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AGENDA
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
ADVISORY COMMITTEE
(BPAC)

Date and Time:

January 23, 2018
3:00 PM

Location:

Members:
o Trevor Roark
o Bill Fehrenbach
o Michael O’Meara
o Anne Rogalski
o Theresa Yonash
City Conference Room
County-City Building
1515 Strongs Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481

1. Call to Order
2. Persons who wish to address the committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item*
Consideration and Possible Action on the Following:
3. Minutes and Actions from the December 6, 2017 and January 4, 2018 meetings.
4. Staff Update
5. Discuss goals and objectives for the upcoming year.
6. Schedule next meeting.
7.

Adjourn.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that any person who has special needs while attending these meetings or needs agenda materials for these
meetings should contact the City Clerk as soon as possible to ensure that a reasonable accommodation can be made. The City Clerk
can be reached by telephone at (715) 346-1569 or by mail at 1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481.
Maps further defining the above area(s) may be obtained from the City of Stevens Point Department of Community Development,
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481, or by calling (715) 346-1567, during normal business hours.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that a quorum of the Common Council may be in attendance at this meeting.
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REPORT OF BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
December 6, 2017 - 9:00 AM
City Conference Room, City-County Building
1515 Strongs Avenue Stevens Point, WI 54481
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Fehrenbach, Mike O’Meara, Trevor Roark
STAFF PRESENT: Scott Beduhn (Director of Public Works), Mark Kordus (Community Development), Kyle
Kearns (Associate Planner), Sergeant Al Rottier (SPPD), and Michael Ostrowski (Director of Community
Development)
ALSO PRESENT: Sara Brish (SPACVB), Bob Brush (Plan Commission), Tori Jennings (District 1 Alder), and
Anne Rogalski
____________________________________________________________________________________
INDEX
1. Call to Order
2. Persons who wish to address the committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item*
Consideration and Possible Action on the Following:
3. Minutes and Actions from the November 8, 2017 meeting.
4. Staff Update (TAP Grant, etc.).
5. SPIN station-less bike share program discussion.
6. Discuss & recommend Northpoint Dr. & Business 51 intersection roundabout design.
7. Isadore St. preliminary reconstruction design discussion.
8. Snow shoveling plan & responsibility.
9. Bike Parking Ordinance draft discussion.
10. Safe Routes to Schools discussion.
11. Schedule next meeting.
12. Adjourn.
_________________________________________________________________________________
1. Call to Order.
Chair Trevor Roark called the meeting to order at 9:10 a. m.
2. Persons who wish to address committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item.*
Tori Jennings thanked Bill Fehrenbach for his work organizing the September Bike/Ped Count for the
City.
Tori also spoke about the meeting she and Bill Fehrenbach had with the Children’s Museum Board
regarding installation of a new Dero bike corral in front of the Children’s Museum on Main Street.
Thanks also went to Director of Public Works Scott Beduhn for allocating City funds for the purchase.
3. Minutes and Actions from the November 8, 2017 meeting.
Motion by Bill Fehrenbach to approve the minutes from the November meeting, seconded by Michael
O’Meara. Motion Carried 3-0-0.
4. Staff Update (TAP Grant, etc.)
No staff updates.
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5. SPIN station-less bike share program discussion.
UWSP is in the final stages of forming a Memo of Understanding with SPIN to begin a station-less bike
share program at UWSP, centered mainly around the University campus, in 2018. Sara Brish and Michael
Ostrowski spoke about the possible benefits to the program. Details were provided in the packet. BPAC
is supportive of the project. Chair Trevor Roark suggested that the bikes would be here whether the City
forms an MOU or not. Some BPAC members and other attendees agreed that it would be good to see
how the program runs at UWSP before discussing a separate City MOU with SPIN. Request to bring this
to the June meeting agenda to see how the bike share program is going.
6. Discuss & recommend Northpoint Dr. & Business 51 intersection roundabout design.
Action is proceeding on the construction of the roundabout. The City will hold a public session regarding
this project on December 13, 2017 at Pacelli High School at 6:00 PM. The committee spent considerable
time reviewing the plans with Director Scott Beduhn. Construction is scheduled to begin after SPASH
completes its school term in June and is scheduled for completion before school opens in September.
Chair Trevor Roark asked questions about the standards of AADT and LOS used to determine design for a
2-lane instead of a 1-lane roundabout. He noted that a 1-lane design would be safer for all users and
potentially adequate according to AADT projections he did based on WisDOT data. The Director noted
that LOS and turning movements were of great concern at peak times. The committee asked that bicycle
and pedestrian safety remains an important consideration. All plans show that bike-ped
accommodations are indeed in the design. Overall, the committee noted that redesigning this
intersection as a roundabout was a good thing for bicyclists and pedestrians.
7. Isadore St. preliminary reconstruction design discussion.
Director Scott Beduhn presented the preliminary plans for the Isadore Street reconstruction project,
