gardino stated that if there was nobody parked, particularly in the block between 
Cushman and Barnette, you were looking at another 9-feet so it was just this big 
wide-open space. Ms. Gardino stated that she did not see how this typical section 
maximized and optimized the use of the right-of-way for all users. Ms. Gardino stated 
that she was very discouraged about this one-way alternative. Ms. Gardino stated 
that she knew that the City originally went to the Technical Committee with the 
one-way preferred alternative with two lanes in the block between Cushman and 
Barnette Street and that also was not presented in the Survey. Ms. Gardino stated 
that she thought the process was a bit flawed because they were proposing preferred 
alternatives that the public did not get an opportunity to speak to. Ms. Gardino stated 
she understood that it was a Categorical Exclusion and the City did not have to 
choose any of the alternatives that were proposed in the public process but to her, to 
have four Stakeholder meetings and then the Survey and then come out with 
something that pretty much everybody said was not a preferred scenario, was a bit 
troubling. Ms. Gardino stated there was a two-way alternative presented in the 
Survey and it pretty much got rid of parking where she did not think that parking 
needed to be disposed of, so the Downtown Association was able to come up with an 
alternative with 7-ft. sidewalks and actually the same lane width that existed out there 
today that provided two-way traffic which would calm traffic, a parking lane, and 
widened sidewalks. Ms. Gardino stated that as a member of the Downtown 
Association Board they had decided to communicate with the City and ask them to 
look at this alternative to see if this alternative was feasible or tell them why it was 
not, and they had not gotten any response. Ms. Gardino stated that they were just 
trying to say that there were other alternatives out there that would truly calm traffic. 
Ms. Gardino stated that one of the problems with the one-way alternative the City 
proposed in their striping plan was that block where the Thai House was between 
Noble and Lacey was proposed to be left as it was so they were not benefitting with 
extra width on the sidewalks because of the extra bike lane to nowhere. Ms. Gardino 
stated that she did not see the point of making 5th Avenue a three-lane bike lane 
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alternative when they indicated if there were to be any bike lane at all, it would be 
from 7th to 10th Avenue. Ms. Gardino stated that she did not know if this had been 
targeted as the preferred bike route through town but would like the BPAC to make a 
recommendation to the Technical Committee because she thought they had ended 
up with an alternative that she did not think made anyone happy and did not believe it 
improved safety, calmed traffic, or made optimal use of the right-of-way for all users. 
 

Public Comment Period: Jeff Jacobson, City of Fairbanks Public Works 
commented that he also participated in the 5th Avenue Stakeholder Meetings and he 
did not think there was a real consensus on which alternatives were preferred. 
Mr. Jacobson stated that there was a lot of division between the one-way or a 
two-way alternative proposal. Mr. Jacobson stated that the City and the Borough both 
weighed in, especially the Borough Transit, weighed in that a one-way alternative 
was preferred for a variety of reasons. Mr. Jacobson stated that one reason was that 
the School District Office had a lot of drop off and pick up traffic in front of their doors 
on 5th Avenue and a two-way alternative meant that traffic in the one direction would 
be blocking traffic behind it; whereas, if you had a one-way street with a wider lane, 
particularly an unused or infrequently used bike lane in the winter time, it would allow 
traffic to drop off and pick up in front of front doors of the School District. 
Mr. Jacobson stated that the other concern was the MACS Transit Center between 
Cushman and 5th Avenue because it would make it very difficult for them to pull out 
onto 5th Avenue with the two-way traffic and they would have a traffic light on 
Cushman and then oncoming traffic to deal with and it would delay their departure 
while they were trying to navigate the oncoming traffic coming both ways. 
Mr. Jacobson stated that for those two reasons, the City supported a one-way 
alternative. Mr. Jacobson stated that the other idea the City proposed with the 
one-way and the extra wide lanes with a bike and parking lane was that it allowed for 
future modification of traffic plans as development occurred in that area of the block. 
Mr. Jacobson stated that currently they had some vacant lots, parking lots that could 
be developed into other facilities and other buildings. Mr. Jacobson stated that they 
did not know what the next ten, twenty, or thirty years was going to look like in 
Downtown but, if they built an infrastructure that put in utilidors and other things, that 
made changing the traffic patterns costly. Mr. Jacobson stated that this allowed for a 
wide lane that could be easily developed into a two-lanes with no parking in the 
future, so it provided flexibility. Mr. Jacobson stated that they were only talking about 
from Lacey Street to Cushman Street, so he did not think it was going to be a freeway 
or high- speed chase area. Mr. Jacobson stated that there was not going to be a lot 
of fast-moving traffic on that block. Mr. Jacobson stated that from Lacey to Noble 
Street, the right-of-way narrowed considerably, so it was not feasible to have a wide 
lane, a bike path of 6-ft., and narrower sidewalks. Mr. Jacobson stated that the Police 
Chief, the Fire Chief, and himself, the Public Works Director, had advocated to their 
Engineering Department that they would prefer a narrower bike path, in the street, 
and wider sidewalks because they all knew that section of 5th Avenue, especially from 
Cushman to Lacey Street, had terrible narrow pedestrian sidewalks. Mr. Jacobson 
stated that their goal there was with that being a heavily populated area with 
businesses, restaurants, and the School District, they really needed to improve 
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pedestrian traffic to the Cushman direction and also the other direction to Lacey and 
Noble Streets so keeping those sidewalks as wide as possible was a high priority for 
the City. Mr. Jacobson stated that he would encourage the BPAC to think of that. 
Mr. Jacobson stated that there were options to consider here and advocating for a 
two-way alternative was probably not going to be the end result. Mr. Jacobson stated; 
“Let’s be more creative and focus on what we can do with the one-way alternative to 
ensure pedestrian and bicycle safety and that it makes sense for the width of the road 
so that we have flexibility as the City develops over time.” 
 

Bob Pristash, Engineering Department, City of Fairbanks, commented that he 
wanted to explain what their thoughts were for maintaining the one-way traffic pattern 
on 5th Avenue. Mr. Pristash explained that from the beginning when 5th Avenue was 
going to almost be reconstructed, or the sidewalks were going to be reconstructed, 
under the Cushman Complete Streets Project, because the sidewalks were so bad in 
front of the Borough Building, they were just going to more or less keep the same 
geometry. Mr. Pristash explained that moving forward to the first FMATS grant 
nomination, the TAP Grant, and the City Council Resolution, he really could not find 
anything in those documents, even with the new project nomination form, that talked 
about going two-way. Mr. Pristash stated that he had received letters of support from 
the Downtown Association, quoting the inefficient use of the right-of-way with respect 
to potential on-street parking. Mr. Pristash stated that in the new nomination form 
there was a paragraph that said; “The downtown traffic flow has been studied most 
recently for the Cushman Complete Streets Project. Streets 2-5th are one-way 
streets that work as couplets. The newly installed signal at Cushman supports the 
existing couplet system and the one-way flow of traffic.” Mr. Pristash stated that he 
thought all along there, the idea was that 5th Avenue would remain one way, at least 
it appeared to him from all the documents he could find because the estimate that 
was developed had nothing for signalization poles for Cushman or Barnette. 
Mr. Pristash stated that when he talked to business owners along the street, any of 
them he had been able to contact, none of them had said they did not want parking, 
so parking something that was important to them. Mr. Pristash stated when you look 
in the Geometric Design of Highways 2011 it says that parking increases crashes. 
Mr. Pristash stated that in that same design manual it said that if you wanted to 
reduce pedestrian/vehicle conflicts, you converted from two-way streets to one-way 
street operation. Mr. Pristash stated that they wanted parking but converting to a 
two-way street was going to increase pedestrian/vehicle conflicts. Mr. Pristash stated 
that if you looked at the intersection of Cushman and 5th, with one-way operation 
there was 8 conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles in the crosswalk, but if you 
went to two-way, that conflict increased to 12 which was a 50% increase. Mr. Pristash 
stated that it also happened with sidewalk/driveway conflicts and people had been 
seriously wounded on the sidewalk by people pulling into a driveway. Mr. Pristash 
stated that the renderings that were shown were not how a street worked. 
Mr. Pristash stated that he thought that the rendering showed the traveled way of the 
road going all the way to the curb and did not provide for the gutter pan. Mr. Pristash 
stated that the gutter pan was at a slope of about 8% and was not part of the traveled 
way and was for drainage so that lane had to be shortened and you really had two, 
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10-ft. travel lanes. Mr. Pristash stated that in the drain book it said that in residential 
areas, an 11 ft. lane was often used, but this was not a residential area, this was a 
commercial area. Mr. Pristash stated that he went out and measured a bus and the 
mirrors stuck out past 10-ft. wide so two, 10-ft. travel lanes would not be something 
he would be comfortable recommending. Mr. Pristash stated that the sidewalks really 
did not go to the curb face, it stopped about 6 inches short and the 7-ft. sidewalks 
shown in the rendering were really 6.5-ft. sidewalks. Mr. Pristash stated that the 
striping plan the City developed was a way to reimagine 5th Avenue and was not the 
preferred alternative yet. Mr. Pristash stated that they had not finished the 
environmental document and had not done the Design Study Report yet. Mr. Pristash 
stated that it was just a way to reimagine it and provide flexibility. Mr. Pristash stated 
that listening to the Stakeholders it seemed that some people wanted it two-way and 
some people wanted it one-way and this was a concept, maybe a little more detailed 
than the rendering and more correct dimensionally, but it was still a concept to get out 
there and show that they were listening to the Stakeholder Group and the actual 
concept had not been decided yet. 
 

