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Assistance for disabled persons may be arranged by calling 1-866-836-7034.  Non-English speaking or visually impaired persons needing an 
interpreter should contact the County Administrator at 772-288-5420.  An agenda of items to be considered will be available to the public at the 
Martin County Administration Building Reception Desk, 2401 SE Monterey Road, Stuart, Florida.  Items not included on the agenda may also be 
heard in consideration of the best interests of the public health, safety, welfare, and as necessary to protect every person’s right of access.     
 
For complaints, questions or concerns about civil rights or nondiscrimination please contact: Bonnie Landry, Senior Planner (Title VI Contact) at 772-
223-7983; or for special requests under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) contact Bob Steiner at 772-221-1396.  Hearing impaired individuals are 
requested to telephone the Florida Relay System at #711. 
 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Martin County Administrative Building 
Growth Management Conference Room – 1st Floor 

2401 SE Monterey Road 
Stuart, FL  34996 

www.martinmpo.com 
(772) 221-1498 

 
Tuesday, October 22, 2013 @ 1:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
      ITEM                ACTION 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER – 1:00 p.m. 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

3. APPROVE AGENDA                                                                                                APPROVE                               
 

4. APPROVE MINUTES           APPROVE 
• Regular Meeting – September 9, 2013 

     
5. AGENDA ITEMS  

                     
A. REGIONAL GREENWAYS PLAN              DISCUSSION 1:00 – 2:00 
 
B. ACTION PLAN IMPLEMENTATION;              DISCUSSION 2:00 – 3:00 

DRAFT TOOLBOX OF BICYCLE FACILITY  
DESIGN MEASURES 

 
6. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

 
7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

 
8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 

 
9. NOTES             

 
10. NEXT MEETING  

Joint CAC/BPAC/TAC Meeting at the Blake Library 
November 13, 2013 @ 1:30 p.m. 

 
11. ADJOURN 

http://www.martinmpo.com/
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BPAC Attendance - FY 2013-2014

BPAC Member Representing July 8 Sept. 9 Oct 22 Nov.  13 Jan. 13 Mar.10 May 12

Joan Moore - Chair City of Stuart Appointee P P

Ken Natoli - Vice Chair Comm. Haddox Appointee D5 P P

Tom Dettloff City of Stuart Appointee V E
Hal Forslund Elderly Community S S
Julie Preast Comm. Smith Appointee D1 P P
Jim Hudson HOA Representative S S
VACANT Comm. Scott Appointee D3 V V
Ronald Shewmaker MC Parks & Recreation P E
VACANT Parent of School aged child V V
Steve Schimmel Comm. Fielding Appointee D2 A P
John Mildenburger Town of Sewall’s Point Appt. E P
Joseph DeFronzo Comm. Heard Appointee D4 E A
Cheryl Lenartiene Person with a Disability P E
Ed Vossen Local Business Merchant P P
Bill Schell Rep. Cycling Community E P

Ex-Officios

James Brooks Martin County Sheriff's Office A A
Brian Bossio Stuart Police Department E A
Eric Cerniglia Sewall's Point Police Depart. A A
Jennifer Barrow FDOT V P
D.Haney/S. Wilburn/ 
P.Wilson Transit MV Transportation E A

P - Present
E - Excused
A - Absent
V - Vacant
S-Seasonal
* Position Vacant 
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MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION  
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) MEETING 

MINUTES  
Monday, Sept. 9, 2013 – 5:00 P.M. 

Martin County Administration Building 
Growth Management Conference Room, 1st Floor 

2401 SE Monterey Road 
Stuart, FL 34996 
(772) 221-1498 

 
1.  CALL TO ORDER  

Ms. Joan Moore, Chair, called the meeting to order at 5:02 P.M. 
  
2.  ROLL CALL 

Members in Attendance: 
Ms. Joan Moore, Chair 
Mr. Ken Natoli, Vice-Chair  
Ms. Julie Preast 
Mr. Steve Schimmel 
Mr. John Mildenberger 
Mr. Edward Vossen  
Mr. Bill Schell 
Jennifer Barrow, FDOT (Ex-Officio) 

 
Excused Members 

Mr. Joseph DeFronzo 
Mr. Tom Dettloff 
Mr. Hal Forslund 
Mr. Jim Hudson 
Ms. Cheryl Lenartiene 
Mr. Ronald Shewmaker 
Ms. Darlene Haney (Ex-Officio) 

 
Members Not In Attendance: 

 
Officer James C. Brooks (Ex-Officio) 
Officer Brian Bossio, (Ex-Officio) 
Mr. Eric Cerniglia (Ex-Officio) 

 
Staff in Attendance: 

Ms. Beth Beltran, MPO Administrator  
Ms. Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist II 
Murriah Dekle, Planner II 
Ms. Bonnie Landry, Senior Planner 

 
Others in Attendance: 

Mr. Anthony Nunes, American Consultants 
 
A quorum was present for the meeting. 
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3. APPROVE AGENDA  
Ms. Julie Priest made a motion to approve the Agenda.  Mr. Ken Natoli provided 
a second for the motion.  There were no objections.  The motion passed 
unanimously.   
 

4. APPROVE MINUTES 
Mr. Ed Vossen made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 8, 2013 
meeting.  Ms. Preast noted a change on page 6 of 10 where it reads “each which” and 
it should only be “which”.  Also, page 7 of 10 it reads Ms. Preast advised that the 
hospital didn’t want traffic slowed…she stated that it should read the hospital 
employees… Mr. Vossen amended his motion to reflect the changes.  Mr. Natoli 
provided a second to the motion.  There were no objections.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 