which call for parking on the west side, 12 foot travel lanes, a slightly narrowed sidewalk on the east
side, and shared-lane arrows (sharrows) for bicyclists in both directions, similar to what was painted on
Prentice St.
The committee was concerned that the new construction does not adequately accommodate bicycle
traffic in the heavily-bicycled campus area. Chair Trevor Roark noted that the Portage County
Countywide Bike Ped Plan heat maps of latent demand for both pedestrians and bicyclists along Isadore
were some of the highest in the City. Director Scott Beduhn said that the current design was all we could
do with the existing 60 feet of right-of-way and UWSP Facilities Planning did not request additional
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations beyond what is currently planned. Chair Trevor Roark questioned
why the UWSP wouldn’t want to make this a safer and more accommodating corridor for bike/ped. He
showed an example of a 2-way cycle track protected by automobile parking that could fit along the east
side of this corridor if there was enough right-of-way width. Associate Planner Kyle Kearns suggested
that this Isadore St. corridor would be a great opportunity for a more modern design like this 2-way
cycle track. Michael O’Meara questioned why the UWSP wouldn’t cede a few feet of University property
to construct a road with better accommodations - bike lanes, or a 2-way cycle track.
Motion by Michael O’Mears to recommend that the City of Stevens Point request additional right-ofway from UWSP to provide safe accommodation for bicyclists and pedestrians, seconded by Trevor
Roark. Motion Carried 3-0-0.
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8. Snow shoveling plan and responsibility.
Mark Kordus presented the current city ordinance regarding snow shoveling. The city contracts a snowremoval contractor to shovel walks not cleared within the 24 hour time limit. Typically, the city attempts
to enforce the ordinance more strictly early in the season so that owners comply throughout the season.
In the case of rental properties, leases often state that residents are responsible for clearing walks.
However, the owners are ultimately responsible for this.
9. Bike Parking Ordinance draft discussion.
Chair Trevor Roark presented the draft of a new bike parking ordinance for the City. Trevor referenced
many different city ordinances in writing this first draft for Stevens Point. Associate Planner Kyle Kearns
will dive into the ordinance draft more deeply in the next month. The committee will revisit the
ordinance in January.
10. Safe Routes to Schools discussion.
Chair Trevor Roark met with Chris Budzinski (District Transportation Manager) from Stevens Point Public
Schools about the Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) program. Chris, who is new to the district this passed
summer, was not familiar with how SRTS was being implemented. Yet, he was very impressed with the
documentation of the program. Chris will be in contact with each of the district schools and get a status
report of the Safe Routes to Schools program and a contact for each school. Trevor mentioned that
BPAC will continue to work with Chris on SRTS.
11. Schedule Next Meeting.
Next meeting will be Thursday, January 4, 2018, at 9:00 a.m. at City Hall. There were conflicts with both
Wednesdays in early January, so the committee agreed to this date exception.
Meeting adjourned at 11:00 a. m.
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REPORT OF BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
January 4, 2018 - 9:00 AM
City Conference Room, City-County Building
1515 Strongs Avenue Stevens Point, WI 54481
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bill Fehrenbach, Mike O’Meara, Trevor Roark, and Anne Rogalski
EXCUSED: Theresa Yonash
STAFF PRESENT: Kyle Kearns (Associate Planner)
ALSO PRESENT: Tori Jennings (District 1 Alder), and Chris Budzinski
____________________________________________________________________________________
INDEX
1. Call to Order
2. Welcome new members Anne Rogalski & Theresa Yonash.
3. Persons who wish to address the committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item*
Consideration and Possible Action on the Following:
4. Staff Update (TAP Grant, etc.).
5. Year in review (2017 goals), discuss 2018 goals, and consider Jan. special meeting.
6. Safe Routes to Schools discussion.
7. Roundabout public session summary.
8. Bike Parking Ordinance draft discussion.
9. Isadore St. discussion.
10. Lane width standards in reconstruction projects.
11. Schedule next meeting.
12. Adjourn.
_________________________________________________________________________________
1. Call to Order.
Chair Trevor Roark called the meeting to order at 9:02 a. m.
2. Welcome new members Anne Rogalski & Theresa Yonash.
BPAC welcomed the two newest members, Anne Rogalski & Theresa Yonash.
3. Persons who wish to address committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item.*
Tori Jennings gave an update on the Cycling Without Age fund raising efforts. We hope to have 3 bikes
and have 2 so far. We will need to recruit pilots for the bikes this spring.
4. Staff Update (TAP Grant, etc.)
Kyle Kearns updated the committee regarding the TAP grant implementation.
5. Year in review (2017 goals), discuss 2018 goals, and consider Jan. special meeting.
BPAC moved agenda item five later in the agenda.
6. Safe Routes to Schools discussion.
Chris Budzinski introduced himself as the Stevens Point School District Transportation Manager. He was
uninformed with regard to the Safe Routes to School Program and wanted to work with the city. The
district has about 7,000 walkers and 4,000 students who ride the bus. Chris said he wanted to increase
coordination with the city to improve both pedestrian and bicycle safety and access to the schools.
Page 1 of 2

