BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY
COMMITTEE (BPAC) MEETING AGENDA
February 26, 2018 – 8:30 a.m.
310 Court Street, 1st Floor Conf. Room
Clearwater, FL 33756

THE PLANNING COUNCIL AND METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION FOR PINELLAS COUNTY

1. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS (8:30 – 8:35)
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – January 22, 2018 (8:35 – 8:40)
3. FORWARD PINELLAS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – February 14, 2018 (8:40 – 8:45)
4. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL PRESENTATION (8:45 – 9:00)
5. BEACHTRAN CLEARWATER (9:00 – 9:15)
6. PINELLAS TRAIL TRAIL COUNTER 2017 SUMMARY (9:15 – 9:30)
7. SPOTlight EMPHASIS AREAS UPDATE (9:30 – 9:40)
 A Vision for U.S. Highway 19 Corridor
 Gateway Area Master Plan
 Enhancing Beach Community Access
8. BPAC BUSINESS (9:40 – 9:55)
A. Tri-County BPAC Meeting Overview – January 24, 2018
B. Florida Bicycle Association (FBA)
C. Pinellas Trails, Inc.
9.

AGENCY REPORTS (9:55 – 10:10)

10. OTHER BUSINESS (10:10 – 10:30)
A. Membership
B. Gulf Coast Safe Street Summit – February 27, 2018
C. Correspondence, Publications, Articles of Interest
D. Suggestions for Future Agenda Topics
E. Other
11. ADJOURNMENT (10:30)
NEXT BPAC MEETING – MARCH 19, 2018
Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability, or family status.
Persons who require special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act or persons who require translation
services (free of charge) should contact the Office of Human Rights, 400 South Fort Harrison Avenue, Suite 300, Clearwater,
Florida 33756; [(727) 464-4062 (V/TDD)] at least seven days prior to the meeting.
Appeals: Certain public meetings result in actions taken by the public board, commission or agency that may be appealed; in such case
persons are advised that, if they decide to appeal any decision made at a public meeting/hearing, they will need a record of the proceedings,
and, for such purposes, they may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony
and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.
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2. Approval of Minutes

SUMMARY
The meeting summary for the January 22, 2018 meeting is attached for review and approval.

ATTACHMENT(S): BPAC Meeting Summary – January 22, 2018
ACTION: Approval of Meeting Summary

FORWARD PINELLAS
BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARY
January 22, 2018
The following is a summary of the Forward Pinellas Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) held on January 22, 2018 in the
Pinellas County Planning Department Conference Room, First Floor, 310 Court Street, Clearwater, Florida.
BPAC Members Present
Brian Smith, Chairman
Becky Afonso, Vice Chair
Daniel Alejandro
Dr. Lynn Bosco
Lucas Cruse
Win Dermody
Lyle Fowler
Deputy Eric Gibson
Katrina Gordon
Byron Hall
Chip Haynes
Edward Hawkes
Dr. Jan Hirschfield
Charlie Johnson
Paul Kurtz
Jacob Labutka
Quinn Lundquist
Charles Martin
Jeff Morrow
Casey Morse
Ron Rasmussen
Annette Sala
Michael Siebel
Bert Valery
Rachelle Webb
Jim Wedlake
Georgia Wildrick

At Large Citizen Representative
North County Citizen Representative, Oldsmar
Largo Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
St. Petersburg Bicycle Pedestrian Coordinator
Clearwater Citizen Representative
PC Parks & Conservation Resources (PCR)
Pinellas County Sheriff’s Office
City of Largo
Pinellas Park Citizen Representative
Clearwater Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
Pinellas Trails, Inc.
St. Petersburg Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
PSTA
Department of Health – Pinellas County
Dunedin Citizen Representative
St. Petersburg Citizen Representative
Pinellas County Public Works Traffic
Pinellas Park Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
North Beaches Citizen Representative
Safe Routes to School
Seminole Citizen Representative
Largo Citizen Representative

BPAC Members Absent
Zain Adam
Julie Bond
Kimberly Cooper
Felicia Donnelly
Tom Ferraro
Steve Lasky
Anthony Matonti
Tom McGinty
Robert Yunk

City of Clearwater
CUTR
St. Petersburg Citizen Representative
City of Oldsmar
North County Citizen Representative
At Large Citizen Representative
TBARTA
Pinellas County School System Representative
At Large Citizen Representative

Others Present
Bill Parman
Ron Matuska
Joan Rice
Gina Harvey
Kathy Gademer
Bob Young
Bill Dye
Chelsea Favero
Rodney Chatman
Whit Blanton
Susan Miller
Maria Kelly