5. AGENDA ITEMS 
 

A) SR 76/KANNER HIGHWAY PROJECT UPDATE 
 
Mr. Andrew Nunes introduced himself stating that he is from American Consulting 
Engineers of Florida on behalf of the Florida Department of Transportation.  He 
thanked the committee for the opportunity to present the Final Design project update 
on SR 76, FDOT FPID #422641-3-52-01 SR 76 (Kanner Highway).  Mr. Nunes 
stated that it is anticipated that construction will begin in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015.  
Mr. Nunes went on to present his Powerpoint presentation.  He advised that the 
Public Information Meeting will be September 12, 2013 at the Wolf High 
Technology Center, Indian River State College (Chastain Campus) starting at 5:30 
PM.  Mr. Mildenberger inquired as to the speed limit after these improvements.  Mr. 
Nunes advised that the speed will drop from 50 to 45 miles per hour (MPH).  Mr. 
Mildenberger advised that people will still be traveling at 50 MPH.  He stated that if 
possible the bike lanes should be wider than the proposed four feet and requested 
that barrier strips be used as that is a small bike lane for a road with such a high 
speed limit.  Mr. Mildenberger advised that this road is an important corridor for the 
local cycling clubs as it’s one of the few East/West roads with a bike lane.  Ms. 
Moore added that the nature of it being a six lane highway will encourage a high rate 
of speed.  Mr. Schimmel asked when the speed was going to be reduced to 45 MPH 
and Mr. Nunes said after construction.  Mr. Vossen confirmed that the bike lane is 
currently four feet.  Mr. Nunes said that the four foot bicycle lane is just the 
pavement width, there is an additional foot and a half which can provide some extra 
space.  Ms. Moore clarified that there is a foot and a half from the curb to the 
beginning of the bike lane.  Ms. Barrow stated that there would be a clear zone 
hazard especially given the speed of the road.  If it were a slower speed a physical 
barrier could be considered, but not given that speed.  Mr. Schell said that bicycle 
people are trying to avoid being hit and if you could separate the road traffic from us 
physically, that would be great, if you can’t a striped barrier would have to do.  Ms. 
Barrow inquired of Mr. Nunes if these typical sections are final to which he replied 
affirmatively.  Ms. Barrow stated that another way around this would be to consider 
having a narrower median so there would be more space on the outside.  She said it’s 
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a question she can take back to FDOT.  Mr. Natoli said if these typical sections are 
final why are you having public hearings?   If people came out in droves and said 
they don’t like them would you be revising the finals?  Mr. Nunes said chances are, 
no.   Mr. Nunes reminded the committee that before this project went to Final 
Design there was a Property Development & Environment (PD&E) Study and two 
different workshops. There was no mention of changing the PD&E.  He said in 
follow through from the PD&E to the Final Design these sections are consistent with 
the PD&E.  Mr. Schimmel stated that if a Jersey barrier or other big concrete binder 
can’t be placed between the vehicles and cyclists could those bendable yellow 
reflective sticks be inserted.  If there is an emergency and a vehicle needed to pull 
off the road, they could, but at least it places some form of physical boundary 
between the bike and the vehicle.  He added that they provide reflectivity as well as 
being accessible in the event of an emergency to avert traffic.  Mr. Schimmel said 
that it adds to the cost of construction but it is a compromise between the two.  Mr. 
Schell stated that the message this committee wants to bring to FDOT and their 
consultant is that we, as the bicycle community, want either a lower speed limit, or a 
physical separation not just a striped line that people do not even acknowledge.  Mr. 
Schimmel said that even if the limit was set at 40 MPH the fact that it’s a six lane 
highway will have people driving 60-70 MPH.  Ms. Preast asked Mr. Nunes to 
return to the Stormwater screen with the ponds and retention areas.  She advised that 
she is a pedestrian and she wants to know if there were any plans to landscape those 
ponds.  Mr. Nunes replied not at this time.  She inquired if there is room for benches 
and a walking path around them?  Mr. Nunes advised that there is only room for 
maintenance access.  Ms. Preast asked if fountains could be placed in the ponds for 
aeration.  She advised that one had been placed in a pond just north of the old 
Roosevelt Bridge when the new Roosevelt Bridge was constructed.  Ms. Preast 
advised that it is pretty and it does its job.  She advised that the Stormwater 
Management Facility (SMF) 2A, 3, 4 and 8 as they are so near the roadway, though 
each could use the aeration.  Mr. Nunes stated that they are schematic in terms as to 
their locations, he stated that SMF 3 wouldn’t be visible from the road.  Ms. Preast 
advised that it is important, but she’s not sure how affective they are without 
fountains for aeration.  She asked if there were any landscaping, trees or benches 
planned for the pedestrians along the sidewalks.  Mr. Nunes stated no.  Ms. Preast 
stated that she would suggest adding those items.  Mr. Nunes advised that the 
County doesn’t want landscaping.  Ms. Preast advised that she disagrees with the 
County as she is aware that the Engineering Department doesn’t want trees because 
of the maintenance and she will continue to raise that flag.   