Page 6 of 25
7. Roundabout public session summary.
Mark Kordus presented the current city ordinance regarding snow shoveling. The city contracts a snowremoval contractor to shovel walks not cleared within the 24 hour time limit. Typically, the city attempts
to enforce the ordinance more strictly early in the season so that owners comply throughout the season.
In the case of rental properties, leases often state that residents are responsible for clearing walks.
However, the owners are ultimately responsible for this.
8. Bike Parking Ordinance draft discussion.
Chair Trevor Roark presented the draft of a new bike parking ordinance for the City. Trevor referenced
many different city ordinances in writing this first draft for Stevens Point. Associate Planner Kyle Kearns
will dive into the ordinance draft more deeply in the next month. The committee will revisit the
ordinance in January.
5. Year in review (2017 goals), discuss 2018 goals, and consider Jan. special meeting.
The committee reviewed the 2017 Goals and Objectives.
1. Complete Streets Plan review. Complete
2. Yield and Save Live Campaign. Not complete, to be included in 2018 Goals
3. Bike pedestrian information to be included in city mailings. We were unsuccessful in getting
this accomplished.
4. Bike/Pedestrian Counts. Fall counts were completed. BPAC will continue with fall counts.
5. BPAC Open House at Mid-State Technical College. A successful event was held in March,
2017
6. Rodeo Skill Clinic. BPAC will conduct a clinic in 2018
7. Implementation of TAP Grant. The committee will continue to assist with the
implementation of the TAP Grant until the project is complete.
8. Continued support of 4 to 3 lane street conversions. The committee continued its support.
9. Incremental of ADBP approved parking. This effort is in progress.
10. Review of proposed developments, street projects and planning documents for consistency
with bicycle and pedestrian mobility and safety. The committee is continuing to review these
proposals.
9. Isadore St. discussion.
BPAC recommends the city ask the University for a donation to ROW so that Pedestrians and Bicyclists
can be better accommodated.
10. Lane width standards in reconstruction projects.
Trevor Roark brought an article to the committee’s attention that advocated for decreased lane widths
in urban areas.
11. Schedule next meeting.
Trevor will send out a Doodle to help us schedule our next regular and special meetings.
12. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 10:31 AM.
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Minute Attachment provided at the meeting pertaining to agenda item 5
BPAC Goals & Objectives for 2017:
1. Complete Streets Plan (review, research and recommend for adoption).
2. Yield & Save Lives Campaign (crosswalk education and enforcement).
3. Bike/Pedestrians Safety and education material to be included in municipal communications (tax bill?).
4. Bike/Pedestrian Counts – spring and fall of 2017.
5. BPAC Open House, March 2, 2017 – Event title “From Bronze to Silver (achieving higher LAB designation)”.
6. Rodeo/Skill Clinics for youth and adults.
7. Assistance and Implementation of TAP Grant.
8. Continued support of 4-to-3 lane safety conversions where appropriate and in accordance with the Portage County
Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan and other related infrastructure improvements.
9. Incremental expansion of ADBP approved bike parking and the creation of a Bike Parking Plan.
10. Review developments (residential and commercial), street projects, and other planning documents and recommend
bicycle and/or pedestrian accommodations, changes, or policy.