FDOT
Citizen
Pinellas County Public Works Traffic
Pinellas County Public Works Traffic
Pinellas Park Planning Department
Citizen, Auxiliary Ranger
Citizen, Auxiliary Ranger
Forward Pinellas Staff
Forward Pinellas Staff
Forward Pinellas Staff
Forward Pinellas Staff
Forward Pinellas Staff
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1. CALL TO ORDER & INTRODUCTIONS
Chairman Brian Smith, At Large Citizen Representative, called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. and the attendees introduced
themselves.
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The summary from December 18, 2017 BPAC meeting was approved as provided.
3. FORWARD PINELLAS ACTIONS
Mr. Rodney Chatman, Forward Pinellas Division Manager, reviewed the actions from the Forward Pinellas Board’s January 10,
2018 meeting. The Forward Pinellas Board received a presentation from TBARTA on the status of the MPO regional coordination
structure research and best practices project study. The study is designed to look at the structure of the three MPO’s (Pasco,
Hillsborough and Pinellas County) as well as models around the country for group coordination and decision making that we
could consider in the Tampa Bay area. This study is underway and is funded by the FDOT. The board received an overview of
a couple of transit projects in Clearwater Beach and the Complete Streets Grant Program. The board also endorsed a legislative
position statement regarding opposition to dockless bikeshare legislation currently being discussed in Tallahassee (copy in the
agenda packet).
4. PINELLAS TRAIL LOOP PROGRAM
Ms. Joan Rice, Multi-Modal Safety Project Coordinator with Pinellas County Public Works Traffic, presented information regarding
construction projects for the remaining north and south gaps in the Pinellas Trail Loop. Ms. Rice shared a power point presentation
showing the corridor alignments for the gaps and provided brief summaries as to the status of each project to date. Ms. Rice will
be attending all consultant project meetings and she will bring updates on the planning, designing and construction timing of the
gap projects progress to future BPAC meetings. A copy of the power point presentation is available upon request. No action
required. Discussion followed with questions taken and appropriately answered.
5. SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LIGHTING RETROFIT PROGRAM
Mr. Bill Parman, FDOT District 7, shared a power point with the committee on the Signal Intersection Lighting Retrofit Program.
In an effort to reduce nighttime pedestrian and bicyclist crashes and fatalities, FDOT has evaluated high nighttime pedestrian
crash corridors and intersections to improve visibility within the intersections. In addition, all intersection lighting will be replaced
with LED luminaires, which are more energy efficient, have a longer lifespan and require less maintenance. The intersection
projects identified in this program, along with future intersection reconstruction projects will include vertical illumination lighting
to reduce glare and provide better illumination of the entire intersection area. The lighting retrofit cost is minimal as existing
poles, conduits and circuits will be utilized. No action required. Discussion followed with questions taken and appropriately
answered.
6. FORWARD PINELLAS COMPLETE STREETS PROGRAM APPLICATIONS
Ms. Chelsea Favero, Forward Pinellas staff, updated the committee on the second year of the Forward Pinellas Complete Streets
program. The program awards up to $100,000 for a concept planning project and $1,000,000 for a construction project for a
complete streets project. Forward Pinellas issued a call for local governments to submit applications for funding of complete
streets projects within their communities. Four applications were received and will be reviewed. The City of Dunedin ($100,000)
and the City of St. Petersburg ($60,000) submitted applications for concept planning projects and the City of Largo and the City
of Oldsmar submitted applications for $1,000,000 for construction funding. Applicants will be invited to present their projects
before the Planners Advisory Committee (PAC) and the Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC) this month to answer any
questions from committee members. Volunteers from both committees will sit on the Complete Streets Subcommittee, review
the applications and develop a recommendation for funding, to be brought before the Forward Pinellas Board in March, 2018.
No action required. Discussion followed with questions taken and appropriately answered.
7. INTERIM APPROVAL TERMINATION – RRFB INSTALLATION
Ms. Susan Miller, Forward Pinellas staff, addressed the committee regarding the rescinding of the interim approval (IA) by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for the rectangular rapid flashing beacons, referred to as RRFB’s. Federal regulations,
noted in the manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) prohibits the inclusion of patented devices, and there are
several patents (and one pending) for this crosswalk safety device. The 200 or so devices that have already been installed in
and around Pinellas County will not be removed; however new device installation is prohibited. No action required. Discussion
followed with questions taken and appropriately answered.
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8. SPOTLIGHT EMPHASIS AREAS UPDATE
Mr. Chatman updated the committee on SPOTlight areas. Vision for US 19, Forward Pinellas is working with the consultants on
market studies for the US 19 segments in Tarpon Springs and Largo and those assessments should be completed in the coming
months. The Interlocal agreements with the five funding partners for the Gateway Master Plan have been sent out for review
and signature. We hope to issue a notice to proceed to the consultant soon. With Enhancing Beach Access, an article has been
provided on the West Bay Drive Complete Streets project, updating committee members on the West Bay Drive Project status.
Mr. Whit Blanton, Executive Director, will be visiting Belleair Bluffs for a City Commission meeting which is open to the public. A
question was raised concerning the trail from Druid Road to Clearwater Beach. Ms. Miller will look into any improvements being
done to the trail in this area.
9. BPAC BUSINESS
A . Tri-County BPAC 2018 Meeting Schedule
The dates for the 2018 Tri-County BPAC meetings were provided. The next meeting of the Tri-County BPAC is January 24,
2018, hosted by the Hillsborough BPAC. A copy of the agenda was provided to the committee.
B . Forward Pinellas Work Session
Mr. Chatman noted the work session included detailed presentations to the Forward Pinellas Board on agency budget, the
SPOTlight projects and Long Range Transportation Plan (LRPT) for 2045 and how the Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan fits
into the LRTP.
C . Florida Bicycle Association (FBA)
Vice-Chair Becky Afonso updated the committee on the Florida Bicycle Association (FBA) activities, noting the Board of
Directors meeting had been held on Saturday, January 20 in Lakeland. Ms. Afonso provided a detailed update of proposed
legislation and language included in the bills, and that all of this information can be found on the FBA homepage. Currently,
there are two bills in the House, and two in the Senate. House Bill 33, Texting While Driving, and Senate Bill 90, Use of
Wireless Communication Devices While Driving, both with the goal of elevating cell phone use to a primary driving offense.
HB 117, Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety, and SB 116, Operation of Vehicles, would be comparable to the “Move Over Law”
and apply to bicyclists and pedestrians. There have been concerns regarding potential racial profiling, and these are being
addressed. Ms. Afonso encouraged everyone to contact their legislator in support of these bills.
D . Pinellas Trails Inc.
Dr. Jan Hirshfield, Pinellas Trails, Inc., gave an update on Pinellas Trails, Inc. The annual Auxiliary Ranger Appreciation
Picnic will be held on March 17th at Taylor Park, Shelter #3, and include elections of the executive board. Dr. Hirschfield
announced that Safety Harbor is seeking creative designs for modern new bike racks for their library.
10. AGENCY REPORTS
 Pinellas Trail Loop/Duke Energy Trail (North & South Gaps)
Updated information was provided in previous agenda item.
 Clearwater Bicycle Pedestrian Program
No one from the City was available to provide an update to BPAC.
 Largo Bicycle Pedestrian Program
Ms. Katrina Gordon, City of Largo, had no additional updates at this time.
 St. Petersburg Bicycle Pedestrian Program
Mr. Lucas Cruse, St. Petersburg Bicycle Pedestrian Coordinator, updated the committee on several projects with the City.
Sharrows will be installed on Beach Drive through downtown, with the speed limit adjusted from 15 mph to 20 mph, so it
will be enforceable. The City will also be installing four automatic trail counters within the next couple months.
Updates included:
 Treasure Island Causeway Trail, Phase I, has been completed. Phase II, to create a separate trail along the north
side of Central Avenue to the easternmost bridge, is currently in the design phase, with construction to follow in
2019.
 Separated bike lanes on 6th Avenue South are currently being designed from 3rd Street South to MLK Street to
connect USF with Campbell Park.
 This year, the design phase will begin for a trail on east side of 28th Street North from Gandy Boulevard to the
Roosevelt Boulevard Trail, which will connect all the trails in that area to the Pinellas Trail Loop.
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 Lighting for the Pinellas Trail in the Warehouse District will be designed for the area from 20th Street to 24th Street.
 A flyer was included in the St. Petersburg utility bills announcing new pavement markings for bicyclists. Mr. Cruse
said this was the third year using flyers in the utility bills, and agreed to share a sample with the BPAC.
Chairman Smith asked Mr. Cruse to speak about the dockless bike share information that was included in the agenda
packet. Mr. Cruse stated the city is opposed to the legislation as this impacts their agreement with Coast BikeShare.
They are not opposed to the concept of dockless bike share, but are opposed to local governments not being able to
regulate what happens with their programs.
A question was asked if sharrows were effective or not and would we continue to see them on the local roadways. Mr.
Cruse shared that we will continue to see them on the local roadways, however it is to be left of up the individual cities if
they wish to install them, as they ultimately do reduce vehicle speeds.
 FDOT District 7
Mr. Christopher Speese, FDOT D7 Public Involvement & Bicycle Pedestrian Coordinator was unable to attend the
meeting to provide an update.
 Pinellas Trail Security Task Force (PTSTF)
The January 9, 2018 agenda is attached for your information. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, April 10, 2018.
The counters in the Bay Pines area and at Walsingham are experiencing technical difficulties, and the vendor has been
contacted. Most of the missing data from the Walsingham counter has since been retrieved, and included in the summary
reports. Mr. Chatman noted that the Pinellas Trail User Survey will be conducted in the near future.
11. OTHER BUSINESS
A. Membership
There continues to be one vacancy on the BPAC membership for a South Beaches Citizen Representative.
B. Correspondence, Publications, Articles of Interest
There were no comments regarding the information included in the agenda packet.
C. Suggestions for Future Agenda Topics
Mr. Bert Valery, North Beaches Citizen Representative, would like to see an agenda topic on the Lighting on Gulf
Boulevard.
Dr. Lynn Bosco, At Large Citizen Representative, would like to talk about buses accommodating bicycles if bus rapid
transit is to be the primary transit option over light rail.
D. Other
Mr. Daniel Alejandro, Largo Citizen Representative, has requested Pinellas County Traffic take a look at the lighted
intersection of Highland and Rosery to adjust the light timing. Not enough time for bikes and pedestrians to cross safely.
Mr. Ron Rasmussen, Mid-County Citizen Representative, pointed out that in the reading material included in today’s
agenda, the Federal Highway Administration Safety Office talks about the very issue of pedestrian safety in adjusting
the lead time on traffic intersection lights to allow pedestrians to begin crossing before the light releases the vehicles,
called Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI). Ms. Miller added some intersections in Pinellas County with LPI are associated
with school crossings in order to assist the crossing guard’s control of the intersection.
Mr. Valery asked when the Gulf Boulevard pedestrian crossing study would be scheduled. Staff will contact Public Works
Transportation for this information. In addition, Mr. Valery inquired about resurfacing of Gulf Boulevard, and if the bike
lanes and pedestrian walkways could be colored in coordination with the green bike lanes that FDOT recently installed.
12. ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Smith adjourned the meeting at 10:34 a.m. The next BPAC meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 26, 2018.
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3. Forward Pinellas Executive Summary – February 14, 2018

SUMMARY
A copy of the February 14, 2018 Forward Pinellas Board agenda is included for your information. A staff member will
review actions taken by the Forward Pinellas Board at that meeting.

ATTACHMENT(S): Agenda for February 14, 2018
ACTION: None Required, Informational Item Only

AGENDA
February 14, 2018 - 1:00 p.m.
315 Court Street, 5th Floor
Board Assembly Room
Clearwater, FL 33756
THE PLANNING COUNCIL AND METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION FOR PINELLAS COUNTY

1. CALL TO ORDER (1:00)
2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE (1:05)
3. CITIZENS TO BE HEARD (1:15)
Citizen comments to the Board are invited on items or concerns not already scheduled for public hearing
on today’s agenda. Please limit comments to three minutes.
4. RECOGNITIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS (1:20)
A. Retirement of Staff Member (Sarah Ward)
B. Clearwater Police Department Winner of 2017 School Crossing Guard Programs of the Year
C. Remembrance of Vivian Peters
5. CONSENT AGENDA (1:30)
A. Approval of Minutes of the December 13, 2017 Meeting
B. Approval of Minutes of the January 10, 2018 Meeting
C. Map Adjustment – City of Safety Harbor – Official Acceptance
D. Forward Pinellas 2017 Annual Report – Authorization for Distribution
E. Acceptance of Quarter One Financial Report
F. Countywide Plan Rule Interpretations Annual Update
G. Approval of Committee Appointments (CAC and TCC)
H. Approval of Gateway/Mid-County Area Master Plan Interlocal Agreement
I. Approval of Amendments to Internal Control Structure Policy Manual
6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS – To begin at 1:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as agenda permits
METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (1:35)
A. Proposed Amendment(s) to the Long Range Transportation Plan
PINELLAS PLANNING COUNCIL (1:50)
B. Subthreshold Countywide Plan Map Amendment
1. Case CW 18-04 – City of Largo
Regular Countywide Plan Map Amendment
None
7. PRESENTATION AND/OR ACTION ITEMS (2:00)
A. PSTA Activities Report
B. Safety Performance Measures and Targets – Action
C. Clearwater Ferry Update
D. Regional Transit Feasibility Plan Update
E. Forward Pinellas Board Work Session Follow Up
8. REPORTS/UPDATE (3:15)
A. Director’s Report
1. SPOTlight Update
2. MPOAC Meeting Update

B. TMA Meeting Updates
C. TBARTA Meeting Update
D. “The Kennedy Report” on Regional Transit Funding
E. Forward Pinellas Legislative Committee Update

9. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS (3:30)
A. Summary of Public Outreach and Stakeholder Meetings
B. CPA Actions and Tier I Countywide Plan Map Amendments
C. Correspondence, Fatalities Maps, Pinellas Trail Data and Draft PAC Action Sheet
D. Committee Vacancies
E. FDOT District Seven Bi-Weekly Traffic Fatalities Report for January 14, 2018
F. Other
10. ADJOURNMENT
Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex, religion, disability, or family
status. Persons who require special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act or persons who
require translation services (free of charge) should contact the Office of Human Rights, 400 South Fort Harrison
Avenue, Suite 300, Clearwater, Florida 33756; [(727) 464-4062 (V/TDD)] at least seven days prior to the meeting.
Persons are advised that, if they decide to appeal any decision made at this meeting/hearing, they will need a record
of the proceedings and, for such purpose, they may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is
made, which record includes testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.
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4. Safe Routes to School

SUMMARY
Florida’s Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program is designed to increase the number of school children who walk or
bicycle to school by funding specific projects that install or improve infrastructure, and provide education and
encouragement programs aimed at parents, children and the community. Involving the community, such as schools,
teachers, local agencies, businesses and transportation professionals ensures the resulting safety solutions are
integrated, thorough and sustainable.
The resulting benefits of children walking or biking to school to the community are reduced traffic congestion and fuel
consumption, and improved air quality. The children in turn, benefit from a sense of freedom, responsibility and
accomplishment, as well as jump-starting the school day with a fresh mind.
Please welcome Ms. Rachelle Webb, Safe Routes to School, as she presents information regarding the Safe Route
to School Program in Pinellas County.