 
B) REGIONAL GREENWAYS PLAN PRESENTATION 

 
Ms. Kim Delaney introduced herself as working for the Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Council (TCRPC), and that she has an update to the record.  They are part 
way through the development of the Regional Greenways and Trails Plan.  She 
advised that it’s been around a while, it is being funded by the Palm Beach MPO and 
being executed on a seven county regional basis. This includes the Counties from 
Indian River down to Monroe.   Ms. Delaney advised that this greenways trail is to 
identify all different types of non-motorized facilities in the seven counties. She 
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mentioned greenway corridors, pedestrian, bicycle (on and off road), equestrian, and 
kayak trails.  Ms. Delaney stated that the Plan is to identify multiuse of the facilities 
by taking a broad view to identify all reasonable connections throughout the seven 
counties, then prioritize those connections to obtain the highest priorities throughout 
the seven counties.  Ms. Delaney went on to describe the multi-disciplinary approach 
of this project.  Ms. Preast asked if the East Coast Greenway Map could be placed on 
the website.  It was affirmed.   In response to Mr. Natoli’s question, it was 
established that the MC7 is listed as a canal (brown) but should be a paddling trail 
(green).  Ms. Dekle advised that after conversing with Ms. Baret Barry, there are 
hiking trails near many of the canal banks.  Ms. Delaney clarified that this map is 
intended for larger scale, regionally justified facilities.  She is requesting input from 
the committee as to any additional regional facility requests.  Mr. Mildenberger 
inquired as to a white dotted line near the northern Martin border.  It was determined 
to be the C-23 trail, and Ms. Delaney advised that the white dotted line identifies a 
“conceptual facility” which is identified as a connection.  Mr. Natoli advised that 
this committee can do some work to assist in this effort to identify greenways as we 
know this county, we know for what we want as greenways.  The RPC could 
prioritize it for funding and maybe it’ll happen.  Ms. Delaney reminded everyone 
that the maps will be available on their website, and they welcome the input as this is 
only what has been identified on a State scale.  Ms. Preast suggested that the list 
could begin with the most scenic trails, having botanical gardens, Community 
Redevelopment Areas (CRAs)/historic downtowns, water fountains as well as 
restroom facilities listed, and having clear signage establishing these routes is very 
important.  Ms. Delaney advised that the CRAs/cultural/historic downtown 
information is available, but they are seeking to establish a regional scale map which 
makes this difficult.  Ms. Preast noted that it doesn’t have to be listed on the map, it 
could be in text on the side of the map, i.e. mile marker XX restroom, mile marker 
XX water fountain.  Ms. Delaney concurred that information such as this will need 
to be presented from the local level and consistently available data across the seven 
counties needs to be obtained.  Ms. Preast suggested that the RPC contact “Rosetta” 
from the Martin Tourism Council to see what maps they may have.  Ms. Delaney 
stated that she would be one of the “Agencies” that would have a chance to 
comment.  Mr. Schimmel suggested that trail markers noting the mileage to the next 
facility would be beneficial.  Ms. Delaney stated that the challenge would be to 
locate the correct agency to claim ownership of that type of duty.  She noted that 
there are a lot of questions that will be raised in this organization process, from 
branding, responsibility to ownership to name a few.  She noted that these facilities 
will cross county and city lines, as well as different landowners.  Ms. Delaney stated 
how the implementation takes place is where all the time will be devoted.  Mr. 
Mildenberger asked why not have a trail that goes from the Lake to Stuart possibly 
around SR 76.  Mr. Schell noted that SR 76 has bike lanes.  Mr. Mildenberger said 
that Stuart doesn’t have a designated trail and if the RPC were to designate one, SR 
76 for example, they [FDOT] are planning to widen it and place small bike lanes on 
the road, but if it was “the designated trail” and part of a larger plan, that would 
provide more strength to possibly secure a dedicated path or larger lanes. Mr. 
Mildenberger was assured that the information submitted can be as detailed as 
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desired. Ms. Delaney added that the SR 76 corridor will have an enhanced paved 
facility with a four foot wide bike lane to Monterey then it becomes a shoulder, so 
that is something to consider.  Ms. Delaney advised that all information is welcome 
as it gets that project identified and then it can be determined what it will become in 
final form, at a later date.  She provided an example of possibly removing a vehicle 
lane in order to provide for bike lanes or a sidewalk noting that it may not be a five 
year horizon, but possibly a ten year horizon, depending on the magnitude of the 
project from land acquisition to re-construction. Ms. Delaney suggested that 
members should identify anything they desire, return the maps to Ms. Dekle and 
they can evolve from there.  Ms. Dekle advised that there will be a special meeting 
next month to discuss this project.   
 

C) FY15 LIST OF PROJECT PRIORITIES 
 
Ms. Beltran advised that the List of Project Priorities is considered annually and will 
be the basis for the State’s Tentative Work Program which is presented at the Joint 
Meeting in November.  The Tentative Work Program is the basis for the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) which is adopted in the spring.  She 
advised that the List of Project Priorities is divided into three categories.  The first 
category is the Federal Attributable funds which, due to our recent LRTP 
amendments, now allow Livable Community and Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) projects to compete with the capacity projects.  The second category is the 
Transportation Alternative (TA) Program Projects (formerly Enhancement Projects).  
This committee prioritized these projects at the joint meeting last April and we are 
awaiting word of funding from FDOT.  Ms. Beltran advised that she was informed at 
a recent Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting, that a City representative 
was awaiting clarification that the project met eligibility requirements from the 
District Office.  She advised that the final category is transit which consists of 
improving connections to all bus stops so they comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities  (ADA) Act requirements.  Ms. Beltran went on to describe the eight 
projects on the Federal Attributable list.  Ms. Beltran advised that the last couple of 
items on this list are the U.S. 1 Corridor Retrofit and the CMP Update. These 
projects were funded in the planning phase and it is hoped that in the future FDOT 
will see the importance of these two planning studies.  There may be 
recommendations from these studies which could raise the projects higher on the list.  
Mr. Natoli inquired as to the type of funds.  Ms. Beltran advised that they are 
Surface Transportation (SU) funds for urbanized areas.  Mr. Natoli asked when this 
committee had a chance to add to this list.  Ms. Beltran stated that this committee has 
had the chance through the Bike/Ped Action Plan.  She advised that she sat down 
with staff from District IV, the City of Stuart and the County with the Action Plan’s 
list of 84 projects.  Ms. Beltran stated that anytime projects or allocation of funds are 
being discussed the Action Plan’s list is referenced.  Mr. Natoli stated that as far as 
this committee goes, the only two projects he would recommend would be the bike 
lanes on Beach and High Meadow Roads.   
 
Mr. Natoli made a motion that this committee recommends that Beach and 
High Meadow Roads be the highest priorities.  Mr. Schell stated that he would 
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second that motion.  Ms. Beltran clarified that the motion would be that Beach 
Road would be the number one priority and High Meadow Road would be the 
second priority.  Discussion ensued.  Ms. Moore asked if the addition of two lanes 
on Cove Road included bike lanes.  Ms. Beltran confirmed.  Ms. Moore inquired as 
to the purpose of the Hutchinson Island project.  Ms. Preast advised that she has seen 
presentations on it.  It is mostly a beautification and traffic project.  Ms. Moore 
advised that she would like to see the Cove Road Project moved up above the 
Hutchinson Island Project.  Mr. Natoli stated that the order should be (1) Beach 
Road, (2) High Meadow Road and (3) Cove Road.  Ms. Preast advised that the 
Commissioners have stressed the need for maintenance on the roads but the problem 
becomes what is eligible for funding.  Ms. Beltran noted that not all projects are 
eligible for this funding, however, this funding is available at 100%.  Ms. Preast 
clarified that these projects have yet to go to the Commissioners.  She advised that 
the committee has a chance to amend this list knowing the philosophy of the current 
Board of County Commissioners to raise these projects to help the locals. 
Resurfacing projects are road maintenance which also helps the locals. 
 
Mr. Natoli amended his motion to state that this committee recommend that 
Beach Road, High Meadow Road and Cove Road be the first, second and third 
priorities. This motion was seconded by Mr. Schell.  Mr. Mildenberger inquired if 
the committee would have more success obtaining the project if we only requested 
one project instead of all three?  It was determined that the committee should ask for 
all three but be happy to get what they get.  The committee determined that SR 714 
be next, followed by the Hutchinson Island Project.  Ms. Beltran reminded the 
committee that the original list had been approved by both the Citizen’s Advisory 
Committee (CAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). 
 