Minute Attachment provided at the meeting pertaining to agenda item 8
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DRAFT BICYCLE PARKING ORDINANCE
5.51.6 Bicycle Parking
5.51.6.1 Definitions
A. Short-Term Bicycle Parking means an area set aside, designated and of sufficient size for the parking of one
bicycle by a customer, patron, client, colleague, commuter, or other person expected to park their bicycle for
approximately 1 day or less.
B. Long-Term Bicycle Parking means an area set aside, designated and of sufficient size for the parking of one
bicycle by an employee, resident, student, commuter, or other person expected to park their bicycle for
approximately more than 1 day.
C. Bicycle Corrals are on-street bicycle racks or a series of racks placed within one or multiple automobile parking
spaces of a street or parking lot.
5.51.6.2 Number of Bicycle Parking Spaces Required by Use
A. Compliance with bicycle parking space requirements of Table 5-16 shall be required for any of the following in
all zoning districts:
1) Construction of a new building.
2) Construction of an addition to an existing building.
3) Substantial improvement of an existing building (as determined by City Plan Commission).
4) Reconstruction, reconfiguration of, or addition to an existing parking lot that serves a use for which shortterm bicycle parking spaces are required. Long-term bicycle parking space requirements shall not be applicable.
5) Replacement of current bicycle parking spaces.
B. A planned development shall comply with the minimum bicycle parking standards set forth by this code unless
otherwise specified in the planned development documents.

Table 5-16: Off Street Bicycle Parking Requirements

Use
Residential
single family to 4 units
multi-family (5 or more units)
mobile home
family day care home
group (convent, rectory, monastery, foster,
shelter, community living, cohousing, etc.)
dormitory, sorority, or fraternity
assisted living, congregate care, etc.
Mixed Commerical-Residential
live/work unit
mixed-use

Short-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required

exempt
1 per unit
exempt
exempt

exempt
1 per 4 units
exempt
exempt

1 per 16 beds; min. of 2
1 per 16 beds; min. of 2
1 per 16 units

exempt
1 per 4 beds
1 per 8 units

1 per 2 dwellings
calculated by totalling different
uses' requirements

1 per dwelling
exempt
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Table 5-16: Off Street Bicycle Parking Requirements

Use
Non-Residential
schools (K-12)

university/tech college
day care center, catering
community centers
library, museum, funeral home
theater, concert hall, performing arts center
general retail sales & services, bank, liquor
store, payday loan, consignment store,
laundromat
offices
restaurant, café, tavern/brewpub/winery
hotel/lodging
bed & breakfast
auto service, body shop, repair, wash, sales, &
rental
auto convenience store/gas station
auto parking lot
auto parking structure
transport facilities (airport, bus, train, bicycle,
etc.)
indoor or outdoor rec/sports facility,
convention center
health/sports club
medical clinic, dental, optical, lab, physical,
massage, vet, social)

Short-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required
1 per classroom
1 per classroom & 1 per 5
students OR as listed in Campus
Master Plan (whichever is
greater)
1 per 5 employees
1 per every 3,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
1 per every 2,000 sq ft.; min of 4
5% of capacity of persons
1 per every 2,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
1 per every 3,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
5% of capacity of persons
1 per every 10 rooms; min. of 2
1 per every 4 rooms; min. of 2

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required
exempt

exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt

exempt
exempt
exempt
min. of 4
exempt

1 per every 5 employees
1 per every 1,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
1 per every 5,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
1 per every 10,000 sq. ft.; min. of
4

exempt

1 per 10 employees; min. of 2
1 per every 24,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2
5% of capacity of persons

min. of 4

1 per every 5 employees
1 per every 2,000 sq. ft.; min. of
2

exempt

hosptial
industrial, manufacturing, agricultural,
processing, printing, production, storage,
distribution, utilities, recycling, waste, &
contractor shop/yard
1 per 10 employees; min. of 2
furniture & appliances, garden center,
greenhouse
1 per every 5,000 sq. ft.; min of 2
Table 5-16: Off Street Bicycle Parking Requirements

exempt
exempt
exempt

exempt
exempt

1 per every 2,000 sq. ft.

exempt
exempt
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Use

Short-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required

Non-Residential
post office
government building, correctional facility
public park
places of worship

1 per 10 employees; min. of 2
1 per 10 employees; min. of 2
min. of 4
1 per 25 seats; min. of 4

cemetary, mausoleum

determined by zoning admin

farmers' market

determined by zoning admin

special use

determined by zoning admin

Long-Term Bicycle Parking
Spaces Required
exempt
exempt
exempt
exempt
determined by zoning
admin
determined by zoning
admin
determined by zoning
admin