ATTACHMENTS: SRTS.org – Starting Your SRTS Program
SRTS E-News Letter February 2018
ACTION:

None Required, Information Item Only

Safe Routes to School E-News February 2018

View this email in your
browser

February E-News Contents
1. Kaiser Permanente Renews Commitment to Safe Routes
2. Walk Audits and Safe Routes to School: NEW Resources
3. Safe Routes to Parks - Apply Today!
4. Webinar: Volunteer Engagement in Safe Routes to School
5. Voices for Healthy Kids 2017 Progress Report
6. Coaching and Technical Assistance to Accelerate Change
7. Community Partnership Brings Change to Moscow, Idaho
8. #MoveEquity Tweetchat Series Returns in 2018

Kaiser Permanente Renews Commitment to Safe Routes
The Safe Routes to School National
Partnership is pleased to announce
that Kaiser Permanente is awarding a
two-year grant of $1.26 million to
advance Safe Routes to School
initiatives and policy nationwide and in
specific regions. The award will support
the Regional Network Project, which advances healthy transportation options at the
metropolitan level in California and the Northwest, and will allow the National Partnership
to produce action-oriented engagement materials, training webinars, toolkits, and other
resources to help both new and experienced practitioners start and run thriving Safe
Routes to School programs. Learn more in our full announcement.

Walk Audits and Safe Routes to School: NEW Resources
Knowing your school surroundings and neighborhood is a
good start for any Safe Routes to School program. Jump into
Safe Routes to School with tools for conducting walk audits
or making a walking route. Want to grow your existing Safe
Routes to School program? Use the Walk Audit Toolkit to
evaluate your current walking environment or use the Guide
to Creating Walking Route Maps for Safe Routes to School
to engage more students and staff. For questions about
these resources email hannah@saferoutespartnership.org

Safe Routes to Parks - Apply Today!
The JPB Foundation has provided a grant to the National
Partnership to fund the Safe Routes to Parks program to
increase safe and equitable access to parks. The program will
provide training, coaching and technical assistance to support
the development of action plans to improve safe and equitable
park access in a total of 20 diverse communities across the
nation over the next two years. Nationally available resources
will also be developed to advance the work and virtually support
other communities seeking to implement the Safe Routes to
Parks framework locally. Applications just opened for year one
and 10 communities will be selected to begin work this
Spring. Apply today!

Webinar: Volunteer Engagement in Safe Routes to School
Safe Routes to School programs across the country know that volunteers are the heart
and soul of the movement providing support for walking and biking to school at all
levels every day of the school year through all types of challenges and weather. But
how do programs engage volunteers to ensure smooth running programs? Join us
while we talk with practitioners that have developed successful volunteer engagement
strategies to boost health and safety in their community through Safe Routes to
School. Register here.
Voices for Healthy Kids 2017 Progress Report
The National Partnership is a partner in building support for healthy kids and
communities through our work with the American Heart Association and the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation. The initiative has released Making Each Day Healthier for
All Children: 2017 Progress Report. The report highlights progress in the advocacy
movement, including policy wins and a behind-the-scenes look at campaigns to
increase health equity, improve access to healthy foods and physical activity, and
improve the places where families live, learn, work, and play.

Coaching and Technical Assistance to Accelerate Change

Each community is unique.
Through our individualized
technical assistance the National
Partnership staff can provide
strategic support to local,
regional, and state program and
policy leaders. Once we
understand your needs, our
expert staff can develop a
proposal for work to help guide
your policy and programmatic
change efforts. Reach out to the National Partnership Policy and Program Director
Sara Zimmerman sara@saferoutespartnership.org to learn more and get started.

Community Partnership Brings
Change to Moscow, Idaho
Moscow, Idaho is a community of 25,000,
located eight miles from Washington
State with a bike path that connects the
University of Idaho in Moscow to the
University of Washington. Initially, active
transportation efforts were focused more
on enjoyment of the outdoors and
connection with schools, with little
attention paid to the safety component.
This started to change roughly 10 years
ago when the University of Idaho
partnered with the City of Moscow on the
area’s Safe Routes to School initiatives –
the city took on engineering with the
University covering the rest of the
E’s. Read more here.

#MoveEquity Tweetchat Series
Returns in 2018

Join peers, partners and new friends as
we continue our #MoveEquity tweetchat
series on February 28th at 2PM ET.

Copyright © 2018 Safe Routes to School National Partnership, All rights reserved.
You're receiving this message because you have expressed interest in improving walking, bicycling, and Safe Routes
to School. If you no longer wish to receive emails like these, please unsubscribe.

Our mailing address is:
Safe Routes to School National Partnership
PO Box 44328
Fort Washington, MD 20749
Add us to your address book

http://mailchi.mp/saferoutespartnership/july2017-349133?e=ceb9f22a44
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5. BeachTran Clearwater

SUMMARY

BeachTran Clearwater, LLC (www.beachtranclw.com) was formed in 2016 to be the first operating aerial transit
system utilizing Sky Tran Inc.’s, patented passive Maglev Technologies. Bud Nocera, former CEO of Visit Florida, is
the CEO and his older brother, Tom Nocera is the Managing Member for the company. Their plan is to begin transit
service with a route between Downtown Clearwater and Clearwater Beach. Currently, the company is awaiting an
engineering study for both bridges on each end of the Clearwater Memorial Causeway. Upcoming studies include: a
detailed engineering study, an environmental impact study and a system design study. All are expected to be
completed over the next several months.
BeachTran’s system will provide shade, some shelter from the rain for cyclist, as well as nighttime security as the
guideway system will be capable of providing lighting from dusk to dawn. As cyclists themselves, they are making
sure the vehicle design can accommodate a bicycle. Future plans call for rapid expansion of the system with the goal
of linking Clearwater Beach to Raymond James Stadium before the Super Bowl in February, 2021.
BeachTran Clearwater would like to present their new, privately-funded Aerial Personal Rapid Transit system to the
BPAC. The system would provide lighting and shade over the trails, a means of transit that can stow bicycles, and
many more benefits. BeachTran is a member of the Clearwater Regional Chamber.

ATTACHMENT(S): None
ACTION: None required; informational item

Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee – February 26, 2018
6. Pinellas Trail Trail Counter 2017 Summary

SUMMARY

The first section of the Pinellas Trail opened in 1990 to connect the cities of Largo and Seminole. Today, the Pinellas
Trail is 54 miles long, extends from Tarpon Springs to St. Petersburg, and passes through a total of eight cities as
well as several unincorporated communities.
When the Trail first opened, manual user counts were conducted by staff of the Pinellas County Parks and
Conservation Resources (PCR) Department using the methodology developed by the National Park Service, (NPS).
Users were counted at several intervals throughout the day and inserted into a formula to adjust for peak hour, number
of daylight hours and regional monthly adjustments.
Through funding made available from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in 2013, three
electromagnetic and infrared sensors were installed along the Trail to more accurately count users, differentiate
between pedestrians and bicyclists, and log the day, time and direction of travel. With additional grant funds from
the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention in 2016, Forward Pinellas was able to purchase five additional
automated counters which were strategically located to complement the previous installations. The automated trail
counters not only support a shift towards a performance-based, outcome-driven planning process, but provides
accurate quantitative user data to taxpayers, elected officials, and other stakeholders as evidence on the economic
benefits of the investment of tax dollars on trail facilities to improve health, safety, and accessibility goals. Trail user
counts also assist in obtaining transportation grants, plan future maintenance and identify where additional trails could
be planned and built.
Data is collected on a monthly basis at all eight Pinellas Trail Count Stations. Monthly Summary Reports include total
user counts, the daily average, highest daily total, totals per count station, average weekday and weekend distribution,
and total distribution by mode (pedestrians/bicyclists). The Automatic Trail Counters Pinellas Trail 2017 Year End
Summary of the counter data will be presented to the Committee.

ATTACHMENT(S): 2017 Year Report Summary
ACTION: None required; informational item

Pinellas Trail User Count Data Summary
Automated Trail Counter Data Collection
2017 Year Report

Total Usage
2017 Count Total:
Daily Average Users:

Monthly Trail Users by Counter Location
1,458,383 *
3,995 *

East Lake Tarpon
Wall Springs

Dunedin

Highest Daily Totals:

Clearwater

#1 – Saturday, February 11th (Dunedin - 2,650)

Walsingham
Seminole

#2 – Saturday, April 1st (Wall Springs - 2,174)
#3 – Sunday, February 19th (Bay Pines - 1,584)

Bay Pines
St. Petersburg

Note: Walsingham & Bay Pines counts are temporarily unavailable due
to technical difficulties. *

Counter Locations

Weekday & Weekend Profile

Average
Trail User Mode Split
East Lake Tarpon:
Wall Springs:
Dunedin:
Clearwater:
Walsingham: *
Seminole:
Bay Pines: *
St. Petersburg:

8%
21%
14%
24%
19%
21%
48%
21%

Source: Forward Pinellas 2017

92%
79%
86%
76%
81%
79%
52%
79%
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7. SPOTLight Emphasis Areas Update

SUMMARY
Forward Pinellas staff will provide a brief update on the status of activities related to the three SPOTlight emphasis
areas.