Mr. Natoli again amended his motion to state that this committee should 
recommend that Beach Road, High Meadow Road and Cove Road be the first, 
second and third priorities followed by SR 714 and lastly would be the 
Hutchinson Island, A-1-A Project.  This amended motion was seconded by Mr. 
Schell.  The question was called and the motion passed unanimously.   
 

D) CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROCESS (CMP) UPDATE – SCOPE OF 
SERVICE 
Ms. Landry advised that CMP is a strategy in which to improve the transportation 
system.  She advised that the committee updated this process in 2011 using two tiers.  
The first tier looks at the objectives of the LRTP, defines a network and develops 
performance measures.  The second tier is after the location has been identified for 
the study, an operational analysis has to be performed.  She advised that the attached 
scope in the agenda is the proposed scope to perform the operational analysis.  She 
advised that the scope chosen to be the study area is SE Monterey Road and East 
Ocean Drive.  Ms. Landry advised that this location was chosen as it is a part of the 
Treasure Coast Loop, it’s a main route to beaches, and the intersection, in its current 
state, provides priority to vehicular traffic.  She advised that there is an ample cross-
section of businesses, residents, restaurants and shopping.   Ms. Landry noted that 
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the LRTP was amended to reflect that $600,000 could be allocated for non-capacity, 
CMP projects.    Ms. Landry advised that FDOT has a Level of Service (LOS) which 
relates to roadways and vehicular traffic.  Recently FDOT adopted an LOS rating 
system noting amenities available for cyclists, pedestrian and transit such as bike 
lanes, locations of sidewalks, their width, what is the proximity to the road etc.  The 
MPO utilized FDOT’s rating system to show the current conditions and the study 
will be able to suggest improvements to make it more appealing to the alternative 
modes of transportation.  Mr. Schimmel spoke of the speeds on Monterey between 
Old Dixie and East Ocean and suggested a form of traffic calming.  It was discussed 
that many people cross Monterey Road mid-block by stopping in the bi-directional 
lane until they can complete crossing.  Ms. Landry advised that crash data will be 
included in the study.  Ms. Barrow stated that if there is a lot of data supporting 
accidents on a State Road, there may be a funding source from traffic ops to help pay 
for the assessment or implementation of some form of safety project.  Mr. Schimmel 
suggested an overhead pedestrian walkway as it is a main thoroughfare to the beach.  
Ms. Landry stated that she is looking to get concurrence in order to have the study 
on this section of roadway noting that the LOS and crash data will be given 
consideration in relation to other modes of transportation.  Ms. Preast advised that 
this section of road was considered for something similar years ago but the local 
merchants were opposed to it as they like having the bi-directional lane.  She 
suggested instead of an overpass that a complete street set up be implemented which 
would allow for traffic calming, beautification, crosswalks, and the road would be 
divided allowing people to stop in the middle to rest and/or wait until it is safe to 
cross the road.  This would be an ideal area for this type of a project.  Ms. Barrows 
stated that a road diet or lane elimination could be an option.  Ms. Moore clarified 
that this is what the study will examine to seek the best avenue for this area.  Mr. 
Mildenberger inquired if the study area would incorporate the YMCA on Monterey 
as there is a lot of foot and bike traffic going in there.  He added that his quandary in 
slowing the traffic in this area, is that as a result, it will funnel traffic up Indian 
Street to Old St. Lucie Boulevard, which is already a traffic issue, and will be a 
larger problem once the Indian Street Bridge [Veteran’s Memorial Bridge] opens.  
Mr. Mildenberger stated that the speed limit has been reduced to 25 MPH but only 
enforced periodically, so people speed through there.  He also said that it is a heavily 
used corridor for cyclists and is extremely hazardous.  Mr. Mildenberger clarified 
that when slowing the traffic on Monterey and East Ocean, the impact on 
neighboring roads needs to be considered.  Mr. Natoli said that in solving one 
problem this could create another problem elsewhere.  Ms. Moore clarified that the 
impacts in neighboring areas would be evaluated in the study, and what is being 
asked of this committee is not input on the project only approval that a study takes 
place.  
 
Mr. Natoli said so moved.   (There was no second.) 
 
Mr. Mildenberger stated that he wants to ensure the impact on Indian Street where it 
turns into Old St. Lucie Boulevard is in the study.  Mr. Schimmel noted that impacts 
will also happen from Martin Avenue to Snug Harbor as people will funnel that 
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direction if East Ocean is slowed.  Ms. Landry stated that we can cover it all by 
saying “impacts to the surrounding areas”.  Mr. Schimmel noted that these would be 
the north and the south entrances to the bridge.  Ms. Moore noted that there is a 
motion on the floor but it has no second.  Ms. Moore asked if a price has already 
been received by the consultant based on what had already been discussed?  Ms. 
Preast noted that it says $48,000 for the study. Mr. Natoli advised that the only 
motion is to support everything, he stated that he didn’t amend anything, and there 
was no second. Mr. Vossen asked that the motion be repeated, and Ms. Landry stated 
that the motion was staff’s recommendation, which is to move forward with the 
study.  Ms. Beltran advised that included in the study are three visioning workshops 
that will talk about impacts to the area which will specify different groups like 
businesses and residents in that area.     Mr. Vossen provided a second.    Ms. 
Preast stated that she opposes because if this is the map [scope] that we are 
concerned with, the YMCA is beyond the scope.  Mr. Mildenberger stated that 
Indian Street is also out of the scope.  Ms. Preast noted that she didn’t think it could 
all be studied for $48,000.  Ms. Preast said the map is very specific and added that 
Monterey Road is a racetrack.  Ms. Beltran said you need to think about the study 
area. She stated that this plan is a Congestion Management Plan (CMP) for a specific 
area, it has certain criteria and guidelines to meet to be able to move forward as a 
CMP update.   Ms. Beltran advised that other committees had the same comments 
regarding impacts on other areas.  She said that any good consultant will have “next 
steps,” other plans, next phases, and those will be part of the considerations with this 
plan.  Ms. Beltran advised that a CMP is a specific Plan for recommendations that 
follow criteria which hopefully can be included on our List of Project Priorities 
(LOPP) within a year or two.   She advised that this isn’t a one-time deal, when the 
consultant is doing the plan they will come back through the MPO process to talk to 
the committees and Board with their additional input.  Ms. Preast stated that the Y is 
sort of on its own, and possibly we should keep the focus the way it’s been 
presented, and later on we can have them look into a different phase.  Ms. Landry 
advised that the best time to bring it up is when the charrette’s are taking place.  
There will be one in the general area for businesses and there will be some focus 
groups in the condominium units, as that is a concentrated group of people.  Ms. 
Preast rescinded her opposition.  
 