5.51.6.3 Bicycle Rack Location on Site
A. Bicycle rack placement shall be sufficiently lit and not result in obstructing a walkway or parked automobiles.
B. Short-term bicycle parking spaces shall be located in a convenient and visible area (from the street) at least as
close at the closest non-accessible automobile parking space and within 50 feet of the primary entrance.
C. Long-term bicycle parking space shall be located indoors or in sheltered areas and secured or supervised
providing protection from theft, vandalism, and weather and shall be accessible to intended users.
D. Outdoor bicycle rack shall be located on paved or pervious surface, which shall not be soil, grass, landscape
stone, or wood chips and shall have a slope no greater than 3%.
5.51.6.4 Off-street Bicycle Parking Design Standards
A. Bicycle Rack/Space Design (for racks that require a user-supplied lock)
1) Shall support a bicycle in a stable position and prevent the wheels from tilting or twisting.
2) Shall accommodate cable locks and “U” locks and allow locking of bicycle frame and 1 wheel to the rack.
3) Each bicycle parking space shall be accessible without moving another bicycle.
4) Shall be securely anchored to the ground surface or building surface to prevent theft and misalignment.
5) Surfaces of such facilities shall be designed to be mud and dust free.
B. Bicycle Rack/Space Size, Access Aisles, & Vertical Clearance
1) Bicycle parking spaces shall be a minimum of 2 feet by 6 feet
2) The minimum spacing horizontally between racks is 156 inches to create a 5 foot access aisle minimum.
3) The minimum spacing side-by-side between racks is 36 inches.
4) Have a vertical clearance of at least 6 feet above highest point.
5.51.6.5 On-street Bicycle Parking Design Standards
A. Bicycle Corrals shall meet all of the off-street bicycle parking design standards listed in 5.51.6.4
B. Shall also be protected from motor vehicles with appropriate guarding specific to the location; such as planters,
pylons, or other aesthetically appropriate structures.
5.51.6.6 Maintenance
A. Shall be maintained in good working order to remain in compliance with design standards listed in 5.51.6.4 or
5.51.6.5.
B. Bicycle parking areas shall be cleared of snow within 24 hours of snowfall end (> 1 inch of snow) and shall be
maintained as mud free.
5.51.6.7 Substitutions
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A. Substituting bicycle parking spaces for automobile parking spaces is allowable and encouraged. This may
sometimes be the only option to meet minimum bicycle parking requirements.
B. Four to eight bicycle parking spaces may be substituted for one automobile parking space. Alignment may be
lengthwise or widthwise as long at the design standards listed in 5.51.6.4 or 5.51.6.5 are met.
5.51.6.8 New Users
If a new user would like to install required or non-required bicycle parking, ordinance 5.51.6 shall be followed.
*Artistic bicycle racks are allowed and encouraged as long as the design meets the requirements above.
*See the Bicycle Parking Guidelines, 2nd Edition (2010) for further guidance.

Examples of bicycle racks that meet the design requirements above:

corral style

hitch or post & ring

*Hitch racks are preferred over inverted-U since people often park perpendicular to
the inverted-U, potentially blocking the walkway or causing slippage.

hoop or ring

staple or inverted-U

swerve

Examples of bicycle racks that DO NOT meet the design requirements above:

grid or schoolyard racks

wave racks

wheel well racks

spiral or helix racks

Minute Attachment provided at the meeting pertaining to agenda item 10
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Urban Street Design Guide
Lane Width
The width allocated to lanes for motorists, buses, trucks, bikes, and parked cars is a sensitive and
crucial aspect of street design. Lane widths should be considered within the assemblage of a given
street delineating space to serve all needs, including travel lanes, safety islands, bike lanes, and
sidewalks.
Each lane width discussion should be informed by an understanding of the goals for traffic calming as
well as making adequate space for larger vehicles, such as trucks and buses.

Click a number for more information
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2
3
1

REDESIGN

REDESIGN

Lane widths of 10 feet are appropriate in urban areas and have a positive
impact on a street’s safety without impacting traffic operations.
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DISCUSSION
Travel lanes are striped to define the intended path of travel for vehicles along a corridor. Historically,
wider travel lanes (11–13 feet) have been favored to create a more forgiving buffer to drivers,
especially in high-speed environments where narrow lanes may feel uncomfortable or increase
potential for side-swipe collisions.
Lane widths less than 12 feet have also historically been assumed to decrease traffic flow and
capacity, a claim new research refutes.1
+ More Info
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The relationships between lane widths and vehicle speed is complicated by many factors, including
time of day, the amount of traffic present, and even the age of the driver. Narrower streets help
promote slower driving speeds which, in turn, reduce the severity of crashes. Narrower streets have
other benefits as well, including reduced crossing distances, shorter signal cycles, less stormwater,
and less construction material to build.