Vision for U.S. Highway 19 Corridor



Gateway Area Master Plan



Enhancing Beach Access

ATTACHMENT(S): None
ACTION: None Required; Informational Item Only
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8A. Tri-County BPAC Meeting Overview – January 24, 2018

SUMMARY
The Hillsborough County BPAC hosted Pasco and Pinellas BPAC’s for the Tri-County meeting on Wednesday,
January 24, 2018. A link to the full agenda packet is provided here for your information. Highlights:


Tampa South Coast Greenway:
The South Coast Greenway kick-off meeting is scheduled for next week. Included in the regional part of the Gulf
Coast Regional Connector, the South Coast Greenway Trail will eventually connect Gibsonton to the Little
Manatee River Preserve. The first phase will link 19th Avenue NE to Collage Avenue in Ruskin.
www.planhillsborough.org/tag/south-coast-greenway/



Howard Frankland Bridge & Trail Project:
The project manager described engineering work to date, noted possible amenities may include those similar to
Pensacola Bay Bridge (please see FDOT amination www.youtube.com/embed/rrERlkqskNA?rel=0&autoplay=1).



Pasco County Coastal Anclote Trail:
The Coastal Anclote Trail has a new website. Funded with Penny for Pasco, the trail, totaling 4.52 miles will
connect Elfers Spur Trail Extension in Tarpon Springs to several parks in southeast Pasco County with a 12-ft
multi-use trail. http://coastalanclotetrail.com/



Coast to Coast Connector Trail, Starkey Gap (Pasco County):
Connecting Pinellas section of Coast to Coast Connector Trail to Starkey Boulevard Trail (2.39 miles) which
connects to the Suncoast Trail. Construction to begin May 2018



Courtney Campbell Trail Overpass Project FDOT Project 4374981, SR 60/Courtney Campbell Pedestrian
Overpass from Bayshore Trail to Courtney Campbell Trail, design complete by end of 2018, with construction
tentatively scheduled FY 2023.



League of American Bicyclists (LAB) Bicycle Friendly Community (BFC):
St. Petersburg Silver Award (List: https://bikeleague.org/sites/default/files/BFC_Fall_2017_Master_List.pdf)



Coast Bike Share program:
St. Petersburg Coast Bike Share has reached 45,000 trips totaling 90,000 miles. Annual report is being
developed.

ATTACHMENT(S): Tri-County BPAC agenda
ACTION: None Required; Informational Item Only

JOINT HILLSBOROUGH, PASCO & PINELLAS
BICYCLE / PEDESTRIAN
ADVISORY COMMITTEE (BPAC) MEETING AGENDA
Wednesday, January 24, 2018 5:30 PM – 7:30 PM

Keystone Recreation Center - 17928 Gunn Hwy, Odessa, FL 33556
I. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS
II. PUBLIC INPUT / COMMENT
III. APPROVAL OF TRI-COUNTY BPAC MEETING SUMMARY- September 27, 2017
IV. HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY MPO
•

South Coast Greenway

•

Howard Frankland Bridge

•

Hillsborough Health Atlas

V. PASCO COUNTY MPO
•

Projects Update

VI. FORWARD PINELLAS
•

Complete Streets Grant

•

Clearwater Beach Transit Project

•

Courtney Campbell Pedestrian Bridge

•

St. Petersburg Projects Update

VII. NEW BUSINESS
VIII. ADJOURN
IX. ADDENDUM
•

Elements of Complete Streets

•

Gulf Coast Safe Streets Summit

•

How Washington, DC Built a Bike Boom

•

Coastal Anclote Trail Website

The full agenda packet is available on the MPO’s website, www.planhillsborough.org, or by calling (813) 272-5940.
The MPO does not discriminate in any of its programs or services. Public participation is solicited without regard to race, color, national origin, age, sex,
religion, disability or family status. Learn more about our commitment to non-discrimination.
Persons needing interpreter services or accommodations for a disability in order to participate in this meeting, free of charge, are encouraged to contact
Johnny Wong, 813-273-3774 x370 or wongj@plancom.org, three business days in advance of the meeting. Also, if you are only able to speak Spanish,
please call the Spanish helpline at (813) 273-3774, ext. 211.
Si necesita servicios de traducción, el MPO ofrece por gratis. Para registrarse por estos servicios, por favor llame a Johnny Wong directamente al (813)
273-3774, ext. 370 con tres días antes, o wongj@plancom.org de cerro electronico. También, si sólo se puede hablar en español, por favor llame a la
línea de ayuda en español al (813) 273-3774, ext. 211.
In accordance with Title 17 U.S.C. Section 107, materials attached are for research and educational purposes, and are distributed without profit to MPO
Board members, MPO staff, or related committees or subcommittees the MPO supports. The MPO has no affiliation whatsoever with the originator of
attached articles nor is the MPO endorsed or sponsored by the originator. Persons wishing to use copyrighted material for purposes of their own that go
beyond ‘fair use’ must first obtain permission from the copyright owner.
If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the board, he or she will need a record of the proceedings, and for such purpose may need to
ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based.

Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee – February 26, 2018
8B.-C. BPAC Business

B. Florida Bicycle Association (FBA)

The Florida Bicycle Association (FBA) was created in 1997 as an advocacy organization focused on
protecting and improving the bicycling environment and policies in Florida. The FBA actively supports
legislative efforts in Tallahassee that improve policies for cyclists, and partners with FDOT and many other
agencies with safety education for all roadway users. For more information, see the website,
floridabicycle.org. Vice Chair Becky Afonso, who is also the FBA Executive Director, will provide an update
regarding FBA for the BPAC.
C. Pinellas Trails, Inc.
A representative from Pinellas Trails, Inc. may take this opportunity to provide updated information for the
BPAC.

Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee – February 26, 2018
9. Agency Reports

The BPAC is tasked with reviewing and advising Forward Pinellas on bicycle and pedestrian-related system
development, and related issues and priorities. The Committee also may assist communities with development of
bikeway and pedestrian facilities, recommend safer bicycling and walking provisions, and promote a safer roadway
environment.
Updated information on the following programs or projects of interest to the BPAC will be provided at the meeting.


Pinellas Trail Loop/Duke Energy Trail (North & South Gaps)



Haines Bayshore Plans



Clearwater Bicycle Pedestrian Program



Largo Bicycle Pedestrian Program



St. Petersburg Bicycle Pedestrian Program



Honeymoon Island Trail



FDOT District 7 Updates
o Starkey Gap (Pasco County Section of the Coast to Coast Connector Trail)
o Courtney Campbell Trail Overpass
o Howard Frankland Bridge Trail
o Harn Overpass



Pinellas Trail Security Task Force (PTSTF)
The next meeting of the PTSTF is scheduled for Tuesday, April 10, 2018.

ATTACHMENT(S): Haines Bayshore Plans
Honeymoon Island Path Schematic
Harn Overpass Schematic
ACTION: None Required, Informational Item Only

5601 Mariner St., Suite 105 ~
Tampa, Fl. 32771 Ph: 813.288.0233
Licenses:
Eng. C.O.A. No. 3215
Survey L.B. No. 7143
Arch. Lic. No. AA2600926
Lndscp. Lic. No. LC0000298

END PROJECT

N

N.T.S.

BEGIN PROJECT

10' WIDE PROPOSED BIKE TRAIL
7096.10 L.F.

Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee – February 26, 2018
10. A.-E. Other Business

A. Membership
There is currently one vacancy on the BPAC membership list for the South Beaches communities.
ATTACHMENT: BPAC Membership List
ACTION: None Required, Informational Item Only

B. Gulf Coast Safe Street Summit – February 27, 2018
Date: February 27, 2018 from 8:30 am-6:30 pm — including an optional Downtown Riverwalk ride/walk at
8:30 am and Reception & Awards at 5:00 pm.
Location: Glazer Children’s Museum, 110 W. Gasparilla Plaza, Tampa 33602. Reception will be held at
Franklin Manor, 912 N Franklin St, Tampa 33602.
Registration: $60.00 fee — Please use this link to register for the Summit. The registration fee helps
cover meeting expenses.
ATTACHMENTS:

Gulf Coast Safe Streets Summit Flyer

C. Correspondence, Publications, Articles of Interest
Gulf Boulevard Drainage Utilities – January 18, 2018
Clearwater Beach Transit – January 22, 2018
Bike Dreams – February 2018
NACTO Designing for All Ages – Abilities
FDOT D7 – Lighting Retrofit Pinellas Intersections 2016
Pinellas Trail Usage Report – December 2017
Pinellas County Fatalities Report – 2017 Year to Date
Pinellas County Fatalities Report – January 2018
D. Suggestions for Future Agenda Topics
This item is provided to allow Committee members to suggest topics for future BPAC agendas.
E. Other
If any member has other business to discuss, they may address it under this item.

rev 2/12/2018

BICYCLE PEDESTRIAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP LIST
Voting

St. Petersburg Area (St. Pete/Gulfport/So Pasadena/Tierra Verde)
1. Jeff Morrow
(07/12/17)
2. Kimberly Cooper
(10/13/99)
3. Charles Johnson
(06/14/17)
Clearwater Area
4. Chip Haynes
5. Robert Yunk
6. Win Dermody

(04/13/11)
(02/09/05)
(03/12/14)

Dunedin Area
7. Charles Martin

(04/08/09)

Pinellas Park and Mid-County
8. Ronald Rasmussen
9. Byron Virgil Hall, Jr.,

(12/13/06)
(12/13/06)

Largo Area
10. Daniel Alejandro
11. Georgia Wildrick

(10/12/16)
(08/16/06)

North County Area (Tarpon Springs/Palm Harbor/Ozona/Oldsmar/Safety Harbor)
12. Tom Ferraro
(04/09/03)
13. Becky Afonso (Vice Chair)
(10/08/14)
At Large Area
14. Paul Kurtz
15. Mike Siebel
16. Brian Smith (Chairman)
17. Lynn Bosco
18. Steve Lasky
19. Ed Hawkes
20. Annette Sala

(12/11/13)
(03/14/12)
(12/12/12)
(11/14/12)
(11/14/12)
(11/18/98)
(03/12/14)

Seminole Area
21. Jim Wedlake

(05/12/10)

Beach Communities
22. Bert Valery
23. Vacant

(10/1983-10/1998) (reappointed 07/10/02)