Travis Naibert commented that as a cyclist it was nice not to be between the lane of 
traffic and the parking lane because then you had to worry about cars driving over the 
bike lane to park. Mr. Naibert stated that in the one-lane picture that was drawn it 
would seem easy to move the bike lane to between the parking and the sidewalk and 
you could either elevate the bike lane so that it was level with the sidewalk so that it 
made a very large sidewalk when bikes came down the road and you could mark it 
with paint to make sure the bikes stayed on that part of the sidewalk or leave it at 
street level or put something else between the parking lane and the bike lane to 
protect cyclists. Mr. Naibert stated that it was just an idea based on bike infrastructure 
he had seen in other cities. Mr. Naibert stated that as a cyclist, the one-way bike lane 
was pretty silly if there was no corresponding lane on 4th or 6th and maybe pick one 
east-west road downtown to have a bidirectional bike lane. 
 

Motion: The BPAC recommends to the Technical Committee to extend the public 
process and require an interactive online open house on the 5th Avenue 
Reconstruction Project to include: 

 Examination and discussion of an alternative 2-way typical section that was 
not previously presented that optimizes the right-of-way for all users, and 

 Examination of alternative one-way typical sections that slow speeds, 
encourage mobility for all modes, and does not include a bike lane. 
(Gardino/Belz). 

 

Discussion: Mr. Zervos asked if there had been other proposals for a one-way 
option other than the rendering they had here. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that there were others that went out to the public, but she did not 
have the ability to display them. 
 

Mr. Zervos stated that he was just asking if there were other alternatives presented 
for this project. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that she thought there were other alternatives that could be 
looked at for a one-way configuration that were not presented. 
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Mr. van den Berg pointed out that the second bullet of the motion addressed that. 
 

Mr. Zervos stated that they had heard from the gentleman at the City say that in 
reality it was not going to be a two-way street and asked Ms. Gardino’s thoughts on 
that. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that what she heard today was that if it was not going to go 
two-way today what made anyone think that it would in the future. Ms. Gardino stated 
that she thought that the speed would increase, and it would not be safe for 
pedestrians. Ms. Gardino stated that if the City was going to go one-way that needed 
to be looked at to make it better and safer for all users. 
 

Mr. Stern asked if the bicycle lane was only for eastbound bicycle traffic. 
 

Ms. Gardino state that Mr. Stern was correct unless they built a contra bike lane and 
when they looked at it people thought that it would be too dangerous to have it be a 
two-way bike lane so from her understanding that was a one-way bike lane.  
 

Mr. Stern asked if it was the intention of the City to have a public open house to see 
what was contemplated by the City and why. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that they had not finished the environmental document and there 
was another thing called the Design Study Report and they were working through the 
NEPA process. Mr. Pristash added that this would be the first striped bike lane inside 
the City that would be marked as a bike lane. Mr. Pristash stated that it was a work in 
progress. 
 

Mr. van den Berg stated that the two-way alternative the Downtown Association came 
up using a street level graphic was a level of detail for a two-way possibility that was 
never presented. Mr. van den Berg stated that it worked at the narrowest part of the 
right-of-way and they were hoping that it could get a look because it provided parking 
at the School District, calmed traffic, and MACS had been against it from the 
beginning without any real reason why. Mr. van den Berg stated that the two-way 
alternative was something that had not been part of the planning process yet and 
they knew that the gutter was not part of the roadway but the software would not let 
them show it any other way so they showed it as it appeared to the motorist as it 
appeared and it was still a work in progress. Mr. van den Berg stated that they 
plugged it into a consumer-grade street software and came up with the design. Mr. 
van den Berg stated that circulation downtown for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles 
was not impaired, it created a much better circulatory framework for vehicles and as 
non-sensical as it was to have a one-way bike lane, it also made sense to have a 
better traffic flow both ways to aid the circulation downtown. 
 

Mr. Heim asked what happened if they recommended the motion to the Technical 
Committee what that meant. Mr. Heim asked if BPAC should write a letter about why 
they were recommending alternatives instead of just giving their feedback through the 
normal environmental process and why they had to make a motion to the Technical 
Committee for stuff that the City would be doing during the Environmental process. 
 

Mr. van den Berg stated that he thought that the City said that it was not going to be 
built any other way than a one-way and it was their road, but if FAST Policy Board 
wanted to want to see this project have a larger impact, then they might want to be 
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given the opportunity to move funds around as they did many times, so it was an 
effort to communicate and get to the Policy Board so it might be of benefit to them. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that she was under the impression that the City was trying to get 
the environmental document done by the end of this month. Ms. Gardino stated that 
she felt that there had not been enough public discussion about alternatives. 
Ms. Gardino stated that when she went to the Technical Committee the following 
month and told them that it was a one-way with a bike lane, they had not been 
informed of that. Ms. Gardino stated that it seemed to her that the preferred 
alternative had been changed and they trying to complete the environmental 
document in short order so she felt a sense of urgency to try to get more discussion 
to the public about this one-way alternative and to look at different options. 
Ms. Gardino stated that she did not believe that this option really calmed traffic. 
Ms. Gardino state that she understood why they were doing the bike lane partially to 
preserve that for a future two-way but in the meantime, and she thought for a very 
long time, they would be dealing with a very, very wide street. Ms. Gardino stated that 
she thought it was an opportunity to expand the sidewalks and address pedestrians. 
Ms. Gardino stated that she thought bikes could be perfectly accommodated on this 
roadway in the lane and they should be providing an east-west route that provided for 
two-way bike traffic and not just one-way bike traffic. Ms. Gardino stated that for 
those reasons she felt that they needed to have a motion to get the Technical 
Committee to put this out to the public process because it was their understanding 
that it was not going anywhere and the Downtown Association met with DOT and the 
Consultant and they were just trying to dot their “I”s and cross their Ts to get the 
environmental document done. Ms. Gardino stated that this alternative had not been 
discussed with the public and she had not heard a lot of reasons from MACS Transit 
as to why the two-way was unacceptable but she would argue that the two-lane with 
the one-lane that was out there now and did not think there would be a big delay in 
transit trying to get out of the Transit Center. Ms. Gardino explained that the other 
thing was the drop off in front of the School District and right now they were using the 
parking lots to drop off and any way they looked at it they were going to lose parking 
spots whether it was one-way or two-way but would gain a crosswalk. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that it sounded to him like there were already several open houses 
and that meant to him that the process was still open, and he was not used to 
dictating motions to the Technical Committee about projects that were ongoing. 
 

Ms. Gardino stated that there had only been a Survey in the public process. 
 

Mr. Pristash stated that there was a virtual open house and a survey. 
 

Mr. Heim stated that Mr. Pristash had commented that there had been four 
stakeholder meetings. 
 

Amendment to the Motion: Pluralize the first bullet item (Belz/Richardson). 
 

Vote on Amendment to the Motion: Seven in favor. One opposed. (Heim). 
Approved. 

  

Page 10



October 29, 2020 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting 

 

10 

 

Amended Motion: BPAC recommends to the Technical Committee to extend the 
public process and require an interactive online open house on the 5th Avenue 
Reconstruction project to include: 

 Examination and discussion of alternative two-way typical sections that were 
not previously presented that optimize the right-of-way for all users, and 

 Examination of alternative one-way typical sections that slow speeds, 
encourage mobility for all modes, and does not include a bike lane. 

 

Vote on Motion as Amended: Six in favor. Two opposed. (Heim, Stern). Approved. 
 

c. Lacey Street Reconstruction Stakeholder Meetings Update 
This Agenda Item was postponed to the November 19, 2020 meeting. 
 

8. New Business 
a. Election of Chair and Vice Chair (Action Item) 

Mr. Fox explained that an election of BPAC Chair and Vice Chair was done annually 
and they could select anyone on the Committee to serve as Chair and Vice Chair or 
have FAST Planning staff serve as Chair and Vice Chair. Mr. Fox stated that in the 
even that FAST staff were elected, they served as non-voting members. 
 