The vote was called on the motion made by Mr. Natoli to recommend to the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Board to allow the Congestion 
Management Project (CMP) study to move forward and approve the study 
location as presented by staff. The motion was seconded by Mr. Vossen.  There 
were no objections.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 
E) ACTION PLAN IMPLEMENTATION –DRAFT TOOLBOX OF BICYCLE 

FACILITY DESIGN MEASURES)  
Ms. Dekle advised that the committee has done a wonderful job with the Action 
Plan. She said she is currently looking at the strategies for this fiscal year and the 
development of the tool box for the cycling element.   She advised that we are 
looking to get into the details of what should be involved in the Action Plan.  (See 
handout).   Ms. Dekle requested that people mark up the handout with their wishes 
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and thoughts and bring with them to the Special Meeting for discussion or it can be 
done on-line, whatever people choose to do will be fine.    

 
6. COMMENTS FROM COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Ms. Moore stated that she is of the opinion that there should be sub-committee 
meetings.  Ms. Beltran advised that this will be discussed and that a County Attorney 
will come to discuss the Sunshine Law and the purpose of the BPAC.  She noted that 
the MPO has pamphlets to distribute regarding the Sunshine Law. It was requested that 
the members initial the roll call sheet next to their name to show that they have received 
a pamphlet. 

 
Ms. Beltran noted that the MPO newsletter was being handed out to the committee.  

 
Mr. Natoli made a comment regarding SR 76.  He advised that Martin is not a 
bicycle/pedestrian friendly location.  Mr. Natoli advised that we do not have a network 
of roads.  He noted that people seem to think it’s okay and all they need to do is provide 
a bike lane, even though the roadway speed limit is 50 MPH.  Mr. Natoli advised that 
few people will use a bike lane with those speeds and people don’t enjoy the sidewalks 
that are right on the road either.  Mr. Natoli stated that without complete streets and 
connections we will never be bicycle and pedestrian friendly.  Ms. Preast stated that 
when that project [SR 76] was presented by Mr. Michael Busha, she sat on the Citizen’s 
Advisory Committee (CAC).  She stated that she brought up this issue.  Ms. Preast said 
that they are talking about livable communities, but continue to add lanes to high speed 
roads.  She advised that he said, “well, you just have to give one up.”  Discussion 
ensued regarding the speed on different roadways.  Ms. Barrow advised that SR 710 
was studied for a separate path, which was denied, but FDOT is still going to pursue it 
to see if they can get something better because it is a similar corridor, 55 MPH with a 
bike lane.   FDOT is trying to put a proper facility there and due to their concerns, they 
are not designating that as a bike lane only a paved shoulder.   She stated it is very 
dangerous.  Ms. Barrow again reminded the committee that the public meetings are the 
locations to express these desires.    
 
Mr. Mildenberger noted that he is concerned of the influx of traffic that will come 
down St. Lucie Boulevard when the Veteran Memorial Bridge opens up.  He noted that 
it’s already dangerous for people and the speed has been reduced to 25 MPH, but 
people still speed through there.  Occasionally the police are there to write tickets, but 
it’s intermittent.  It was noted that St. Lucie Boulevard is a shortcut for people to get to 
the beach and the island, or in reverse from the island to the interstate.  He said that is 
why he is concerned with slowing traffic on Ocean.   Ms. Preast stated that possibly 
traffic calming could be used in that area, medians as opposed to speed bumps.   She 
added that enforcement is really what would be the most beneficial because the same 
situation would happen on Indian River Drive if it were not for the presence of the 
Sewall’s Point Police.  
 

7. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
None. 
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8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT 
Ms. Barrow advised that she is glad to be with the committee. 
 

9. NOTES 
U. S. 1 Corridor Retrofit–Ms. Dekle stated that there were comments at the last 
meeting, and she’s met with FDOT and Tindale-Oliver to come up with a draft scope,  
and they are in process of incorporating this information.  Ms. Dekle advised that the 
GIS information has been updated and it’s looking good.  
 

10. NEXT MEETING 
There will be a meeting in October, date TBA 
 

11. ADJOURN 
The meeting adjourned at 7:15 P.M. 

 
Recorded and Prepared by: 
 
 
_________________________________________  ________________________ 
Margaret H. Brassard, Administrative Specialist, II  Date 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
______________________________________  _________________________ 
Joan Moore, Chair      Date  
 



 

 
 

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC)  

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  
 

MEETING DATE: 
October 22, 2013 

DUE DATE: 
October 14, 2013 

UPWP#: 
5.10 

WORDING:  
REGIONAL GREENWAYS PLANNING 
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Murriah Dekle 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: N/A 

 
BACKGROUND 
At the September 9, 2013 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), Ms. Kim Delaney with 
the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council provided a presentation regarding the Regional Greenways 
Plan.  The Regional Greenways Plan is a six-county SE Florida region initiative that identifies regionally 
significant corridors and formulates an implementation strategy.  Facilities included with the Plan: 
 

• Greenway multi-use corridors 
• Pedestrian trails (both on and off road) 
• Bicycle trails (both on and off road) 
• Equestrian trails 
• Paddling trails for canoes and kayaks – “Blueways” 

 
ISSUES 
At the October 22, 2013 Special Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) meeting, staff and 
the advisory committee members will update the Martin County facility information. The objective is to 
identify locally significant greenway facilities throughout Martin County.  The updated information will 
represent Martin County within the larger, seven county regional plan.  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Discuss and update the facility information based on the BPAC Action Plan and Maps. Staff will 
assemble the GIS data and provide to the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, for inclusion within 
the regional Greenways planning efforts.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Greenways & Trails Map 1: Development Status of Greenways and Trail Corridors 
Greenways & Trails Map 2: Multi-use and Hiking 
Greenways & Trails Map 3: Existing and Proposed 
Corresponding Spreadsheet 1: Update and Correct  
Corresponding Spreadsheet 2: Incorporate Action Plan Data 
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Regional Greenways and Trail Plan

If necessary, please add additional greenways & trail facilities that should be considered at the regional scale.