Technical Support
1. County Traffic Department (Tom Washburn – representative; Gina Harvey and Casey Morse –
alternates)
2. Pinellas County Planning Department (Caroline Lanford – representative)
3. PSTA (Jacob Labutka – representative; Heather Sobush and Kristina Tranel – alternates)
4. City of Clearwater (Zain Adam - representative)
5. City of St. Petersburg (Lucas Cruse – representative; Cheryl Stacks - alternate)
6. City of Largo (vacant – representative; Katrina Lunan-Gordon – alternate)
7. City of Oldsmar (Felicia Donnelly – representative)
8. Pinellas County School System (Tom McGinty - representative)
9. TBARTA (Anthony Matonti –representative; Michael Case -1st alternate; Ramond Chiarmonte 2nd alternate)
10. Pinellas County Health Department (Quinn Lindquist - representative)
11. Pinellas Trails, Inc. (Dr. Jan Hirschfield – representative)
12. CUTR (Julie Bond - representative)
13. Safe Routes to School (Tiffany Sabiel – representative, Rachelle Webb - alternate)
Sheriff's Office /Police/Law Enforcement Representatives
1. Pinellas Park Police Dept.
2. St Petersburg Police Dept.
3. Largo Police Dept.
4. Sheriff’s Office – Deputy Eric Gibson
5. Clearwater Police Dept.
Non-Voting Technical Support
14. FDOT (Chris Speese - representative)
15. County Parks and Conservation Resources (Lyle Fowler – representative; Spencer Curtis –
alternate)

*Dates signify appointment

GULF BOULEVARD DRAINAGE TO BE FIXED IN TANDEM
WITH BURYING UTILITIES
by Brian Goff, Tampa Bay Newspapers Correspondent
January 18, 2018

INDIAN ROCKS BEACH — Months of disruption for motorists on Gulf Boulevard are just ahead.
Florida Department of Transportation officials revealed plans to improve drainage issues along
the road at City Commission meeting this month.
John Novak, a DOT design consultant, told the commission that studies along Gulf Boulevard
from Park Street in Indian Shores to Walsingham Road showed problem areas where water was
not properly draining after heavy rains and storms.
He explained that the standing water was not only a nuisance for cyclists and motorists but it also
undermines the road.
Novak said the water was mostly creating issues for the bike lanes and pedestrian pathways
along both sides of Gulf Boulevard.
"We have to increase the speed that water drains from the pathway," he said.
Novak said by the time the job is finished there will have been 15,000 feet of pipe installed and
2,000 feet of trench drains. Trench drains are openings in the road covered by a grill that allows
water to drain off the roadway and away from the pathways.
Novak said work will be limited to the hours of 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. and the road will be open at night,
weekends and holidays.
He said bicyclists will likely be inconvenienced the most and will have to share the road with
vehicles or use the pedestrian pathways.
Mayor R.B. Johnson raised the issue of the pending undergrounding of utilities along Gulf
Boulevard. Novak said the drainage job would be done in conjunction with the undergrounding.
The 3-mile section of Gulf Boulevard in question will be completely repaved once all the work is
finished.
The contract for the project is expected to be awarded by early May with construction beginning
in July or August. It will take a year to finish the job.
Cost of the project is expected to be $3.2 million.

www.tampabay.com/news/localgovernment/Gulf-Boulevard-drainage-to-be-fixed-in-tandem-with-burying-utilities_164628156

PSTA AND CLEARWATER TEAM UP TO IMPROVE BEACH TRANSIT
OPTIONS
by Suzette Porter, Tampa Bay Newspapers
January 22, 2018
CLEARWATER – PSTA and the city of Clearwater are
working together to solve an age-old problem of how
best to get people to Clearwater Beach.
Officials from PSTA and the city updated the Forward
Pinellas Board Jan. 10 about projects that are part of a
cooperative relationship to improve the State Road 60
corridor – the main thoroughfare to Clearwater Beach.
Cassandra Borchers, PSTA’s chief development officer,
talked about the spring break seasonal service
partnership between the city and PSTA. The service,
first offered in 2017, will be available again in 2018.

An artist’s rendering shows what PSTA’s new Clearwater Beach Transit Center will look
like when it opens in February just in time for spring break. Photos courtesy of PSTA

In 2017, Spring Break Trolley Park and Ride was from
Feb. 24-April 30. This year, the free service is scheduled from Feb. 19-April 29.

Borchers said much about the behavior of those going to the beach had been learned during the first year of free trolley rides to the beach. She
said PSTA would be asking the city to help fund this year’s program, estimated to cost $135,000.
Borchers also announced that PSTA’s new Clearwater Beach Transit Center should be complete in February just in time for spring break. The new
center should help people locate that “hard to find one seat ride” from the beach to destinations in northern parts of the county and back, she said.
The new transit center also will facilitate the county’s first “bus queue jump,” which will allow buses to bypass and get in front of traffic. PSTA and
the city are working together on the project, which will be a necessary part of a future TIA Express service when funding becomes available.
PSTA has asked the state legislature for $2.2 million to help fund TIA Express, which would provide rides from Tampa International Airport to
Clearwater Beach every 30 minutes from 5 a.m. to midnight seven days a week. Officials estimate annual ridership would be between 115,000265,000.
PSTA also is asking legislators for money to create a Clearwater Memorial Bridge Bus Way. Borchers said a bus way would help eliminate traffic
backups from downtown Clearwater to the beach. It would feature an exclusive lane for existing trolley services. The lane also could be used by
TIA Express buses and emergency vehicles.
Another project on the list is the Clearwater Intermodal Center, which would replace the aging Park Street Transfer Center. Borchers said a $1.2
million grant would fund the planning and design phases of the project. PSTA expects to award the design contract later this year. The site selection
analysis is complete and the preferred site is a location owned by the city.
Currently, there is no money currently available for construction. The plan is to get everything ready while PSTA works on a funding strategy,
Borchers said.
Some additional improvements are in the works to improve pedestrian safety, especially near the roundabout, which Paul Bertels, city of
Clearwater’s manager of Traffic Operations, talked about.
Bertels said the roundabout is working well to manage traffic on Clearwater Beach. He said during spring break 6,000-10,000 people flock to the
area and about 60,000 cars use the roundabout. No crashes with pedestrians have been reported, he said.
However, there is a problem with people thinking the paver area around the inside of the roundabout is a sidewalk. It is actually meant to serve as
a truck apron. Bertels said the plan is to remove the pavers and landscape the area to force people to use a crossing area.
The city is installing a signalized crosswalk to allow for a safe crossing just west of the new transit center, he said. He said the crosswalk should
be complete by time the new transit center opens. Plans call to remove the pavers after spring break. The cost is $154,000.
Doreen Caudell, Clearwater Councilmember and member of the Forward Pinellas Board, suggested as an alternative that the city fence off the
area around the pavers, using the same as fencing as the city currently has in place to keep pedestrians out of other areas on the beach.
She said the city should leave the pavers in place to serve their original purpose as a truck apron. She said if the fencing was placed correctly, it
would not allow walking in the area. She said it would save the city the cost of removing the pavers, as well as installation and maintenance of
landscaping.
Caudell advocates the use of an elevated walkway in the future that could accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.
Bertels prefers to remove the pavers “to take away the mindset that it is a walkway.”

www.tbnweekly.com/pinellas_county/psta-and-clearwater-team-up-to-improve-beach-transit-options/article_45948476-ffb5-11e7-9d14-d76d525aa365.html

BIKE DREAMS
Can we ever find a path that leads to bicycles and cars sharing the road in harmony?
Many believe so. Here’s a bit of history and a look to the future.
by Dan Tracy
February 2018

Two centuries ago, the Dandy Horse was introduced in Mannheim, Germany, by
Baron Karl von Drais. It had two clunky, wooden wheels connected by a wooden
frame, plus a rudimentary seat that looked anything but comfortable. The rider
sort of pushed off the ground to move because there was no chain or pedals.
From such humble beginnings sprang the bicycle.
Now, just about anywhere in Central Florida—but especially on weekends—you
can see people wearing colorful jerseys and skin-tight spandex shorts zip about
at 25 mph on sleek, carbon-frame cycles with tires little more than 18 millimeters
wide. High-end bikes with electronic shifters can cost $15,000, or $3,000 more
than a base-model Nissan Versa.
If you pay attention, especially on neighborhood streets, you also can spot Billy Hattaway, head of Orlando's transportation
youngsters clacking along on training wheels, mothers with babies belted into department, says the city's view is that the streets are for
carriers on the backs of their bikes, business people pedaling to work, right pant everyone, not just vehicles. (Roberto Gonzalez)
leg tucked into a sock, and students heading to school on two wheels, backpacks
jammed with textbooks slung over their shoulders.
Yet bikes remain the exception on most Metro Orlando roads, which consistently are ranked among the most dangerous in the country
for walkers, and, by extension, cyclists, by Smart Growth America, a nonprofit based in Washington, D.C.
Cyclists and many of Central Florida’s civic and government leaders have been promoting biking in recent years, whether it is the
occasional weekend rider who throws his/her bike in the back of the SUV and heads out to a multi-use path like the popular West Orange
Trail in Winter Garden or someone who pedals to work rather than driving a car.
Leading the push are people like Billy Hattaway, a former Florida Department of Transportation administrator who used to be primarily
involved with building roads. A cyclist, Hattaway was hired last year by Orlando Mayor Buddy Dyer to head up the city’s transportation
department. Among his goals: getting more people to hop on bikes—and not just on the annual ride to work day that the mayor usually
leads.
Hattaway concedes Orlando will never be like Copenhagen or any of countless other European cities where a third or more of the
population rides a bike to work or the grocery store. Those densely packed and centuries-old communities, he says, were built around
the concept that people walk and ride bikes much of the time.
A more likely outcome—possibly within five years, he says—is for Orlando and environs
to become another Seattle or Portland, where a series of bike-only paths have been
linked and combined with cycling lanes on roads to allow riders to get around town
without fearing for their lives.
“I think that’s very realistic,” Hattaway says.
The problem facing Hattaway and any area cycling enthusiast is that bikes were not a
part of the equation when Metro Orlando started to grow, even though Florida’s
subtropical climate makes being outdoors a viable option year-round, albeit a hot, wet
and muggy one through much of the year.
Eliza Harris Juliano commutes to her planning job
in downtown Orlando. Bike-friendly areas on her
list include Thornton Park, Parramore and Mills/50.
(Roberto Gonzalez)

Starting in the years after World War II, the car became the main—and only—choice to
get from Point A to Point B. Roads, as a result, were built wide and often straight, the
sole intent being to move motorized vehicles at the fastest speed, practical or not.