Public Comment Period: No public comment. 
Motion: To nominate David van den Berg as Chair. (Zervos/Gardino). 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
 

Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

Motion: To nominate Olivia Lunsford as Vice Chair (Gardino/Zervos) 
 

Discussion: No further discussion. 
Vote on Motion: None opposed. Approved. 
 

b. Bicycles and Lane Use in Alaska - Guest Presentation by DOT&PF 
 Including Discussion of Sharrows and Suggested Changes to Alaska 

Administrative Code 
 

Mr. Fox introduced Carl Heim of DOT to provide a presentation about “Sharrows” and 
suggested changes to the Alaska Administrative Code. 
 

Mr. Naibert commented via chat: The “may use lane” sign is preferred by cyclists to 
sharrows if the lane and speed are such that cars can’t safely pass. Mr. Naibert 
explained that many cities have installed “bike boulevards” with bike symbols painted, 
15-ph speed limits, and speed bumps with gaps for bikes to go through. Mr. Naibert 
commented that it seemed like changing the “ride to the right law” was necessary for 
that, but one two-way east-west road like that without parking would be optimal 
downtown for bike commuting. 
 

c. Use of Off-Highway Vehicles on Sidewalks/Multi-Use Paths 
Mr. Fox explained that the meeting packet contained the Alaska Administrative Code 
for use of off highway vehicles on sidewalks and multi-use paths and when they were 
permitted to cross, be on the roadway, and circumstances for controlled access. 
Mr. Fox stated that it was very clear that snowmachines were not permitted on 
sidewalks but was not clear on the use of off highway vehicles on multi-use paths. 
 

Mr. Belz explained that he thought this was an appropriate issue for the BPAC to 
address. 
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Mr. Justice commented via chat that they should invite the Troopers to attend one of 
the BPAC meetings. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that he would reach out to Fairbanks Police Department and the 
Alaska State Troopers as well as the Alaska Highway Safety Office to let them know 
that this was a hot topic for our Committee so that we could start the conversation 
with them about what they do and do not enforce and if there were options for BPAC 
to join forces with them. 
 

Mr. van den Berg stated that he also wondered about the comments made about 
future design and choice of materials that might be a way to help with that and asked 
how they went about that and where that piece would go with regard to future design. 
 

Mr. Fox stated that Carl Heim of DOT might be a good resource for that and they 
could further discussion on current design techniques to try to address or discourage 
off highway vehicles from tearing the up the edge of the road and being on the paths 
to give us more information about how DOT considers that during design. 
 

Mr. Stern stated that he thought it was a good idea and might also be useful to check 
with Dan Schacher at DOT to find out how much of a summer maintenance budget 
he had and whether there was any expectation of sweeping during the summer. 
 

Mr. Belz asked if they had seen the wear paths from ATVs that was so severe it was 
undermining the paved portion of the shared use path so it was not just a matter of 
the debris getting on the path there was also the secondary damage to the road 
structure. 
 

d. Winter maintenance of non-motorized Paths 
Postponed to the November 19, 2020 meeting. 
 

e. New NCHRP “Guidance to Improve Pedestrian & Bicycle Safety at Intersections  
Postponed to the November 19, 2020 meeting. 
 

9. Other Issues 
Ms. Gardino commented that she would like to have a presentation on the Old Steese 
Highway Improvements Project as it addressed bicycle and pedestrian mobility and the 
link to the new interchange project. Ms. Gardino stated that she would also like to discuss 
the status of the sidewalks that were supposed to be constructed in the box store area 
under a developer’s agreement with the City. 
 

10. Committee Member Comments 
 Mr. Stern asked about the current status of the University Avenue Bridge and was 

under the impression that they were going to build a pedestrian bridge and asked 
whether they were behind on that or what was going on. 

 Mr. Galligan commented that he was awakened at 8 a.m. by the sound of piles being 
driven into the river and Lauren Little of DOT explained to him that they were 
currently building a new trestle designed for the equipment that was going to be used 
to build the new bridge and demolish the old bridge and would divert pedestrians to 
the new trestle. 
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11. Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn. (Stern/Stowman). The meeting adjourned at 7:22 p.m. The next BPAC 
meeting is Thursday, November 19, 2020, 5-7 pm. 
 
 
 
 

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

From: Robert H. Pristash <RPristash@fairbanks.us>
Sent: Thursday, November 5, 2020 4:21 PM
To: Jackson Fox
Cc: Mike Meeks; Paul J. Ewers; Jeff Jacobson
Subject: RE: Merhar Loop sidewalk
Attachments: Developers Agreement_Merhar Loop Road_150804.pdf

Jackson, 
The City’s 2015 Agreement with Saddler has a 5 year time limit with provision for a year extension. Given that no 
development has happened along the loop road, the reason to complete the sidewalk now isn’t as pressing as making 
sure the agreement to build the sidewalk remains in place. I was hopeful of some development to at least have some 
coordination of the sidewalk with vehicle approaches or curb cuts based on actual development. 
Some can probably see the value in installing the sidewalk now and just cut out any portions that are required for future 
development, I’m not sure I would agree with this.  
Maintenance of a sidewalk that really just starts and stops practically at the same point with no destination doesn’t 
seem to be worth it. 
 
I going to get more of a consensus here at the City, put I’m suggesting a modification to the existing agreement to 
extend the time limit for building the sidewalk. I’ll let you and the BPAC group know the results of that consensus. I 
would be interested in the BPAC opinion on this. 
Bob  
 

From: Jackson Fox <jackson.fox@fastplanning.us>  
Sent: Thursday, November 5, 2020 2:50 PM 
To: Robert H. Pristash <RPristash@fairbanks.us> 
Subject: Merhar Loop sidewalk 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Bob – at last week’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee meeting, Donna requested an update on the installation 
of the sidewalk on Merhar Loop in coordination with the City’s Developer’s Agreement.  Can you provide me an update 
in writing to bring back to them at their next November 19th meeting?  Seems like this would be easier that asking you to 
attend, but you can do that too if you prefer. 
 
 
Thanks, 
Jackson C. Fox 
Executive Director 

FAST Planning 
100 Cushman Street, Suite 205 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 
Main (907) 205‐4276 
Cell (907) 590‐1618 
www.fastplanning.us 
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Stakeholder 
Meeting #6

October 28, 2020
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Recap of Stakeholder Meetings

1. Project Background & Virtual Walking Tour

2. LandUse, Zoning, &Concepts Presentation

3. Development ofOnline Story Map &Online Public Survey Questions

4. Preview of Preliminary Survey Results & Discussion of Concepts

5. Final Survey Results & Further Discussion of Concepts
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Why 
Lacey
Street?
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Online Survey Results
• 682 Participants

• Priorities – Downtown Beautification & Walkability

• Features – Pedestrian/Biking Space, Enhanced Safety, & Improved Surfaces

• Concepts ‐ #1 Linear Park, #2 Blended Corridor
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What we heard from Stakeholder Group…

• 1st to 5th Ave ‐ keep in same configuration

• 2‐way traffic with wide sidewalks, bus stop(s), drainage is good

• 5th to 12thAve ‐ support for both “Blended Corridor” and “Linear Park” concepts

• Drainage needs to be addressed

• Keeping overhead utility poles in place would save $$$, but they are an eyesore
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Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Blended 1-Way
Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Blended 1-Way
Feature "node" at southern terminus

N N 

EXISTING AUGMENTED
5th - 12th 2-Way Corridor

OPTION Design Features

Improved Drainage
10'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders 
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities are buried
7'-0" sidewalks

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 1
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Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Blended 1-Way
Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Blended 1-Way
Feature "node" at southern terminus

N N 

OPTION A - Blended
5th - 12th Blended 1-Way Corridor
Design Features

Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders 
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops
Non-motorized terminus at 12th 

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 2
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Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Linear Park Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Linear Park

N N 

OPTION B - Linear Park
5th - 12th Linear Park

Design Features

Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Variously sized outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 3
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Concept Plan 5th to 10th - Blended 1-Way Concept Plan 10th to Co-Op - Linear Park

OPTION C - Hybrid 
5th-10th 1-Way  10th-12th Linear Park

Design Features 1-Way

Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders 
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops

Design Features Linear Park

Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Various use outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 4
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N 

OPTION Design Features

Improved Drainage
10'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders 
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities are buried
7'-0" sidewalks

Existing Augmented Block

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 5
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Design Features

Improved Drainage
Water infiltration basins
12'-0" Road lane width, 3'-0" shoulders 
Shoulders for snow storage
Overhead Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Wide blended use pathway
Seating areas
Seating areas can also accommodate bus stops
Non-motorized terminus at 12th 