Facility Name Existing Proposed

Hiking 

Trail

Multi-use 

Trail Paved Unpaved

Martin County Trails
Open and accessible to the public, 

may not be in final form Does not currently exist in any form Pedestrian access only Bicycle and pedestrian access

Paved sidewalk/

pathway

Unpaved 

pathway

MC1: Treasure Coast Loop Trail X X X

MC2: East Coast Greenway X X X

MC3: Ocean-to-Lake Trail X X

MC4: Marine East/West Corridor X  

MC5: Florida National Scenic Trail

MC6: Historic Jupiter-to-Indiantown Corridor X X

MC7: Jessup Trail
X X X

MC8: Beeline Highway Corridor
X X

MC9: C-44 N/S Trail to C-23 Corridor 
 X

MC10: Robert B. Jenkins C-23 Trail Corridor X Hiking/Biking/Horseback Riding

The following is a list of the regional greenways and trail facilities in the County that have been identified 

in the 2012 Florida Greenways and Trails Systems (FGTS) Land Trails Opportunity Map 

developed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP) Office of Greenways and Trails. 

For each facility, place an X in one box under each category

FormStatus Accessibility

Paved Shoulders

Hiking/Biking/Horseback Riding/Paddling 

Hiking/Biking/Horseback Riding



Final 

Form

Needs 

Improvements

Completed facility in its final form 

of development Incomplete/ needs additional improvements

X

X

X

X

X

X

Design funded FY14

Construction funded FY16

X

X

The following is a list of the regional greenways and trail facilities in the County that have been identified 

in the 2012 Florida Greenways and Trails Systems (FGTS) Land Trails Opportunity Map 

developed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP) Office of Greenways and Trails. 

For each facility, place an X in one box under each category

Stage of Development



Regional Greenways and Trail Plan

If necessary, please add additional greenways & trail facilities that should be considered at the regional scale.

Facility Name Partially Existent Nonexistent
Hiking 

Trail

Multi-use 

Trail
Paved Unpaved Funded Unfunded

Martin County Trails
Somewhat accessible, not in 

final form

Does not currently exist in any 

form
Pedestrian access only Bicycle and pedestrian access

Paved sidewalk/

pathway

Unpaved 

pathway

Completed facility in its final form of 

development

Incomplete/ needs additional 

improvements

MC11: 

MC12: 

MC13: 

MC14:  

MC15: 

MC16: 

MC17: 

MC18:

MC19: 

MC20: 

The following is a list of the regional greenways and trail facilities in Martin County that have been identified 

by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee.  All facilities were derived from the top priority lists found 

within the adopted 2012 Martin County Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Action Plan.  

Status Accessibility Form Stage of Improvement
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Current 2012 Bicycle & Pedestrian Action Plan 

 
 



 

 
  

MARTIN METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC)  

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  
 

MEETING DATE: 
October 22, 2013 

DUE DATE: 
October 14, 2013 

UPWP#: 
5.10 

WORDING:  
BICYCYLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACTION PLAN IMPLEMENTATION- 
DRAFT TOOLBOX OF DESIGN MEASURES  
REQUESTED BY: 
MPO 

PREPARED BY:  
Murriah Dekle 

DOCUMENT(S) REQUIRING 
ACTION: N/A 

 
BACKGROUND 
Included within the implementation components of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Action Plan are 
Goals, Objectives and Strategies.  The intent is that these strategies provide the initial force to get 
the plan in motion. Currently, and as part of the ‘Next Steps and Lead-Off Strategies’, one Goal 
for FY2013 is 2.B.2; Create toolbox of bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects.  
Strategy 2.E.1 relates to building capacity by expanding practical knowledge of staff through 
training, research and the utilization of best practices.  The attached draft Toolbox provides 
information regarding various tools that can be used to address common issues pertaining to 
design measures for bicycle planning and safety. The draft is organized into three specific 
sections, focusing on corridors, intersections and parking.  
 
ISSUES 
At the October 22, 2013 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), staff will provide 
an overview of the (Bicycle) component of the Toolbox.   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Provide staff with comments pertaining to the content of the proposed draft.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
N/A 
 
APPROVAL 
MPO 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Draft Toolbox of Bicycle Facility Design Measures 
 
References:  

• Institute of Transportation Engineers - Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context 
Sensitive Approach 

• State of Florida Department of Transportation – Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards for 
Design, Construction and Maintainence for Streets and Highways (a.k.a. “Florida Greenbook”) 

ITEM 
NUMBER: 

 

5. B 



 
 
  

TOOLBOX OF BICYCLE FACILITY & PEDESTRIAN 
DESIGN MEASURES 

 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Toolbox provides information about various tools that can be 
used to address common issues, organized using three specific sections: Corridor, 

intersection and parking.  
 

Martin Metropolitan 
Planning Organization 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Action Plan Appendix J 
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Corridor Treatments 

 

 

BICYLE LANE   EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A portion of a roadway (typically 4-5ft) which has been designated by signing 
and pavement markings for the preferential or exclusive use by bicyclists. 
   

 

Where to Use • Recommended on two-way arterial and collector streets where there is 
enough width to accommodate a bike lane in both directions, and on 
one-way streets where there is enough width for a single bike lane. 
 

Application • All new roadways and major corridor improvements, except limited 
access highways, should be designed and constructed under the 
assumption that they will be used by bicyclists.  

• To retrofit existing lanes, reduce width of (or eliminate) travel, turning or 
parking lanes. 

• Wider bike lanes (6ft) are recommended adjacent to parallel parking 
lanes to account for the door-opening zone.  

COLORED BIKE LANES EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A bike lane painted, covered with a surface treatment or constructed of a 
pigmented pavement designated to contrast with the adjacent pavement.  Traffic 
calming treatment that visually narrows the roadway and may reduce vehicular 
speeds to remind motorists that they are crossing a bicycle lane. 
 

 

Where to Use • At high-conflict locations where motorists are permitted or required to 
merge into or across the bicycle lane. 

• Conflict points at highway or bridge on/off ramps and busy intersections 
• On commuter and/or high use bicycle routes.  

Application • Most effective when used in combination with other physical traffic 
calming features.  