Development became more dispersed over time with self-contained subdivisions
springing up throughout the region, often connected to the rest of the community by major four- and six-lane roads hosting an endless
string of strip malls anchored by a supermarket or pharmacy chain. Quite simply, people on foot or bikes were not really considered in
the transportation plans.
So now when cyclists and walkers take to the streets, the results can be deadly. In early December, figures showed that during 2017, 11
bikers and 78 pedestrians were struck and killed by cars and trucks in Orange, Osceola, Seminole and Lake counties. Eleven cyclists
and 85 pedestrians perished in 2016, while 19 bikers and 83 walkers died in 2015.

Most of the pedestrian fatalities are the result of people being hit while scurrying across broad, high-speed roads such as John Young
Parkway, frequently at night, says Florida Highway Patrol Sgt. Kim Montes. Usually, pedestrians are hit between traffic lights and not in
a crosswalk, she says.
Cyclists, Montes says, often are hit from behind because the driver did not give the biker a three-foot clearance, as required by law.
That’s what happened to former Osceola County Commissioner and Kissimmee Mayor Frank Attkisson, who died after being struck from
behind last April while riding his bike on Kissimmee Park Road. The driver, Montes says, told FHP she was blinded by the setting sun
and did not see Attkisson, 61, who was riding on the right shoulder.
The larger issue, Montes says, is few are willing to share the asphalt.
“People feel they own the road underneath them, whether it’s a car or a
bike,” she says.
That attitude sometimes plays itself out when motorists buzz so closely
by cyclists that the air draft can move the bike a few inches. Practically
all cyclists can recall being told in unfriendly terms to get out of the way
by a driver.
A couple of years ago, the Clermont/Minneola Community Awareness
page on Facebook had a long post about ways to intimidate cyclists. One
suggestion was throwing tacks on the road.
“If you hit a whole pack [of cyclists], that’s double points,” wrote one
person, who later added he was joking. He also wrote, “Let them
bastards fly over your hood for not following stop signs. I bet they don’t
run it anymore.”

Ricardo Williams estimates he has ridden bikes from the Juice
share program 5,800 miles in less than three years.
(Roberto Gonzalez)

The posts are now deleted, but they illustrate a real predicament. Roads all over the region are more crowded with cars and trucks,
leaving less room for bikes because of relentless growth. And that can lead to frustrated motorists and cyclists.
For years, the answer was to build new roads or widen them. But the FDOT, the city of Orlando and other government agencies have
concluded that just laying down more asphalt or concrete does not constitute a long-term solution to traffic gridlock. The cost is becoming
too high and the enhanced roads typically just draw more vehicles when construction is completed, negating the improved traffic flow
over time.
One way to cut congestion, transportation officials have decided, is to coax people out of their cars and encourage them to try walking
and biking, at least for shorter trips.
Orlando, Hattaway says, has adopted a complete-street philosophy that contends roads are for everyone, not just cars and trucks. The
city, as a result, has been adding painted bike lanes to roads and widening sidewalks from 5 and 6 feet to 12 feet to encourage everything
from walking to biking to rollerblading. The City Council also passed an aspirational resolution in December calling for a “Vision Zero”
plan to eliminate deaths and serious injuries to pedestrians by 2040.
Orlando now has more than 300 miles of bike lanes and multi-use paths, with more planned. A $9 million pedestrian bridge is under
construction at Colonial Drive near Interstate 4 and should open in the fall.
There are 26 bike-only or multi-use paths covering more than 150 miles scattered throughout Orange, Seminole, Lake, Volusia and
Osceola counties. Some of those will become part of the planned 250-mile coast-to-coast bike-only connector that will link St. Petersburg
and the Gulf of Mexico with Titusville on the Atlantic. About 69 miles of gaps need to be filled in. The proposal is more than $63 million
short on funding, according to the Florida Greenways and Trails Foundation.
Like many cities and counties in Central Florida, Orlando does not really have a budget dedicated solely to cycling. Instead, it typically
will stripe in a bike lane with funds it has for repaving a road or if a street is torn up for new sewers and then rebuilt.
Hattaway, who often rides his bike to Orlando City Hall downtown from his home about three miles to the east, says cycling sometimes
gets a bad rap because people falsely believe the streets are too crowded with cars to bike safely.
“I really have not had many issues,” says Hattaway, who usually goes for a 50-mile group ride on Saturdays and chairs Bike/Walk Central
Florida, which advocates for cyclists and pedestrians.
Aaron Powell, a Valencia College professor who lives in College Park just north of downtown Orlando, says he is “very optimistic” about
the future of cycling in Central Florida.
“We’ve got a long way to go, but I see a lot of positive signs,” says Powell, who helped found the Orlando Bike Coalition, a pro-cycling
group.
He is particularly heartened by the recent opening of a mile-long multi-use path along the east side of Bumby Avenue, between Colonial
and Corrine drives. One of the goals of the Orlando Bike Coalition is the creation of more cycling- and pedestrian-only paths.

The drawback of the Bumby trail is that it dumps cyclists and walkers off on two heavily traveled roads, Colonial and Corrine drives.
Another project—improving sewer lines and burying power lines along a section of Central Boulevard, did not add or widen bike lanes,
much to the consternation of cyclists. Hattaway says the work was scheduled and designed several years ago, before the bike push
started in earnest. “That ship sailed long ago,” he says.
Peter Martinez, who helped start the Juice bike share program in Orlando five years ago, says those renting the sturdy orange cycles
put out by his former company invariably stopped when they reached a major road like Colonial. Quite simply, he says, they wanted
nothing to do with the traffic.
“You have to know how to navigate the streets,” he says about riding in Metro Orlando.
Local actor and filmmaker Ricardo Williams knows how to get about because he likely is the most prolific Juice biker around. He reckons
he has ridden some 5,800 miles on the rentals since the spring of 2015. Most of his trips cover two to three miles, but he occasionally
will throw in a 20-miler. He owns a car and drives it for longer trips.
The bikes, he says, are more convenient than driving because they relieve him of worrying about parking since he lives downtown and
does much of his business there. Yet, as much as he rides, he often worries about being hit—which has happened three times in recent
years. Fortunately, all the mishaps were minor, he says, and he escaped injury.
“Drivers can be very aggressive. It can be very unsettling,” Williams says.
The Juice program now rents more than 200 bikes at nearly 30 locations throughout Metro Orlando. It started with four sets of racks and
20 cycles.
Eliza Harris Juliano, who bikes recreationally as well as to and from her urban planning job downtown, says some parts of Orlando are
easy and fun to ride in; others not so much. On the good side of her cycling ledger: Mills/50, Thornton Park, Parramore, Audubon Park
and Baldwin Park. Traffic generally is light and there often are bike lanes or paths in those neighborhoods. She stays away from places
like Millenia, UCF and Conway, where cars and trucks are thick and there’s little room for cyclists and walkers.
“Those areas may need some real work to make them bike friendly, like adding new paths and connections between neighborhoods,
shopping centers, and office parks,” she says. “I believe we can solve the technical problem. The biggest challenge will be political, as
many people are used to seeing their suburban neighborhoods as private enclaves.”
One group of riders has set out to dispel the notion that bikes don’t belong on Metro Orlando streets. They meet after work at Loch Haven
Park on the last Friday of every month to ride seven to eight miles through downtown, then back to the starting point.
The ride, similar to ones held all over the country, is called Critical Mass. Usually 150 to 300 men, women and children pedal along,
taking up an entire road lane—which bicycles are allowed to do, by law. The Orlando Police Department has no issues with Critical Mass,
says department spokeswoman Michelle Guido.
“It’s a pretty cool event,” says Brandon Tuma, who participated in Critical Mass for five years. “We show up to ride bikes and have fun
and to make people aware bikes are on the road.”
Tuma, who managed Retro City Cycles on the east edge of College Park before moving to North Carolina several months ago, is an avid
biker who races as well as goes out for slow, meandering rides like Critical Mass.
“Forward motion,” he says, is what he most enjoys about cycling.
Just how many people regularly ride in Central Florida is almost unknowable, says Mighk Wilson, who teaches a bike safety course and
is a cycling and pedestrian advocate with MetroPlan Orlando, which sets transportation policy in Orange, Seminole and Osceola counties.
He suspects the number is stagnant.
Biking for fun and commuting, Wilson believes, likely will grow in the urban core such as downtown Orlando and the surrounding
neighborhoods, because there is a plethora of low-volume residential streets and plenty of likely destinations, like Lake Eola Park, shops
and restaurants.
He is not so optimistic about the far-flung ‘burbs.
“It’s a simple matter of time and effort, especially when you consider the heat and humidity. That’s a real non-starter for a lot of people,”
Wilson says.
Sweltering temperatures probably were not an issue for Baron Karl von Drais when he unveiled his Dandy Horse in 1817. His vision for
the future of his invention is unknowable, though maybe he hoped someone like Aaron Powell might one day hop on for a ride.
“I can breathe better,” Powell says of cycling, “get out the stress of the daily grind. It’s almost a meditation.”

www.orlandomagazine.com/Orlando-Magazine/February-2018/Bike-Dreams/
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Streets that are safe and comfortable for All Ages & Abilities bicycling
are critical for urban mobility.
NACTO cities are leading the way in designing streets that are truly safe and inviting for bicyclists of All Ages &
Abilities and attract wide ridership. This guidance—developed by practitioners from cities across North America—
builds on NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide and sets an All Ages & Abilities criteria for selecting and
implementing bike facilities. Building bicycle infrastructure that meets this criteria is an essential strategy for cities
seeking to improve traffic safety,1 reduce congestion,2 improve air quality and public health,3 provide better and
more equitable access to jobs and opportunities,4 and bolster local economies.5
This All Ages & Abilities facility selection guidance is designed to be used in a wide variety of urban street types.
It considers contextual factors such as vehicular speeds and volumes, operational uses, and observed sources of
bicycling stress. In doing so, it allows planners and engineers to determine when, where, and how to best combine
traffic calming tools, like speed reduction and volume management, with roadway design changes, like full lane
separation, to reduce traffic fatalities and increase cycling rates and rider comfort.
The All Ages & Abilities criteria is a national and international best practice that should be adopted for all bicycle
facility design and network implementation; lesser accommodation should require additional justification. Along
with a problem-solving approach to street design, the All Ages & Abilities benchmark should be applied across a
city’s entire bicycle network to grow bicycling as a safe, equitable mode for the majority of people.