N 

Blended 1-Way Block

N 

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 6
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Linear Park Block

Design Features

Improved Drainage
Large Water infiltration basins and permeable surfaces
Mixed use path retains access for emergency vehicles
Utilities remain in place (cost savings)
Variously sized outdoor public areas for residents or visitors
Low maintenance plantings

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 7
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40'-0"

10'-0" 7'-0"3'-0"13'-0"

Existing Augmented 2-Way

Concept Section

Concept Sketch

10'-0"3'-0"

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 8
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40'-0"

9'-0" 3'-0" 3'-0"12'-0"13'-0"

Blended 1-Way  | Bus Detail

Concept Section

Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 9
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40'-0"

13'-0" 9'-0" 3'-0" 3'-0"12'-0"

Blended 1-Way  | Drainage Detail

Concept Section

Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 10
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40'-0"

6'-0" 4'-0"18'-0"12'-0"

Linear Park

Concept Section

Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 11
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Linear Park Character

Summer Concept Sketch

Winter Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 12
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Blended 1-Way Character

Summer Concept Sketch

Winter Concept Sketch

Lacey Street Design Concepts
October 28, 2020

Lacey Street Conceptual Redesign  |  FAST Planning + Tanana Valley Watershed Association + Bettisworth North  |  October 28, 2020  | Page 13
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Infrastructure & Funding D

Education & Encouragment D

Legislation & Enforcement D+

Policies & Programs D

Evaluation & Planning C

Successes & Suggestions
The Bicycle Friendly State report card is based on over 100 data points 
for each state and input from state agencies and advocates. Based on the 
information we obtained for Alaska, the League of American Bicyclists 
believes the following actions will improve the safety, comfort, and 
accessibility of bicycling in Alaska.

Adopt a statewide policy that requires bicycle accommodations on all 
bridge and tunnel projects. These once in a generation projects should 
create connections for all transportation users rather than build barriers.

Alaska has set a safety target [https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/spm/
state_safety_targets/] that anticipates an increase in the number of 
non-motorized fatalities and serious injuries. While this target may reflect 
current trends, it is also a statement of goals and Alaska should set goals 
that reflect a commitment to improving road safety and reaching zero 
deaths and serious injuries.

Alaska has begun the process of updating its Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Plan. This is a great opportunity for the state DOT to work with Alaska 
communities and plan for a future where people in Alaska have safe and 
accessible biking and walking facilities.

Dedicate state funding for bicycle projects and programs, especially those 
focused on safety and eliminating gaps and increasing access for bicycle 
networks.

Adopt a goal to increase the prevalence of people biking. More people 
biking can improve rates of physical activity, reduce emissions, and reduce 
cost of transportation projects compared to motor vehicle projects.

Adopt a safe passing law with a minimum distance of 3 feet to address 
bicyclist safety. The League has a white paper that provides examples of 
how other states have adopted and implemented this type of law: https://
bikeleague.org/sites/default/files/BFS_WP-Safe_Passing_law-07_2018.pdf

Adopt a statewide Complete Streets policy. The National Complete Streets 
Coalition has a model state policy and a variety of other resources to 
ensure adoption and implementation.

Allow the flexibility for all units of government statewide to use NACTO 
and AASHTO standards as well as the state’s own design standards. Or, 
alternatively incorporate NACTO and AASHTO standards into state design 
standards and guidance.

Install a Protected Bike Lane on a state-owned road.

Federal Data on Biking                        Rank

Ridership 1% of commuters  
biking to worki 7/50

Safety 3.7 fatalities  
per 10K bike commutersii 12/50

Spending $11.90 per capita FHWA  
spending on biking and walkingiii 1/50

PAGE 1

Bicycle Friendly Actions 
bikeleague.org/bicycle-friendly-actions

Action Taken?

Complete Streets Law / Policy

Safe Passing Law (3ft+)

Statewide bike plan last 10 years New in 2019

2% or more federal funds on bike/ped

Bicycle Safety Emphasis Area 

ALASKA

REPORT CARD

The Bicycle Friendly States ranking is based on a comprehensive survey completed by state departments of transportation and state bicycling 
advocates. For more information, visit bikeleague.org/states or contact Ken McLeod at (202)-822-1333 or ken@bikeleague.org.

39
OF 50

Get the full breakdown of each category and grade average on the next page. 

i This figure is based upon the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimate.
ii This figure is based upon fatalities reported over a five-year period according to the National 
Highway Administration (NHTSA)’s Fatality Analysis Reporting System and the 2015 5-year ACS 
estimate of the number of bicycle commuters.
iii FHWA spending is based upon projects coded using any of three project types associated with 
bicycling and walking projects through the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)’s Fiscal 
Management Information System. To calculate per capita spending we used a five-year average for 
fiscal years 2011-2016 and the 2015 5-year ACS state population estimate.

RANKED

STATE  ADVOCACY GROUP: 

WALK BIKE ALASKA

Page 41
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Category Breakdown:  

ALASKA

Evaluation & Planning
Ranked 38 of 50 States

STATE DOT BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN PLANS  Does the state 
have a bicycle and/or pedestrian plan and does that plan 
follow best practices?

C-

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY  Has the state made 
bicyclist and pedestrian safety an emphasis and what does 
data say about safety?

B

UNDERSTANDING PEOPLE WHO BIKE AND WALK  Does the 
state have programs in place to collect data on people who 
walk and bike?

F+

FORMAL USER GROUP ENGAGEMENT  Does the state have an 
official Bicycle and/or Pedestrian Advisory Committee and 
does it follow best practices?

F

Policies & Programs
Ranked 47 of 50 States

COMPLETE STREETS
Does the state have a complete streets policy and processes 
to support its implementation?

D-

DESIGN AND ACCESS POLICIES
Does the state have policies in place to ensure good design 
and access for people who bike and walk?

F

STATE OF PRACTICE DEVELOPMENT
Does the state support trainings on bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure and complete streets implementation?

C-

SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION POLICIES
Does the state work incorporate multi-disciplinary 
considerations in the development and implementation of 
transportation projects?

D

Education & Encouragement
Ranked 50 of 50 States

STATE DOT EDUCATION & ENCOURAGEMENT SUPPORT
Does the state DOT support bicycling and walking events and 
education materials?

D

MODE SHARE & ADVOCACY  Do people bike to work and are 
they organized to advocate for improvements? C-

Infrastructure & Funding 
Ranked 45 of 50 States

DESIGN AND EXISTENCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE
Has the state made it easy to build bicycle infrastructure and 
installed a variety of infrastructure on state facilities?

D

STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
Does the state allocate funding to bicycling or limit state 
funding for bicycling?

F

USE OF FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
Does the state take advantage of available federal funding for 
biking and walking?

B-

PLANNED AND RECENTLY BUILT BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN 
FACILITIES How many lane miles of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities has the state reportedly planned to build and built?

F

PAGE 2

The Bicycle Friendly State ranking is based on a comprehensive survey 
completed by state departments of transportation and state bicycling 

advocates. For more information, visit bikeleague.org/states or contact 
Ken McLeod at (202)-822-1333 or ken@bikeleague.org.

D

D

D

C

Legislation & Enforcement
Ranked 44 of 50 States

LAWS THAT REGULATE DRIVER BEHAVIOR AND METHODS OF 
ENFORCEMENT  Does the state have strong comprehensive 
distracted driving laws and allow photo enforcement?

C

LAWS THAT RESTRICT THE BEHAVIOR OF PEOPLE WHO BIKE 
AND WALK  How does the state unnecessarily restrict the 
behavior of people who bike and walk? 

C-

LAWS THAT CREATE PROTECTIONS FOR PEOPLE WHO BIKE 
AND WALK  Does the state have laws that provide specific 
protections for people who bike and walk?

F

D+

REPORT CARD

IN-HOUSE AD

SEE THE BICYCLE FRIENDLY STATE DATABASE MAP:  
BIKELEAGUE.ORG/BFA/AWARDS

W E ’ R E  A L L  I N  T H I S
T O G E T H E R !

As a member, you’ll receive American Bicyclist, Bicycling 
magazine, and help propel the bike movement forward as 
we work to make bicycling safer, more convenient, and 
accessible to all.  JOIN TODAY AT BIKELEAGUE.ORG/JOIN

J O I N  U S !
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Learn more at WWW.BIKELEAGUE.ORG

SAFE PASSING LAWS TARGET 
THE MOST COMMON BEHAVIOR 
THAT KILLS PEOPLE WHO BIKE - 
UNSAFE PASSING

THE PROBLEM
Overtaking motorists are consistently the most 
common cause of death for people who bike. 
While the specifics of each crash may be different, 
and overtaking crashes may be a relatively 
small portion of all bicycle-involved crashes, 
there is no denying that motorists overtaking 
bicyclists are a clear threat to bicyclists. 