Wider travel lanes are correlated with higher vehicle speeds.

For multi-lane roadways where transit or freight vehicles are present and require a wider travel lane, the wider
lane should be the outside lane (curbside or next to parking). Inside lanes should continue to be designed at
the minimum possible width. Major truck or transit routes through urban areas may require the use of wider
lane widths.
Lane widths of 10 feet are appropriate in urban areas and have a positive impact on a street's safety without
impacting traffic operations. For designated truck or transit routes, one travel lane of 11 feet may be used in
each direction. In select cases, narrower travel lanes (9–9.5 feet) can be effective as through lanes in
conjunction with a turn lane.2
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OPTIONAL
2Parking

lane widths of 7–9 feet are generally recommended. Cities are encouraged to demarcate the parking
lane to indicate to drivers how close they are to parked cars. In certain cases, especially where loading and
double parking are present, wide parking lanes (up to 15 feet) may be used. Wide parking lanes can serve
multiple functions, including as industrial loading zones or as an interim space for bicyclists.

3For

multi-lane roadways where transit or freight vehicles are present and require a wider travel lane, the wider
lane should be the outside lane (curbside or next to parking). Inside lanes should continue to be designed at
the minimum possible width. Major truck or transit routes through urban areas may require the use of wider
lane widths.
2-way streets with low or medium volumes of traffic may benefit from the use of a dashed center line with
narrow lane widths or no center line at all. In such instances, a city may be able to allocate additional right-ofway to bicyclists or pedestrians, while permitting motorists to cross the center of the roadway when passing.
- Less Info
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Location: Elmore, OH

RECOMMENDED
Lanes greater than 11 feet should not be used as they may cause unintended speeding and assume valuable
right of way at the expense of other modes.
- Less Info
This includes the use of wide outside lanes for bicyclist accommodation. Wide outside lanes are not an
effective means of accommodating bicyclists in urban areas.

Restrictive policies that favor the use of wider travel lanes have no place in constrained urban settings, where
every foot counts. Research has shown that narrower lane widths can effectively manage speeds without
decreasing safety, and that wider lanes do not correlate to safer streets.3 Moreover, wider travel lanes also
increase exposure and crossing distance for pedestrians at intersections and midblock crossings.4

See Crosswalks
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- Less Info
Many transit agencies require that jurisdictions stripe lanes of 12-14 feet for safe operation. These policies are
counter to the municipality's larger safety goals and may result in speeding by when these lanes are not in use
by transit vehicles.

Use striping to channelize traffic and demarcate the road for vulnerable users.
- Less Info

Location: San Francisco, CA: Striping should be used to delineate parking and curbside uses from the travel lane.
1Lane

width should be considered within the overall assemblage of the street. Travel lane widths of 10 feet
generally provide adequate safety in urban settings while discouraging speeding. Cities may choose to use 11-
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foot lanes on designated truck and bus routes (one 11-foot lane per direction) or adjacent to lanes in the
opposing direction.
Additional lane width may also be necessary for receiving lanes at turning locations with tight curves, as
vehicles take up more horizontal space at a curve than a straightaway.

See Corner Radii

Wide lanes and offsets to medians are not required, but may be beneficial and necessary from a safety point of
view.

FOOTNOTES
+ More Info

Street Design Elements

Sidewalks

Adapted from the Urban Street Design Guide, published by Island Press.

The Truth About Lane Widths
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The Influence of Lane Widths on Safety and Capacity:
A Summary of the Latest Findings
Theodore Petritsch, P.E. PTOE
Director of Transportation Services
Sprinkle Consulting
Problem –
The competition for space within a roadway right-of-way is fierce. It isn’t just sidewalks and
bike lanes battling “motor vehicle lanes” for the space. Drainage and utilities are also vying for
their share of the right-of-way. And money for additional right-of-way is hard to come by. Also,
adjacent property owners are not usually “friendly sellers” of land for roadway projects. Often
times, something gets squeezed out – usually, it is the bicycle and/or the pedestrian facilities.
Background When faced with having bike lanes, and possibly sidewalks,
eliminated from a roadway project, advocates for bike and ped
facilities may ask, “Can’t we narrow the travel lanes to less than
twelve feet?” Very likely, the engineers will list apparently good
reasons for not wanting to reduce the travel lane widths: twelve
foot lanes are the AASHTO standard; reducing lane widths
reduces safety; narrowing lane widths reduces the roadway
capacity. Surely, given these well known facts, no one would
seriously suggest narrowing lanes.