All
& Abilities
BikeAges
Facilities
are... Bike Facilities are ...
Safe
More people will bicycle when
they have safe places to ride, and
more riders mean safer streets.
Among seven NACTO cities that
grew the lane mileage of their
bikeway networks 50% between
2007–2014, ridership more than
doubled while risk of death and
serious injury to people biking was
halved.6 Better bicycle facilities are
directly correlated with increased
safety for people walking and
driving as well. Data from New York
City showed that adding protected
bike lanes to streets reduced injury
crashes for all road users by 40%
over four years.7

SE Mill Street, PORTLAND
(photo credit: Portland Bureau of Transportation)
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Comfortable
Bikeways that provide
comfortable, low-stress bicycling
conditions can achieve widespread
growth in mode share. Among
adults in the US, only 6–10% of
people generally feel comfortable
riding in mixed traffic or painted
bike lanes.8 However, nearly
two-thirds of the adult population
may be interested in riding more
often, given better places to ride,
and as many as 81% of those
would ride in protected bike lanes.9
Bikeways that eliminate stress
will attract traditionally underrepresented bicyclists, including
women, children, and seniors.

Equitable
High-quality bikeways expand
opportunities to ride and
encourage safe riding. Poor or
inadequate infrastructure—which
has disproportionately impacted
low-income communities and
communities of color—forces
people bicycling to choose
between feeling safe and following
the rules of the road, and induces
wrong-way and sidewalk riding.
Where street design provides safe
places to ride and manages motor
vehicle driver behavior, unsafe
bicycling decisions disappear,11
making ordinary riding safe and
legal and reaching more riders.

Who is the “All Ages & Abilities” User?
To achieve growth in bicycling, bikeway design needs to meet the needs of a broader set of potential bicyclists.
Many existing bicycle facility designs exclude most people who might otherwise ride, traditionally favoring very
confident riders, who tend to be adult men. When selecting a bikeway design strategy, identify potential design
users in keeping with both network goals and the potential to broaden the bicycling user base of a specific street.

Children

Seniors

Women

School-age children are an essential
cycling demographic but face unique
risks because they are smaller and
thus less visible from the driver's
seat than adults, and often have less
ability to detect risks or negotiate
conflicts.

People aged 65 and over are the
fastest growing population group
in the US, and the only group with
a growing number of car-free
households.12 Seniors can make
more trips and have increased
mobility if safe riding networks are
available. Bikeways need to serve
people with lower visual acuity and
slower riding speeds.

Women are consistently underrepresented as a share of total
bicyclists, but the share of women
riding increases in correlation to
better riding facilities.13 Concerns
about personal safety including
and beyond traffic stress are often
relevant. Safety in numbers has
additional significance for female
bicyclists.

People Riding Bike Share

People of Color

Low-Income Riders

Bike share systems have greatly
expanded the number and diversity
of urban bicycle trips, with over 28
million US trips in 2016.14 Riders
often use bike share to link to other
transit, or make spontaneous or
one-way trips, placing a premium
on comfortable and easily
understandable bike infrastructure.
Bike share users range widely in
stress tolerance, but overwhelmingly
prefer to ride in high-quality
bikeways. All Ages & Abilities
networks are essential to bike share
system viability.

While Black and Latinx bicyclists
make up a rapidly growing segment
of the riding population, a recent
study found that fewer than 20%
of adult Black and Latinx bicyclists
and non-bicyclists feel comfortable
in conventional bicycle lanes; fear
of exposure to theft or assault or
being a target for enforcement were
cited as barriers to bicycling.15 Longstanding dis-investment in street
infrastructure means that these
riders are disproportionately likely
to be killed by a car than their white
counterparts.16

Low-income bicyclists make up half
of all Census-reported commuter
bicyclists, relying extensively on
bicycles for basic transportation
needs like getting to work.17 In
addition, basic infrastructure is
often deficient in low-income
neighborhoods, exacerbating safety
concerns. An All Ages & Abilities
bikeway is often needed to bring safe
conditions to the major streets these
bicyclists already use on a daily
basis.

People with Disabilities

People Moving Goods or Cargo

Confident Cyclists

People with disabilities may use
adaptive bicycles including tricycles
and recumbent handcycles, which
often operate at lower speeds, are
lower to the ground, or have a wider
envelope than other bicycles. Highcomfort bicycling conditions provide
mobility, health, and independence,
often with a higher standard for bike
infrastructure needed.

Bicycles and tricycles outfitted
to carry multiple passengers or
cargo, or bicycles pulling trailers,
increase the types of trips that can
be made by bike, and are not well
accommodated by bicycle facilities
designed to minimal standards.

The small percentage of the bicycling
population who are very experienced
and comfortable riding in mixed
motor vehicle traffic conditions are
also accommodated by, and often
prefer, All Ages & Abilities facilities,
though they may still choose to ride
in mixed traffic.
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Choosing an All Ages & Abilities Bicycle Facility
This chart provides guidance in choosing a bikeway design that can create an All Ages & Abilities bicycling
environment, based on a street's basic design and motor vehicle traffic conditions such as vehicle speed and
volume. This chart should be applied as part of a flexible, results-oriented design process on each street,
alongside robust analysis of local bicycling conditions as discussed in the remainder of this document.
Users of this guidance should recognize that, in some cases, a bicycle facility may fall short of the All Ages &
Abilities criteria but still substantively reduce traffic stress. Jurisdictions should not use an inability to meet the All
Ages & Abilities criteria as reason to avoid implementing a bikeway, and should not prohibit the construction of
facilities that do not meet the criteria.

Contextual Guidance for Selecting All Ages & Abilities Bikeways
Roadway Context
Target Max.
Target Motor
Motor Vehicle
*
Vehicle Speed
Volume (ADT)

Any

< 10 mph

Key Operational
Considerations

Any

Any of the following: high
curbside activity, frequent buses,
Protected Bicycle Lane
motor vehicle congestion, or
turning conflicts ‡

Less relevant

No centerline,
or single lane
≤ 1,000 – 2,000
one-way
≤ 500 – 1,500

≤ 20 mph

≤ 1,500 –
3,000
≤ 3,000 –
6,000

≤ 25 mph

Greater than
6,000
Any

≤ 6,000

Greater than
6,000
High-speed limited access
roadways, natural corridors,
or geographic edge conditions
with limited conflicts

Pedestrians share the roadway

Shared Street

< 50 motor vehicles per hour in
the peak direction at peak hour

Bicycle Boulevard

Single lane
each direction,
Low curbside activity, or low
or single lane
congestion pressure
one-way

Multiple lanes
per direction
Any

Conventional or Buffered Bicycle
Lane, or Protected Bicycle Lane
Buffered or Protected Bicycle
Lane

Protected Bicycle Lane

Multiple lanes
per direction
Single lane
each direction

Greater than
26 mph †

All Ages & Abilities
Bicycle Facility

Motor Vehicle
Lanes

Low curbside activity, or low
congestion pressure

Protected Bicycle Lane, or
Reduce Speed
Protected Bicycle Lane, or
Reduce to Single Lane & Reduce
Speed

Any

Protected Bicycle Lane,
or Bicycle Path

High pedestrian volume

Bike Path with Separate Walkway
or Protected Bicycle Lane

Low pedestrian volume

Shared-Use Path or
Protected Bicycle Lane

Any

* While

posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end
speeding, which causes greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold results in a
higher level of bicycling comfort for the full range of riders.
† Setting

25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision
Zero policies. However, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic
Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders.18
‡ Operational
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factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume.

The All Ages & Abilities Design Toolbox
Five major types of bikeway provide for most bike network needs, based on the contextual guidance on page 4.
This list is organized from more to less shared operation with automobiles. Each facility type is appropriate as an
All Ages & Abilities bikeway in relevant street contexts. The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide provides detailed
guidance on bikeway facilities.

Argyle Street, CHICAGO
(photo credit: Chicago DOT)

Low-Speed Shared Streets allow bicyclists to comfortably operate across
the entire roadway. Shared streets target very low operating speeds for all
users, typically no greater than 10 mph. The volume of people walking and
bicycling should be much greater than vehicle volume to maintain comfort.
Issues for bicycling in shared environments arise from conflicts with people
walking, who may be expected at any point across the street’s width.
Materials and street edges must be appropriate for bicycling; materials are
often varied to delineate road space, but any seams or low mountable curbs
must be designed to avoid creating fall hazards for bicyclists.