Without clear laws that specifically make it illegal 
to overtake a bicyclist unsafely there is no basis 
for law enforcement, judges, and juries to ensure 
that bicyclists are protected and/or compensated 
when they are injured due to unsafe passing.

THE SOLUTION

Safe passing laws that provide a defined distance for 
motorists overtaking a bicyclist are a clear response to 
the threat that overtaking motorists pose to bicyclists. 
To have maximum effect these laws should be:

1. CLEAR – they should define a minimum 
safe passing distance with an easy to remember 
standard that can be communicated in public 
signage and other public messages.

2. ENFORCEABLE – they should provide 
a consistent basis for enforcement that can 
be used by law enforcement officers.

3. STATEWIDE – they should be statewide 
to minimize local signage requirements and 
to be integrated into statewide licensing 
and education programs for drivers.

ACTION: SAFE PASSING LAW

BICYCLE FRIENDLY STATE ACTION - SAFE PASSING LAW
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NUMBER OF ANNUAL BICYCLIST FATALITIES

NHTSA Crash Types for Pedalcyclist fatalities 2014-2016

NHTSA Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS)
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Learn more at WWW.BIKELEAGUE.ORG

BICYCLE FRIENDLY STATE ACTION - SAFE PASSING LAW

QUICK FACTS
When overtaking or passing a person operating a bicycle proceeding in the 
same direction, the driver of a motor vehicle shall exercise due care and:

» If there is more than one lane for traffic proceeding in the same 
direction, move the vehicle to the lane to the immediate left, if the 
lane is available and moving into the lane is reasonably safe; or

» If there is only one lane for traffic proceeding in the same direction, 
pass to the left of the person operating a bicycle at a safe distance, which 
must be not less than 3 feet between any portion of the vehicle and the 
bicycle, and shall not move again to the right side of the highway until 
the vehicle is safely clear of the overtaken person operating a bicycle.

The driver of a motor vehicle may drive to the left of the center of a roadway, 
including when a no passing zone is marked, to pass a person operating 
a bicycle only if the roadway to the left of the center is unobstructed for 
a sufficient distance to permit the driver to pass the person operating the 
bicycle safely and avoid interference with oncoming traffic. This paragraph 
does not authorize driving on the left side of the center of the roadway when 
prohibited under [the state’s equivalent to UVC sections 11-303 (Overtaking 
a vehicle on the left), 11-305 (limitations on overtaking on the left), and 
11-306 (further limitations on driving on left of the center of roadway).]

The collision of a motor vehicle with a person operating a bicycle 
is prima facie evidence of a violation of this section.

THE LEAGUE OF AMERICAN BICYCLISTS’ MODEL LAW

A 2014 review of media reports by the 
League of American Bicyclists found that 
40% of deaths with reported crash types 
were rear-end crashes, likely resulting from 
unsafe passing. 
 » Learn more at https://bikeleague.org/sites/de-

fault/files/EBC_report_final.pdf.

Data from the Insurance Institute for High-
way Safety suggests that 45% of bicyclist 
deaths may be due to unsafe passing. Even 
where no crash occurs, unsafe passing con-
tributes to bicyclist attitudes towards safety 
and motor vehicles. 
 » Learn more at http://www.iihs.org/iihs/sr/status-

report/article/50/3/3.

According to a 2012 survey by NHTSA, 39% 
of people who reported a fear for their 
personal safety said it was due to a motorist 
driving very close to them - the most com-
mon reason for fear while riding. 
 » Learn more at https://one.nhtsa.gov/Driving-

Safety/Research-&-Evaluation/2012-National-
Survey-of-Bicyclist-and-Pedestrian-Attitudes-
and-Behavior.

See each state’s law at bikeleague.org/bike-law-university

SAFE PASSING LAW 
FACTS
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Special Rules for Bicycles, Nonmotorized Conveyances, Motorcycles, and 
Motor-Driven Cycles 

13 AAC 02.400. Riding bicycles on roadways and bicycle paths (a) A person operating a bicycle upon a 

roadway shall ride as near to the right side of the roadway as practicable, and shall give way to the right as 

far as practicable to a motor vehicle proceeding in the same direction when the driver of the motor vehicle 

gives audible signal, except in the following situations when it is unreasonable or unsafe to do so: (1) when 

overtaking and passing another bicycle or vehicle proceeding in the same direction; (2) when preparing for a 

left turn at an intersection or into a private road or driveway; (3) when reasonably necessary to avoid unsafe 

or impracticable conditions including, but not limited to, fixed or moving objects, parked or moving vehicles, 

bicycles, pedestrians, animals, surface hazards, or when the travel lane is too narrow to provide for the cyclist 

and an overtaking motor vehicle to travel side by side with a reasonably safe distance between the two, or 

where it is otherwise unsafe to continue along the right-hand curb or edge; (4) when approaching a place 

where a right turn is authorized; (5) when it is necessary for a cyclist to fully occupy one traffic lane while 

waiting to cross an intersection in order to increase the cyclist's visibility to drivers of other vehicles; or (6) 

when traveling the same speed as other traffic. (b) Persons riding bicycles on a roadway may not ride more 

than two abreast except on paths or parts of roadways set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles. Persons 

riding bicycles two abreast may not impede traffic and, in a laned roadway, shall ride within the farthest right 

lane. (c) When a shoulder of the highway is maintained in good condition, an operator of a bicycle shall use 

the shoulder of the roadway. (d) A person operating a bicycle on a trail, path, sidewalk, or sidewalk area shall 

(1) exercise care to avoid colliding with other persons or vehicles; (2) give an audible signal before overtaking 

and passing a pedestrian; and (3) yield the right-of-way to any pedestrian. (e) Repealed 6/28/79. (f) A person 

riding a bicycle intending to turn left shall, unless he dismounts and crosses as a pedestrian, comply with the 

provisions of sec. 200 of this chapter. The operator of a bicycle must give a signal by hand and arm 

continuously during the last 100 feet traveled unless the hand is needed in the control or operation of the 

bicycle. When stopped to await an opportunity to turn, a hand and arm signal must be given continuously by 

the operator. (g) No person may ride a bicycle upon a sidewalk in a business district or where prohibited by 

an official traffic-control device. (h) No bicycle race may be conducted upon a roadway, except as provided 

under AS 05.35.
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Use of Roadway 

13 AAC 02.050. Driving on right side of roadway - exceptions and special situations (a) Upon a 

roadway of sufficient width, a vehicle must be driven upon the right half of the roadway, except as follows: 

(1) when overtaking and passing another vehicle proceeding in the same direction, or when preparing for a 

left turn at an intersection or into an alley, private road or driveway; (2) when traveling upon a roadway 

marked or divided as provided by 13 AAC 02.025, 13 AAC 02.085, or 13 AAC 02.095, or within an urban 

district upon a roadway restricted to one-way traffic; or (3) when an obstruction exists making it necessary 

to drive to the left of the center of the highway; a driver must yield the right-of-way to all vehicles traveling 

in the opposite direction upon the unobstructed portion of the highway. (4) repealed 6/28/79; (5) repealed 

6/28/79. (b) Upon all roadways outside an urban district, a vehicle other than an emergency vehicle 

proceeding at less than the maximum authorized speed of traffic must be driven in the right-hand lane or as 

close as practicable to the right-hand curb or edge of the roadway, except when overtaking and passing 

another vehicle proceeding in the same direction or when preparing for a left turn at an intersection or into 

an alley, private road, or driveway. However, on a two-lane highway outside an urban district where passing 

is unsafe because of oncoming traffic or other conditions, the driver of a motor vehicle proceeding at less than 

the maximum authorized speed of traffic and behind whom five or more vehicles are formed in a line shall 

turn off the roadway at the nearest place designated as a turnout or wherever sufficient area for a safe turnout 

exists in order to permit following vehicles to pass. (c) When overtaking or passing a person operating a 

bicycle proceeding in the same direction, the driver of a motor vehicle shall exercise due care and: (1) if there 

is more than one lane for traffic proceeding in the same direction, move the vehicle to the lane to the 

immediate left, if the lane is available and moving into the lane is reasonably safe; or (2) if there is only one 

lane for traffic proceeding in the same direction, pass to the left of the person operating a bicycle at a safe 

distance, which must be not less than three feet between any portion of the vehicle and the bicycle, and shall 

not move again to the right side of the highway until the vehicle is safely clear of the overtaken person 

operating a bicycle. The driver of a motor vehicle may drive to the left of the center of a roadway, including 

when a no passing zone is marked, to pass a person operating a bicycle only if the roadway to the left of the 

center is unobstructed for a sufficient distance to permit the driver to pass the person operating the bicycle 

safely and avoid interference with oncoming traffic. This paragraph does not authorize driving on the left side 

of the center of the roadway when prohibited under 13 AAC 02.060, 13 AAC 02.065, or 13 AAC 02.075. The 

collision of a motor vehicle with a person operating a bicycle is prima facie evidence of a violation of this 

section.  