Graphic by
John Williams

But what if these well known facts aren’t true? What if we could narrow the lanes on a roadway
without adversely impacting the operations of the roadway? These questions have been asked
and, in large part, answered. The following is The Truth about Lane Widths.
Solution What is “the Standard”? The AASHTO Green Book1 is a guide. On the first page of its
Foreword it states, “The intent of this policy is to provide guidance…” Many states, however,
have adopted the values in AASHTO as “standards.” However, when considering using its
specified values for design criteria, one must keep in mind two other statements from the Green
Book’s Foreword,
“Minimum values are either given or implied by the lower value in a given range of
values. The larger values …will normally be used where the social, economic, and
environmental impacts are not critical.”
With these fundamentals in mind, let’s review the actual lane width guidance for urban arterial
streets.

1

AASHTO. Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, pg. xliii, AASHTO, Washington, D.C., 2004.

T:\website\The Influence of Lane Widths on Safety and Capacity w graphics.doc

The Truth About Lane Widths
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According to the AASHTO Green Book, for rural and urban arterials, lane widths
may vary from 10 to 12 feet. It goes on to say that 12-foot lanes should be used
where practical on higher speed, free flowing, principal arterials. However, under
interrupted-flow (roads with signals) conditions operating at low speeds (45 mph
or less) narrower lane widths are normally quite adequate and have some
advantages.2
Given the above statements from AASHTO, 10-foot lanes should be considered the minimum
standard.

But what about Safety? Safety is another oft cited reason
for maintaining 12-foot lane widths. However, much research
has been performed evaluating the crash impacts of
narrowing lanes. This research found little to no support for
the safety argument (with respect to urban roadways). Some
of this research is summarized below:
NCHRP 330 Effective Utilization of Street Width on Urban
Arterials,3 in its implementation guidelines states,
“Narrower lane widths (less than 11 ft) can be used effectively in urban arterial street
improvement projects where the additional space can be used to relieve traffic congestion
or address specific accident patterns”
It goes on to note that,
“all projects evaluated during the study that consisted exclusively of lane widths of 10
feet or more resulted in accident rates that were either reduced or unchanged.”
And recommends,
“Where streets cannot be widened, highway agencies should give strong consideration to
the use of 10-ft lanes where they are necessary as part of a geometric improvement to
improve traffic operations or alleviate specific accident patterns.”
Most recently, the Midwest Research Center4 reported,
“A safety evaluation of lane widths for arterial roadway segments found no indication,
except in limited cases, that the use of narrower lanes increases crash frequencies. The
lane width effects in the analyses conducted were generally either not statistically
significant or indicated that narrower lanes were associated with lower rather than
higher crash frequencies. There were limited exceptions to this general finding.”
[emphasis added]

2

AASHTO. Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, pg. 473, AASHTO, Washington, D.C., 2004.
NCHRP Report 330 Effective Utilization of Street Width on Urban Arterials, Transportation Research Board,
Washington, D.C., 1990.
4
Ingred B. Potts, Harwood, D., Richard, K., Relationship of Lane Width to Safety for Urban and Suburban
Arterials, Transportation Research Board, 2007 Annual Meeting.
3
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And went on to say,
The research found three situations in which the observed lane width effect was
inconsistent—increasing crash frequency with decreasing lane width in one state and the
opposite effect in another state. These three situations are:
• lane widths of 3.0 m (10 ft) or less on four-lane undivided arterials.
• lane widths of 2.7 m (9 ft) or less on four-lane divided arterials.
• lane width of 3.0 m (10 ft) or less on approaches to four-leg STOP-controlled arterial
intersections.
Because of the inconsistent findings mentioned above, it should not be inferred that the
use of narrower lanes must be avoided in these situations. Rather, it is recommended that
narrower lane widths be used cautiously in these situations unless local experience
indicates otherwise.
Based upon the above cited research, it appears that narrowing lanes to less than the “standard”
12-ft width does not usually degrade safety.
Yes, but there’s still the capacity issue. The Highway
Capacity Manual5 (HCM) is the primary document
used by planners and engineers to determine the
capacity of roadways and intersections. In Chapter 16,
pages 16-10 and 16-11, the HCM describes those
factors which impact the capacity of signalized
intersections – including an adjustment factor based
upon lane widths. Essentially, the HCM shows that the
saturation flow rate (capacity) of a lane at a signalized
intersection is reduced by 3.33 percent for each foot of
lane width less than 12 feet. Consequently, according to the HCM, the capacity of a 10-foot lane
is only 93 percent of the capacity of a 12-foot lane.
However, in 2007 a literature search was performed as part of the Florida Department of
Transportation Conserve By Bike Program Study.6 This literature search was to evaluate findings
of recent research from across the United on impacts to urban street capacity resulting States
from lane narrowings. The findings are
“The measured saturation flow rates are similar for lane widths between 10 feet and 12
feet. For lane widths below 10 feet, there is a measurable decrease in saturation flow
rate. Thus, so long as all other geometric and traffic signalization conditions remain
constant, there is no measurable decrease in urban street capacity when through lane
widths are narrowed from 12 feet to 10 feet”.7 [emphasis added]
Capacity, therefore, is not degraded until lane widths are reduced to less than 10 feet.
5

Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, National Research
Council, Washington, D.C., 2000.
6
Sprinkle Consulting, Conserve By Bike Program Study Final Report, FDOT, Tallahassee, FL, 2007.
7
John Zegeer, P.E., (past Chair, TRB Jighway Capacity and Quality of Service Committee) in a memo to Sprinkle
Consulting Engineers, March 22, 2007.
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Result –

1st Avenue North at 49th Street
in St. Petersburg, FL
Photo Credit:
Michael Frederick, Manager
Neighborhood Transportation
and & Parking

In general safety and capacity are not adversely impacted by
reducing lanes widths to as little as 10 feet. If we refer back
to the AASHTO Green Book’s Foreword and ask, “Are there
critical social, environmental and economic reasons that
would justify using less than 12-foot lanes?” The answer, in
urban areas, is often “yes.” Accommodating pedestrians and
bicyclists is a critical social issue: it makes our downtowns
more livable, transit more viable, and provides for the
mobility of those who cannot – or chose not – to drive.
Accommodating more users in less space also addresses
critical environmental issues: narrower lanes means less
pavement (asphalt or concrete), less runoff, and less land
consumed. Narrower (than 12-foot) lane widths reduce costs,
a critical issue in times of shrinking budgets: smaller right-ofway costs, reduced costs for utility easements, reduced
construction costs, reduced environmental mitigation costs.
In addition to these obvious considerations, by reducing lane
widths and better providing for the mobility of all
transportation system users, we can reduce our dependency
on fossil fuels and reduce motor vehicle emissions.
Furthermore, increased walking and bicycling resulting from
the provision of facilities will promote active lifestyles, help
combat the growing obesity epidemic, and contribute to
healthier more active communities. Realizing and taking
advantage of the Truth about Lane Widths provides benefits
for everyone.

Who to contact for more information Theodore A. Petritsch, P.E., PTOE
Senior Transportation Engineer
Sprinkle Consulting, Inc.
18115 US Hwy 41 N, Suite 600, Lutz, FL, 33549
813.949.7449
tap@sprinkleconsulting.com
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Plan Staff
Community Development
City of Stevens Point
1515 Strongs Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481
Ph: (715) 346-1567 • Fax: (715) 346-1498

City of Stevens Point – Department of Community Development
To:

Plan Commission

From:

Plan Staff

CC:
Date:
Re:

1/17/2017
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 2017 Goals and Objectives.

The Stevens Point Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) presented their annual report at
last month’s meeting. The purpose of this item is to obtain input and feedback from the Commission
regarding their goals and objectives for 2017:
1. Complete Streets Plan (review, research and recommend for adoption)
2. Yield and Save Lives Campaign (crosswalk education and enforcement)
3. Bike/Pedestrian Safety and education material to be included in municipal communications (tax
bill).
4. Bike/Pedestrian Counts – spring and fall of 2017.
5. BPAC Open House, March 2, 2017 – Event title “From Bronze to Silver (achieving higher LAB
designation)”
6. Rodeo/Skill Clinics for youth and adults.
7. Assistance and Implementation of TAP grant.
8. Continued support of 4-to-3 lane safety conversions where appropriate and in accordance with
Portage County Countywide Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan and other related infrastructure
improvements.
9. Incremental expansion of ADBP approved bike parking and the creation of a Bike Parking Plan.
10. Review developments (residential and commercial), street projects, and other planning
documents and recommended bicycle and/or pedestrian accommodations, changes, or policy.
Again, the Committee is looking to obtain feedback from the Commission and public regarding the goals
above, and direction on potential goals or objectives.
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