• A high visibility lime green color may be preferable. 
• “Yield to Bikes” signage should accompany the treatment. 
• Pavement markings (similar to standard bicycle lanes) filled with color at 

the transition point. 
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BICYCLE PATH  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Facilities on exclusive right-of-way and with minimal cross flow by motor 
vehicles.  Provide a separated facility for non-motorized users for a 
variety of purposes.  
 

 

Where to Use • Generally should be used to serve corridors not served by streets 
or highways.  They should be thought of as a complementary 
system of off-road transportation routes for bicyclists and others 
that serve as a necessary extension to the roadway network.   

Application • 10ft standard width, 12 minimum widths in high use areas.   
• Well-signed with destination and directional information. 
• Pathway overhead clearance of at least 10 feet.  
• Accessible to sweeping machines and maintenance/emergency 

vehicles.  
• Provide safe crossings at intersections and mid-block crossings. 

CYCLE TRACK EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose One-way separated bikeway placed on both sides of the street.  

 

Where to Use • Configured between the parking lane and the sidewalk. 

Application • The preferred application may slightly vary however, dedicated 
on-street bikeways that are separated from general use travel 
lanes by a marked buffer, raised median, or traffic separator are 
preferred.   
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SHARED LANE (SHARROW) MARKING EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Roadway markings that indicate that bicyclists may be in the travel lane. 
Encourages cyclists to “take the lane, “and encourages motorists to use the left 
lane to pass.  

 

Where to Use • Sharrows are not appropriate on streets with speed limits greater than 
35 mph.  

• On a four lane street, sharrows should be placed in the outside lane, if 
the outside lane is too narrow for a motorist to comfortably pass a 
cyclist while staying within the travel lane (generally less than 13 feet) 
the sharrow marking may be centered in the lane.  

Application • Indicate the optimum alignment for a bicyclist within the lane and to 
inform road users that bicyclist might occupy the travel lane.  

• On roadways with posted speeds of 35 mph or less that do not have 
bicycle lanes.   

• May be used on residential streets to designate bicycle s facilities 
where there is not sufficient width for bike lanes. 
 

PAVED SHOULDER EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A portion of the roadway which has been delineated by edge line striping, but 
generally does not include special pavement markings for the preferential use 
by bicyclists.  
 

 

Where to Use • In some areas, adding or improving paved shoulders, can often be an 
acceptable way to accommodate bicyclists.(9-6)  

• Typically used on rural roadways and highways, and are beneficial for 
cyclists on roadways that have higher speeds or traffic volume s.  

Application • A paved shoulder at least 4 feet in width may be considered to be a 
bicycle facility.  Additional shoulder width is desirable if the posted 
speed exceeds 50 mph, or the percentage of trucks, buses, or 
recreational vehicles is high. (9-6)  
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BICYCLE BOULEVARD  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A series of improvements that calm traffic on a low volume street to 
create a safer cycling environment.  

 

Where to Use • Low volume streets 
• Streets parallel to and with a quarter mile of higher volume 

arterials. 
• On routes that provide access to key destinations. 

Application • Traffic calming improvements such as traffic circles, chokers 
and medians should be used to slow traffic and prevent cut-
through traffic. 

• Road stencils and signs may be used to indicate boulevard. 
• Stop signs along the boulevard should stop perpendicular 

traffic.  
• Bicycle push buttons and loop detectors should activate 

traffic signals to allow safe crossing of higher volume 
roadways. 

• 20 mph speed limits should be considered. 

WIDE OUTSIDE/CURB LANE EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Outside through lanes which provide a minimum of 14 ft. in width to 
accommodate both, the bicyclists and motorists in the same lane. 
Allows most motor vehicles to pass cyclists within the travel lane. 

 

Where to Use • In urban areas on major streets where experienced cyclists 
will likely be operating.  

• In restricted urban conditions, where it is not possible to 
include bicycle lanes or paved shoulders.   

• In urban areas on major streets where experienced cyclists 
will likely be operating.  
 

Application • Usable width is from edge stripe to lane stripe. 
• 15ft of usable width is desirable on sections of roadway 

where bicyclists need more maneuvering room i.e. limited 
sight distance.  

• If traffic speeds exceed 40mph, 15-16ft lanes are desirable. 
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BUFFERED BIKE LANE EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A striped, buffer zone between a bike lane and the adjacent travel lane.   

 

Where to Use • Locations where there is excess pavement width or where adjacent 
traffic speeds are above 35 mph.  

• Placed between the parking lane and the travel lane and have a 
minimum width of 5 feet. 

• In areas with substantial parking volume or high turnover, bicycle 
lane widths adjacent to parking are often increased to 6-7 feet. 

Application • Should be designated by pavement markings and signs so that 
more bicyclists will recognize the lanes as an area of the roadway 
that has been set aside for them to ride, and that they are to ride 
with traffic when using the bike lane.  

SHARED USE PATH  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Facilities with an exclusive right of way, with minimal cross flow by motor 
vehicles. Shared use paths can serve a variety of purposes but generally 
should be used to serve corridors not served by streets or highways. They 
should be thought of as a complementary system of off-road transportation 
routes for bicyclists and others that serve as a necessary extension to the 
roadway network. Serve as an alternative path for pedestrian, joggers, in-
line skaters, bicyclists, and in some cases equestrians. 
 

 

Where to Use • In areas of poor connectivity – to link neighborhoods t schools, 
parks, shopping and community centers.  

• Where there are fewer than 2 driveway/intersection/road crossings 
per 1 mile. 

Application • 10 ft. standard width, 12 ft. minimum width in high use areas. 
• Well-signed with destination and directional information. 
• Pathway overhead clearance of at least 10 ft.  
• Provide safe crossings at intersections and mid-block crossings. 
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ROAD DIET   EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose The installation of a left turn lane 
can be beneficial when used to 
perform a road diet such as 
reducing a four lane section to 
three lanes with the center lane 
providing for turning movements. 
In urban areas, no more than one 
left turn lane should be provided.  
 

 

Where to Use • Four lane undivided 
arterials with less than 
20,000 ADT. 

• Where traffic calming 
measure are supported. 

• Where left turn 
movements are common.  

Guideline • Four lane undivided 
roads are generally 
converted into three-lane 
roads with a center turn 
lane. 

• The typical 48 foot 
collector can be restriped 
to accommodate two 
twelve foot through lanes, 
one 14 foot center shared 
turn lane 48, and two 5 
foot bicycle lanes.  