13 AAC 02.060. Limitations on driving left of center (a) A vehicle may not be driven on the left side of a 

roadway under the following conditions: (1) when approaching within 500 feet of the crest of a grade or a 

curve in a highway where the driver's view is obstructed for a distance which creates a hazard if another 

vehicle is approaching from the opposite direction; (2) when approaching within 100 feet of or traversing an 

intersection or railroad grade crossing unless otherwise indicated by an official traffic control device; or (3) 

when the view is obstructed upon approaching within 300 feet of a bridge, viaduct, or tunnel; (4) repealed 

6/28/79. (b) The provisions in (a) of this section do not apply to a vehicle on a one-way roadway, or under 

the conditions described in 13 AAC 02.050(a)(3), or to the driver of a vehicle turning left from an alley, private 

road, or driveway.  
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13 AAC 02.065. Overtaking a vehicle on the left - limitations (a) Except as provided in sec. 55 of this 

chapter, the driver of a vehicle overtaking another vehicle proceeding in the same direction shall pass to the 

left of the overtaken vehicle at a safe distance, and may not return to its right lane until safely clear of the 

overtaken vehicle. Upon audible signal, the driver of the overtaken vehicle shall give way to the right in favor 

of the overtaking vehicle. If the driver of the overtaking vehicle must perform the passing maneuver in a lane 

reserved for oncoming traffic, the driver of the overtaken vehicle may not increase the speed of his vehicle 

until the overtaking vehicle has passed and driven back to the right side of the roadway. (b) No vehicle may 

be driven to the left side of the center of a roadway in overtaking and passing another vehicle proceeding in 

the same direction unless authorized by this chapter and unless the left side of the roadway is clearly visible 

and free of oncoming traffic for a sufficient distance ahead to permit the overtaking and passing to be 

completed without interfering with the flow of traffic approaching from the opposite direction or with a vehicle 

overtaken. The overtaking vehicle shall return to an authorized lane of travel as soon as practicable and, if 

the passing movement involves the use of a lane authorized for vehicles approaching from the opposite 

direction, before coming within 200 feet of an approaching vehicle.  

13 AAC 02.075. No-passing zones (a) Repealed 6/28/79. (b) Where an official traffic-control device is in 

place to define a no-passing zone, no driver may drive on the left side of the roadway within the no-passing 

zone or on the left side of the solid yellow striping designed to mark the no-passing zone. (c) This section 

does not apply to a roadway restricted to one-way traffic or to a driver of a vehicle turning left into or from 

an alley, private road or driveway, unless an official traffic-control device specifically prohibits the turn. 
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Special Rules for Snowmobiles and Other Off-Highway Vehicles 

13 AAC 02.455. Operation on highways and other locations (a) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle 

may be driven on a roadway or shoulder of a highway only under the following circumstances: (1) when 

crossing a highway as provided in (f) of this section, or when traversing a bridge or culvert on a highway, but 

then only by driving at the extreme right-hand edge of the bridge or culvert and only when the traverse can 

be completed with safety and without interfering with other traffic on the highway; (2) when use of the 

highway by other motor vehicles is impossible because of snow or ice accumulation or other natural conditions 

or when the highway is posted or otherwise designated as being open to travel by off-highway vehicles; (3) 

when highway driving is authorized by an authority having jurisdiction over the highway, but only in 

accordance with restrictions which may be imposed by that authority with regard to highway use; or (4) when 

driven on the right-of-way of a highway which is not a controlled-access highway, outside the roadway or 

shoulder, and no closer than three feet from the nearest edge of the roadway; night driving may be only on 

the right-hand side of the highway and in the same direction as the highway motor vehicle traffic in the nearest 

lane of the roadway; no person may drive an off-highway vehicle within the area dividing the roadways of a 

divided highway, except to cross the highway as provided in (f) of this section. (b) Repealed 6/28/79. (c) 

Repealed 6/28/79. (d) Repealed 6/28/79. (e) Repealed 6/28/79. (f) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle 

may make a direct crossing of a highway if (1) the crossing is made approximately at a right angle to the 

highway and at a location where visibility along the highway in both directions is clear for a sufficient distance 

to assure safety, and the crossing can be completed safely and without interfering with other traffic on the 

highway; and (2) the vehicle is brought to a complete stop before crossing the shoulder or roadway, and the 

driver yields the right-of-way to all traffic on the highway. (g) No snowmobile or other off-highway vehicle  

may (1) cross or travel on a sidewalk, a location intended for pedestrian or other nonmotorized traffic, a 

median, an alley, or a vehicular way or area which is not open to snowmobile or off-highway vehicle operation, 

and no closer than three feet from the nearest edge of a sidewalk or other location intended for pedestrian or 

other nonmotorized traffic, except as provided in (f) of this section; or (2) be operated in a careless, reckless, 

or negligent manner so as to endanger or cause injury or damage to persons or property, or otherwise conflict 

with the nonmotorized use of a sidewalk or other location intended for pedestrian or other nonmotorized 

traffic.  
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13 AAC 02.455. Operation on highways and other locations (Larry’s edits) 

(a) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle may not be driven on a sidewalk, a location intended for 

pedestrian use, a bicycle lane, path or trail, an alley, a vehicular way or area which that is not open to 

snowmobile or off-highway vehicle operation.  

(b) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle may be driven on a roadway or shoulder of a highway only 

under the following circumstances:  

 (1) when crossing a highway as provided in (f) of this section, or when traversing a bridge or culvert on a 

highway, but then only by driving at the extreme right-hand edge of the bridge or culvert and only when 

the traverse can be completed with safety and without interfering with other traffic on the highway;  

(2) when use of the highway by other motor vehicles is impossible because of snow or ice accumulation or 

other natural conditions or when the highway is posted or otherwise designated as being open to travel by 

off-highway vehicles;  

(3) when highway driving is authorized by an authority having jurisdiction over the highway, but only in 

accordance with restrictions which may be imposed by that authority with regard to highway use; or  

(4) when driven on the right-of-way of a highway which is not a controlled-access highway, outside the 

roadway or shoulder, and no closer than three feet from the nearest edge of the roadway; night driving may 

be only on the right-hand side of the highway and in the same direction as the highway motor vehicle 

traffic in the nearest lane of the roadway; no person may drive an off-highway vehicle within the area 

dividing the roadways of a divided highway, except to cross the highway as provided in (f) of this section.  

(b) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(c) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(d) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(e) Repealed 6/28/79.  

(f) A snowmobile or an off-highway vehicle may make a direct crossing of a highway if  

(1) the crossing is made approximately at a right angle to the highway and at a location where visibility 

along the highway in both directions is clear for a sufficient distance to assure safety, and the crossing can 

be completed safely and without interfering with other traffic on the highway; and  

(2) the vehicle is brought to a complete stop before crossing the shoulder or roadway, and the driver yields 

the right-of-way to all traffic on the highway.  

(g) No snowmobile or other off-highway vehicle may cross or travel on a sidewalk, a location intended for 

pedestrian or other nonmotorized traffic, an alley, or a vehicular way or area which is not open to 

snowmobile or off-highway vehicle operation, except as provided in (f) of this section.  
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Sidewalk Riding by State (https://bicycleuniverse.com/legal‐ride‐bike‐sidewalks/) 

 

State  Legal/Illegal  Notes 

Alabama  Illegal 
Unless you are riding on permanent or duly authorized temporary 
driveways. 

Alaska  Legal 
Except in business districts or where prohibited by traffic‐control 
devices 

Arizona  Legal(ish)  No statue that authorizes or prohibits. 

Arkansas  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits. 

California  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding on sidewalks 

Colorado  Legal 
Must yield right of way to pedestrians and must dismount when on a 
crosswalk or when required by a traffic control device. 

Connecticut  Legal  But can be deemed illegal by local bylaw. 

Delaware  Legal 
Except in business districts or when prohibited by a traffic control 
device 

District of 
Columbia 

Legal  Except in Central Business Districts or if prohibited by the Mayor 

Florida  Legal 
They have the same rights and duties as pedestrians and must yield the 
right of way to pedestrians. 

Georgia  Illegal  Unless you are 12 years of age or younger. 

Hawaii  Legal 
You must ride at ten miles per hour or less. No riding in business 
districts. 

Idaho  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. 

Illinois  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. 

Indiana  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Iowa  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Kansas  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Kentucky  Legal 
Unless prohibited by local law. Must slow to the speed of an ordinary 
walk and yield to pedestrians. Are treated as pedestrians for rights and 
duties. 

Louisiana  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Maine  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Maryland  Illegal   Local law can override. 

Massachusetts  Legal  Except in business districts or when prohibited by local ordinance. 

Michigan  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. 

Minnesota  Legal 
Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. Unless prohibited by local 
law. 

Mississippi  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Missouri  Legal  But not in business districts. 

Montana  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. 

Nebraska  Legal  Has the same rights and duties as pedestrians. 

Nevada  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

New 
Hampshire 

Illegal    
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State  Legal/Illegal  Notes 

New Jersey  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

New Mexico  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

New York  Legal(ish) 
No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. (Except in New York City. 
It’s illegal there). 

North Carolina  Legal(ish) 
No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. (Not allowed uptown 
Charlotte) 

North Dakota  Illegal  Unless on a permanent or duly authorized temporary highway. 

Ohio  Legal    

Oklahoma  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Oregon  Legal  Must ride at the same pace as an ordinary walk. 

Pennsylvania  Legal  Except in business districts. 

Rhode Island  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic‐control devices. 

South Carolina  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

South Dakota  Legal  Has all the rights and duties of pedestrians 

Tennessee  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Texas  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Utah  Legal  Unless prohibited by traffic control devices. 

Vermont  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Virginia  Legal  
Local law can override this. Legal unless prohibited by traffic control 
devices. 

Washington  Legal  Same rights and duties as pedestrians. 

West Virginia  Legal(ish)  No statute that authorizes or prohibits riding. 

Wisconsin  Legal   Left up to local law to permit or prohibit 

Wyoming  Legal    

 

 

Riding	on	sidewalks	(§291C‐148,	§15‐18.7)		Hawaii	

Bicycle riding on sidewalks is prohibited within a business district. 
Do not ride a bicycle on sidewalks where official signs prohibit it. 
In areas other than business or prohibited districts, bicycles may be ridden on sidewalks provided the speed is 10 mph or 
less. The bicycle operator must yield the right-of-way to pedestrians, giving an audible signal before overtaking them. 
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1

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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Final 
Countermeasure 

Selection

Evaluate Priorities 
and Assess Trade-Offs

and Viability

4566

Frame  
the Process

Analyze Intersection 
Safety and  

Identify Issues

Identify and Collect 
the Data for Analysis

1 2 3Chapter

Chapter

Chapter

Chapter

Chapter

Chapter Chapter

Refine the

Page 57

http://www.nap.edu/25808


Guidance to Improve Pedestrian and Bicyclist Safety at Intersections

Copyright National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.

3

GUIDANCE TO IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST SAFETY AT INTERSECTIONS

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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Relevant Design Resources and Guides Referenced in this Guide

Resource Title Publishing Agency

A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
Commonly used resource for transportation agencies outlining current research and design 
practices for roadway and geometric design.

AASHTO

Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities 

for designing streets and intersections for bicyclists.
AASHTO

Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities 
Provides current research and recommendations for pedestrian facilities and other pedestrian 
considerations in roadway and geometric design.

AASHTO

( ) 

across the United States.
FHWA

Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design Guide 
Detailed planning and design recommendations for separated bike lanes (also known as cycle 
tracks) to supplement other established guidance for designing bikeways.

FHWA

 (PEDSAFE) 
Interactive database of countermeasures intended to improve pedestrian safety with tools FHWA

 (BIKESAFE) 
Interactive tools for bicycle safety countermeasures and features to help agencies select 
appropriate countermeasures.

FHWA

 
A companion to the MUTCD that is intended to help agencies interpret and translate MUTCD 
requirements into practice.

ITE

 
Innovative design resources and recommendations for urban contexts that focus on 
appropriate design to support bicycling, walking, and transit.

NACTO

Recommended Design Guidelines to Accommodate Pedestrians and Bicycles at Interchanges 
Design recommendations and research on strategies to support bicycle and pedestrian travel 
at interchange locations.

ITE

 
Research and guidance to help agencies select countermeasures and treatments for improving 
pedestrian safety at uncontrolled crossing locations, based on a range of factors.

FHWA

 
MUTCD design 

documents to implement countermeasures and treatments to improve pedestrian and bicyclist 
safety at intersections.

FHWA

Bikeway Selection Guide 
Guidance to help transportation practitioners consider and make informed decisions about 
trade-offs when selecting among potential bikeway types.

FHWA
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Recommended Countermeasures for Motorist Right Turn into Bicyclist—Same Direction

Effectiveness Tier 1: Supports Motorist 
Yielding

Tier 2: Requires Intervention 
to Induce Motorist Yielding

Tier 3: Separates Modes or 
Requires Motorists to Stop

High

Protected intersection

Raised crossings

Turn prohibition (sign, median)

Grade-separated crossing

Raised crossing

Turn prohibition (sign, median)

Grade-separated crossing

Raised crossings

Turn prohibition (sign, median)

Moderate

Bike boxes*

Curb extensions

Curb radius reduction

Lighting

No turn on red signs

Bike boxes*

Curb extensions

Curb radius reduction

Lighting

No turn on red signs*

Protected intersections

Bike boxes*

Curb extensions

Curb radius reduction

Lighting

No turn on red signs*

Protected intersections

*Countermeasures only appropriate for a signalized location.

Motorist right turn into bicyclist—same direction.

Source: PBCAT
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Table of Countermeasures

Countermeasure
Applicable to

Appendix Page 
NumberSignalized 

Intersection
Unsignalized 
Intersection

Active Warning Beacons 117

Advance Stop/Yield Lines 119

All-Walk Phase 121

Bicycle Lane Extension Through Intersections 123

Bicycle Signals 125

Bike Boxes 127

Continuous Raised Medians or Hardened Centerlines 129

Crossing Barriers 131

Crossing Islands 133

Curb Extensions 135

Curb Radius Reduction 137

Gateway Treatments (R1-6 Signs) 139

Grade-Separated Crossings 141

High-Visibility Crosswalk Markings 143

In-Street Pedestrian Crossing Signs 145

Leading Bicycle Interval 147

Leading Pedestrian Interval 149

Lighting 151

Mini-Tra c Circles 153

Mixing Zone Treatments 155

No Turn on Red Signs 157

Parking Restrictions at Crossing Locations/Daylighting 159

Passive Bicycle Signal Detection 161

Pedestrian Countdown Signals 163

Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon 165

Protected Intersections 167

Protected Phases 169

Raised Crossings 171

Rectangular Rapid Flash Beacon 173

Road Diet/Rechannelization 175

Roundabout 177

Signal Timing 179

Tra c Signals 181

Two-Stage Bicycle Turn Queue Boxes 183
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Crossing islands are roadway treatments designed to provide refuge for 
pedestrians and bicyclists between motor vehicle travel lanes at intersections 
and midblock locations. To provide pedestrian refuge, they must be a minimum 
width of 6 feet to meet pedestrian accessibility requirements. To provide 
bicyclists refuge and to accommodate larger groups of pedestrians, the 
minimum should be increased to 8 feet. They are also referred to as medians, 

lanes and turning lanes).

They can simplify and improve safety for pedestrians and bicyclists by reducing 
crossing distances and creating a place of refuge to allow multiple-stage 

completing crossings, and they may be especially helpful for pedestrians who 

pedestrian (typically walking at least 3.5 feet per second). Crossing islands can 

may increase visibility and eye contact. Crossing islands that extend up to or 
beyond crosswalks can also slow left-turning motorists, providing the same 

CMF/Rating

0.54
for all crashes (Bahar et al. 
2007) 

0.69
for vehicle–pedestrian 
crashes for raised medians 
(Zegeer et al. 2017)

A crossing island is 

as a Proven Safety 
Countermeasure.

Crossing 
Islands

Figure 9. Midblock crossing island as part of a continuous median (left) or as a stand-alone feature for an intersection 
(right) (image source: Toole Design Group).

Bicyclist ride 
through/out – 

STOP sign

Motorist drives 
out into bicyclist 

– STOP
out into bicyclist out into bicyclist 

 controlled
out into bicyclist out into bicyclist 

Motorist left turn 
into pedestrian 
– parallel path

Bicyclist ride through/
out – signalized 

intersection

Motorist right turn 
into bicyclist – 

Motorist right turn Motorist right turn 

same direction
into bicyclist – into bicyclist – 

Motorist left turn 
into bicyclist – 

opposite direction

Motorist 
right turn into 
pedestrian – 
right turn into right turn into 

parallel path
pedestrian – pedestrian – 

Pedestrian  
dash

Motorist failed  
to yield to 
pedestrian

Pedestrian failed  
to yield

Bicyclist crossing 
path with uncontrolled 

motorist

Applicable Crash Types Applicable Contexts 
• Midblock or intersection crossing locations.