To reduce traffic speeds and 
enhance the quality of cycling on 
a multi-lane undivided road by 
removing one or more lanes of 
traffic and reallocating the extra 
space to a turn lane, additional 
parking, a bike lane or 
combination. 
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ACCESS MANAGEMENT  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose To avoid conflict at access points onto the main right-of-way between 
cyclists and motor vehicles. 
 

 

Where to Use • On roads with multiple driveway access points. 
• At entryways for parking garages. 
• At entryways for apartment complexes or other locations of high 

vehicular use. 

Application • Driveways can be consolidated from several parking lots to 
reduce vehicle cyclist conflict points.  

• Enough parking spaces should be provided to prevent vehicles 
parking in the public right-of-way. 

• A median preventing turning to/from the far right-of-way lane(s) 
can significantly reduce the potential conflict points for cyclists.  

• Stop or yield signs, mirrors, flashing lights, or audible signals can 
be directed to drivers, not cyclists, in places of low sight 
distances.  
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Intersection Treatments 

 

 

BIKE BOX EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Intersection facilities that are intended to reduce conflicts with right-
turning vehicles and offer bicycle priority at intersections.   

 

Where to Use • Intersections.  

Application • Cyclist passes the queued motor vehicles on the right using a 
bike lane and enters the bike box directly in front of waiting 
cars.  

• Should be considered with right turn on red (RTOR) 
restrictions to reduce vehicle encroachment into the facility.  

SIGNAL TIMING EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose To provide sufficient time for bicyclists and pedestrians to fully cross 
the street without having to rush. 
 

 

Where to Use • At all signalized intersections. 

Application • While MUTCD defines a “normal” walking speed as 1.22 m/s 
(4ft/sec), research indicates that elderly pedestrians and 
women cross slower than younger pedestrians and men, 
respectively.  Therefore, a signal timing of 2.5 ft. /sec is 
recommended when possible.   

• Signal timing can be combined with a countdown signal to 
display the number of seconds remaining in the pedestrian 
clearance interval. This information benefits pedestrians, 
bicyclists and motorists.   

• Sufficient yellow time should be provided to enable bicyclists 
entering the intersection at the end of the green interval to 
safely exit the intersection.  
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BIKE SIGNALS EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose A bicycle-dedicated signal used in conjunction with a pre-existing traffic signal that 
directs bicyclists to take specific action to address recommended problems.  

 

Where to Use • At an intersection at which two or more bicycle-related collisions have 
occurred in one year that could conceivable have been prevented by a cycle 
signal. 

• Intersections at which the volume warrant (product of bicycle traffic count and 
vehicular traffic count at the same peak hour) is greater than 50,000 provided 
the bicycle traffic count is greater than 50.   

Application • Bicycle signals can allow abnormal bicycle movements similar to a pedestrian 
scramble phase. 

• Engineering studies must be completed to ensure that the bicycle signal will 
have the desired effect.  

PUSH BUTTONS  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose For certain intersection approach configurations, to permit through bicyclists to 
request a crossing phase without having to ride onto the sidewalk and pressed a 
pedestrian push button.  To minimize intersection delay by requesting a shorter 
crossing phase than would be needed for pedestrians.  

 

Where to Use • At an actuated or semi-actuated traffic signal at crossing with (a) no right turn 
only lanes, or (b) right turn only lanes separated from through lanes by a 
“pork chop” into the crosswalk.  

Application • When bicycle push buttons are used, they should be located approximately 
six feet before the crosswalk so the bicyclist can actuate the button without 
encroaching into the crosswalk.  

http://www.google.com/imgres?um=1&sa=N&rls=com.microsoft:en-us:IE-SearchBox&hl=en&biw=1920&bih=878&tbm=isch&tbnid=NZQ0uinI75nGfM:&imgrefurl=http://thesource.metro.net/2012/04/27/nearly-six-miles-of-bike-lanes-add-connectivity-to-new-expo-line/&docid=GWqb3qdL0Mn0NM&imgurl=http://lametthesource.files.wordpress.com/2012/04/green_light_push_button2.jpg?w=584&w=375&h=500&ei=TtslUqDFMNSqsQTivIDoBA&zoom=1&iact=hc&vpx=84&vpy=93&dur=624&hovh=259&hovw=194&tx=112&ty=166&page=1&tbnh=141&tbnw=108&start=0&ndsp=54&ved=1t:429,r:1,s:0,i:84
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LOOP DETECTORS  EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Loop detectors are devices used to detect bicycles and trigger actuated signals. 

 

Where to Use • At signal-controlled intersections where bicycle traffic is high. 

Application • Should be located on all new or rebuilt actuated traffic signals, and existing 
signals on designated bike routes should be a priority for retrofitting with loop 
detectors.  

• Loop detector logs, if used, would be appropriate for: left turn lane, bike lane, 
right turn only lane.  
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Parking Treatments 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BIKE RACKS EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose To provide a safe place for bicyclists to lock their bikes. 

 

Where to Use • Urban retail and commercial centers 
• Pedestrian malls 
• Specific juncture points: carpool lots, bus, train stations, 

trailheads for bicycle path. 
• Any location with a high current or expected amount of 

bicycle traffic 
• Bicycle parking should be situated no farther than the 

closest motor vehicle parking space from a building, and 
within 50 feet from the building’s main entrance. 

Application • Quality racks should be properly secured to the ground 
using vandal-proof hardware to prevent theft.  

• Racks should allow the user to lock the bike frame and 
front wheel to the rack using a standard “U-Lock”.  

• Unacceptable racks include “wheel bender” racks or 
others that do not allow proper locking.  

• Weather protection should be afforded whenever 
possible.  

• Placement of racks is very important – allow enough 
room between racks and away from a barrier. 

• Use vandal proof hardware. 
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BIKE CAGES EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Provide covered, secure bicycle parking. 

 

Where to Use • In parking structures and larger employment centers 
• At special events 

Application • May be attended or self-access via a key or cord. 
• May require high capacity racks. 
• Should be in a visible location. 

BIKE STATION EXAMPLE 

Definition/Purpose Provide covered, secure bicycle parking.  
 

 

Where to Use • At high use locations 

Application • Typically an attended facility that also provides bicycle rentals 
and/or servicing.  

• May also provide food and drink. 
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