• Preferable on all roads with two or more lanes of 

over 30 mph. 

• 

preferable).

• Should be considered on all roadways where space is 
available to provide refuge and particularly on roads 
with medium-to-high speeds and medium-to-high 
vehicle volumes.

Complementary Countermeasures
Should be installed with the following treatments:

• High-visibility crosswalk markings.

• Warning sign (MUTCD W11-1, W11-2, W11-15, or S1-1).
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• Curb ramps (if no other accommodation provided).

• Advance stop/yield lines on multilane approaches.

• Stop Here for Pedestrians or Yield Here to Pedestrians 
signs (MUTCD R1-5 series) on multilane approaches.

May be installed with the following treatments:

• Curb extensions.

• 

• In-street pedestrian crossing signs. 

• 

• Raised crossings.

• 

• Gateway treatments.

• Active warning beacons. 

• Lighting.

Considerations
• Crossing islands greater than 6 or 8 feet in width and 

wider crossings should be considered where pedestri-
an or bicycle volumes are higher. 

• Landscaping should not obstruct visibility between 
pedestrians and approaching motorists.

• Crossings must be fully accessible by means of ramps 
or cut-throughs, with detectable warnings.

• Fences, railings, and curbs can orient pedestrians to 

• This treatment is also applicable at midblock locations. 
If installing at midblock locations, consider accompa-
nying this treatment with an active warning beacon. 

• This treatment may be part of an access management 

caused by left-turning motorists; however, this can 

Systemic Safety Potential
Desirable for systemic application along corridors 
with uncontrolled crossings where motorist do not 
consistently yield, or where operating speeds are over 
30 mph and motor vehicle volumes are over 9,000 
vehicles/day necessitating a pedestrian refuge. Should 
be combined with other treatments.

delineators or temporary curbing.

Estimated Cost

The cost for a crossing island varies, but is likely 
between $2,000 and $40,000.

Potential Effects on Travel Modes

Mode Effect

 
Motorists

• Can improve motorist safety where crossing 
island replaces continuous two-way center turn 
lanes or at locations where it restricts left turns

• 
inappropriate routes or increase U-turns

 
Bicyclists

• May increase safety

 
Pedestrians

• May increase safety (Zegeer et al. 2017)

 
Large 
Trucks

• Required turning radius may impact ability of 
island to protect crossings

Alternative Treatments
• Continuous raised medians and hardened centerlines— 

a good alternative for multilane roads. 

Additional Information
• Chapter 8 of 

• American Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines for 
Buildings and Facilities

• FHWA  
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Applicable Crash Types Applicable Contexts 
• All controlled intersections.

• Uncontrolled locations that meet the requirements 
listed in MUTCD Section 3B.18 (2012).

Complementary Countermeasures
Should be installed with the following treatments:

• Warning sign (MUTCD W11-1, W11-2, W11-15, or S1-1).

• Curb ramps.

May be installed with the following treatments:

• All other countermeasures.

High-visibility crosswalk markings, such as continental or ladder-style, are 
preferred over parallel line markings to improve visibility to approaching 
motorists. High-visibility crosswalk markings reinforce legal crosswalks at 
intersections and create legal crossings at nonintersection locations. These 
crosswalk markings warn motorists to expect pedestrian crossings and clarify 
that motorists are expected to yield right-of-way to crossing pedestrians. At 
uncontrolled locations, high-visibility crosswalk markings identify a preferred 
crossing location for pedestrians. 

CMF/Rating

0.52
for vehicle–pedestrian crashes 
(Chen et al. 2012).

High-Visibility
Crosswalk Markings

Figure 14. High-visibility crosswalk markings (image source: Toole Design Group).
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opposite direction
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motorist
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Considerations
• Crossings with motor vehicle speeds above 30 mph, 

more than one lane in one direction, or an AADT above 
9,000 should supplement high-visibility crosswalk 
markings with additional treatments (Zegeer et al. 
2017). 

• High-visibility crosswalk marking locations should be 
convenient for pedestrian access.

• High-visibility crosswalk markings must be placed to 
include the ramp so that a wheelchair user does not 
have to leave the crosswalk to access the ramp. 

• At intersections, mark all four legs where possible to 
reduce crossing exposure for pedestrians. 

• High-visibility crosswalk markings at nonintersection 
locations should be supplemented with warning signs 
(see MUTCD Section 2C.50) and other design features 
to ensure adequate visibility, and induce motorists 
yielding.

Systemic Safety Potential
Potential as a systemic safety improvement at all 
controlled crossings and designated uncontrolled 
crossings. 

Estimated Cost

The cost for high-visibility crosswalk varies, depending 
on the type of markings used, material, and width of the 
crossing. The average cost of a high-visibility crosswalk 
is $2,540, but may be up to $5,000 each (Bushell et al. 
2013). 

Potential Effects on Travel Modes

Mode Effect

 
Motorists

• Reduces crashes with pedestrians and other 
vehicles (Chen et al. 2012)

 
Bicyclists

• Reduces crashes with pedestrians (Chen et al. 
2012)

 
Pedestrians

• Reduces crashes with vehicles (Chen et al. 
2012)

 
Large 
Trucks

• May improve safety

Alternative Treatments
• Transverse crosswalk (two parallel white lines)—  

-
sections; not appropriate for uncontrolled locations 
without supplemental treatments. 

Additional Information
• 

• FHWA  
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Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBs), also called HAWKs, are signals installed 

the street safely. PHBs may be used in locations where side-street volumes 

concerns that a conventional signal may encourage additional motor vehicle 

crashes. PHBs typically include the following elements:

• Overhead beacons with three sections (circular yellow signal indication 

directions on the major street.

• 
location is associated with a pedestrian crosswalk.

• A marked crosswalk on the major street.

• Countdown pedestrian signal heads to control pedestrian crossings at the 
crosswalk.

CMF/Rating

0.70
al. 2010). 

0.31-0.45
for vehicle–pedestrian crashes 
(Zegeer et al. 2017). 

A pedestrian hybrid beacon is 

Safety Countermeasure.

Pedestrian 
Hybrid Beacon

Figure 25. Pedestrian hybrid beacons (left image source: NACTO; right image source: Mike Cynecki).

Applicable Crash Types Applicable Contexts 
• Urban or suburban multilane roadways.

• Higher speed roads (particularly at or above 35 mph). 

• Locations with high volumes of pedestrians and 
vehicles (AADT > 9,000); if higher volumes, 30 mph 
locations may be appropriate (Blackburn et al. 2017).

Special Circumstances
• Uncontrolled locations with safety concerns or high 

frequency of pedestrian crashes.

• Long pedestrian delay due to few available gaps in 

• Near schools, parks, and senior centers. 
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motorist
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Complementary Countermeasures
Should be installed with the following treatments: 

• High-visibility crosswalk markings.

• Crosswalk Stop on Red sign (MUTCD R10-23). 

• Advance stop/yield lines on multilane approaches.

• Curb ramps.

• Pedestrian push button.

• Pedestrian countdown signals.

May be installed with the following treatments:

• Curb extensions.

• Pedestrian warning sign (MUTCD W11-2). 

• Raised median refuge islands.

• Stop Here for Pedestrians or Yield Here to Pedestrians 
signs (MUTCD R1-5 series).

• Lighting.

Considerations
• 

unwarranted.

• PHBs may be used at corners and midblock locations.

• The preferred design is to place the beacon over the 
crosswalk, rather than on the side of the road. 

• PHBs should be placed outside of the functional area 

• Some cities use PHBs along heavily used bicycle 
routes to help bicyclists cross major streets.

Systemic Safety Potential
Potential as systemic safety improvement along 
midblock and uncontrolled crossings on multilane 

limits at or greater than 30 mph, and longer intervals 
between crossings (Blackburn et al. 2017).

Estimated Cost

The average cost of a PHB is approximately $60,000, 
but prices may range from $75,000 to over $150,000 
(Buschell et al. 2013). 

Potential Effects on Travel Modes

Mode Effect

 
Motorists

• May reduce crashes involving all users 
(Fitzpatrick et al. 2010)

• Occasional minor delay

• May increase rear-end crashes

 
Bicyclists

• May improve safety if bicyclists are directed to 
use the PHB

• May reduce delay

 
Pedestrians

• May improve safety (Zegeer et al. 2017)

• May reduce delay

 
Large 
Trucks

• May reduce crashes involving all users

• Occasional minor delay

Alternative Treatments
• Active warning beacons—appropriate on low-speed 

and/or low-vehicle-volume roads. 

Additional Information
• 

• 

• 

• FHWA  
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