SE Taylor Street, PORTLAND
(photo credit: Greg Raisman)

Bicycle Boulevards (or neighborhood greenways) provide continuous
comfortable bicycle routes through the local street network. Bike Boulevards
are characterized by slow motor vehicle speeds and low volumes. Sometimes
these are present by the very nature of the street and its function (e.g. narrow
streets with no major destinations), but sometimes design work is needed,
such as adding traffic calming elements, filtering most motor vehicle traffic
off, and/or prioritizing bicycles at major and minor street intersections. In this
way, bicycling is made comfortable across the entire roadway. Directional
markings and wayfinding signage provide riders with intuitive, coherent routing.

Laurier Avenue E, MONTRÉAL
(photo credit: Dylan Passmore)

Buffered & Conventional Bicycle Lanes provide organized space for
bicycling, and are often part of street reconfiguration projects that improve
safety and comfort for all users. Bicycle lanes are an important tool to
improve comfort and safety on streets where the number of passing
events is too high for comfortable mixed-traffic bicycling, but where
curbside activity, heavy vehicles, and lane invasion are not significant
sources of conflict. Buffered bike lanes are almost always higher comfort
than conventional bike lanes. In many cases, cross-sections with room for
buffered bicycle lanes also have room for protected bicycle lanes.

Dunsmuir Street, VANCOUVER
(photo credit: Paul Kreuger via Flickr)

Cultural Trail, INDIANAPOLIS
(photo credit: Green Lanes Project)

Protected Bicycle Lanes (also known as Separated Bike Lanes or Cycle
Tracks) use a combination of horizontal separation (buffer distance) and
vertical separation (e.g. flex posts, parked cars, or curbs) to protect people
bicycling from motor vehicle traffic. The combination of lateral buffer
distance and vertical separation elements (such as flexible delineators,
curbs or height differences, or vehicle parking) can ameliorate most of the
stressors of on-street bicycling. The robustness of bikeway separation often
scales relative to adjacent traffic stress.

Shared-Use & Bicycle Paths have in many cities served as the early spines
of an All Ages & Abilities network. Paths can provide a continuous corridor,
but usually do not take riders to their destinations. High pedestrian volumes,
driveways, obtrusive bollards, sharp geometry, and crossings all degrade
bicycling comfort, but often require long project timelines to eliminate. To
become useful for transportation, paths work best when connected to an
on-street network that meets the same high benchmark of rider comfort,
and design provides bicycle-friendly geometry. Ideally, bicycles should be
separated from pedestrians where significant volume of either mode is
present, but where space limitations exist, multi-use paths are still valuable.
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Motor Vehicle Speed & Volume Increase Stress
Whether or not people will bicycle is heavily influenced by the stresses they encounter on their trip. These
stressors impact their actual physical safety and their perceived comfort level.
For all roadways and bike facilities, two of the biggest causes of stress are vehicular traffic speed and volume.
These factors are inversely related to comfort and safety; even small increases in either factor can quickly increase
stress and potentially increase injury risk.19 The stresses created by speed are compounded by vehicular volume,
and vice versa.
Slower or less confident bicyclists experience "near misses"—or non-injury incidents that cause stress—much
more frequently per trip than faster riders, which can contribute to discouraging people from riding who would
otherwise do so.20

SPEED

VOLUME

High motor vehicle speeds and speeding introduce
significant risk to all road users, narrowing driver
sight cones, increasing stopping distance, and
increasing injury severity and likelihood of fatality
when crashes occur.21 Most people are not
comfortable riding a bicycle immediately next
to motor vehicles driving at speeds over 25 mph.
Conventional bike lanes are almost always (with
rare exceptions) inadequate to provide an All Ages &
Abilities facility in such conditions.

When vehicular volumes and speeds are low, most
people feel most comfortable bicycling in the
shared roadway as they are able to maintain steady
paths and riding speeds with limited pressure to
move over for passing motor vehicles. However, as
motor vehicle volume increases past 1,000 – 2,000
vehicles per day (or roughly 50 vehicles in the peak
direction per peak hour), most people biking will only
feel comfortable if vehicle speeds are kept below
20 mph.

Conflicts Increase with Speed & Volume

10

20

30

Passing Events per 10-minute Trip
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5000 ADT

5000 ADT
3000 ADT

1000 ADT

3000 ADT

5000 ADT

3000 ADT

1000 ADT
1000 ADT

30 MPH

25 MPH

20 MPH

This chart illustrates the number of passing events (at increasing motor vehicle average speed and volume)
experienced over a 10-minute period by a bicyclist riding 10 mph. As motor vehicle speed and volume increase,
they magnify the frequency of stressful events for people bicycling.

40

50

Motor Vehicle Speed and Volume Amplify One Another as They Increase
The frequency at which a person bicycling is passed by motor vehicles is one of the most useful indicators of the
level of stress of a roadway or bike facility. Passing events increase with speed and volume, decreasing rider comfort
and safety. Where car traffic is routinely above 20 mph, or where traffic volume is higher than 50 vehicles per
direction per hour, pressure on bicyclists from motor vehicles attempting to pass degrades comfort for bicycling
and increases risk.
»»

At speeds of 20 mph, streets where daily motor vehicle volume exceeds 1,000 – 2,000 vehicles,
frequent passing events make shared roadway riding more stressful and will deter many users.

»»

Between 20 and 25 mph, comfort breaks down more quickly, especially when motor vehicle volume
exceeds 1,000 – 1,500 ADT. When motor vehicle speeds routinely exceed 25 mph, shared lane markings
and signage are not sufficient to create comfortable bicycling conditions.

»»

Motor vehicle speeds 30 mph or greater reduce safety for all street users and are generally not
appropriate in places with human activity.

»»

Where motor vehicle speeds exceed 35 mph, it is usually impossible to provide safe or comfortable
bicycle conditions without full bikeway separation.

40 mph

250 vph

20 mph

(95th Percentile)

500 vph

MILES PER HOUR

Large fluctuations in motor
vehicle traffic volume between
morning, mid-day, afternoon,
and nighttime result in radically
different bicycling conditions
on the same street throughout
the day. The example at right
shows a street with roughly
500 vehicles per direction per
hour during the peak. While
queuing stress occurs at peak
times, low off-peak volume
results in dangerously high
motor vehicle speeds.

MOTOR VEHICLES PER HOUR

Sources of Stress Change Throughout the Day

0

Peak vs. Off-Peak
The variation in speed and volume conditions between peak and off-peak hours can manifest as two distinct
issues that decrease comfort and safety.
»»

During high-volume peak periods, motor vehicle queuing prevents comfortable mixed-traffic
operation and increases the likelihood of bicycle lane incursions, unless physical separation is present.

»»

During off-peak periods, speeds can rise quickly, especially on wide and multi-lane streets, unless
the street's design and operations specifically discourage speeding. Streets with very low off-peak
volumes that also see little speeding, including many small neighborhood streets, may indicate All
Ages & Abilities conditions if peak volumes are managed effectively.

»»

Special Peaks occur on streets that experience intensive peak activity periods. Schools have multiple
short windows of time where pedestrian and motor vehicle activity are intense at exactly the time and
place where the appeal of All Ages & Abilities bicycling is most sensitive. Downtown cores and retail
streets experience intensive commercial freight activity throughout the day including at off-peak times,
adding importance to the creation of protected bike lanes.
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Changing the Street: Design, Operation, Networks
Not every solution that helps to create safe and comfortable bicycling conditions will be a geometric design.
Creating a network of high-comfort bicycle facilities that meet the All Ages & Abilities criteria requires leveraging
the full suite of design, operational, and network strategies to transform streets. Strategies can be implemented
incrementally to address sources of stress and conflict, change demand for access and movement, and ultimately
transform streets for all users by continuously increasing comfort and creating more opportunities to make more
trips by bicycle.

Change Design
Design strategies change the cross-section of a street in order to provide
bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, protected bike lanes, or other dedicated
bicycle infrastructure. Creating dedicated space for bicycling— either by
reducing the number of motor vehicle lanes or their width—usually does
not involve substantial changes to motor vehicle volume or the types of
vehicles that can use a street, and has substantial benefits for the safety of
all street users. 4-to-3 and 4-to-2-lane (with left turn pocket) conversions
are widely used, and many other street redesigns apply the same basic
principle of organizing movements and modes into dedicated space to
improve the efficiency of each space.

Examples:
• Repurpose Motor Vehicle Lane
• Convert from Buffered to
Protected Bike Lane

Change Operation
Operational changes—such as speed reduction, signalization and other
conflict management, and proactive curbside management—improve
bicycling conditions by reducing the level of traffic stress on a street.
Operational strategies make streets more predictable, efficient, and safe
without necessarily changing the street’s cross-section or the types of
vehicles allowed.
On all facility types, reducing motor vehicle speeds to 20 – 25 mph is a
core operational strategy for improving bicycle comfort and meeting the
All Ages & Abilities criteria. In addition, reducing speeds can also make
it easier to enact other safety changes, such as changes to intersection
geometry, signalization, turn lanes, and turn restrictions. Since operational
changes do not impact what types of vehicles can use the street, they
usually do not require significant planning beyond the street itself, and are
often the easiest type of change to implement.
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Examples:
• Signal Separation of Conflicting
Movements
• Low-Speed Signal Progression

Change the Network
Diverting motor vehicle traffic from a street, changing travel direction,
(dis)allowing specific types of curbside access, and making other changes
to the role of a street in the motor vehicle network are powerful ways to
create All Ages & Abilities bicycling conditions. Such network changes allow
the street to be transformed into a comfortable bicycling environment
without requiring dedicated space.
Bicycle boulevards and shared streets, in particular, often rely on network
changes to create the low-speed, very low-volume conditions necessary for
cyclists to feel safe and comfortable. Prohibiting through-traffic (requiring
all motor vehicles to turn off the street at each intersection), either through
physical diverters or signage, is an effective strategy for reducing speed and
volume.

Examples:
• Bicycle Boulevard
• Time-of-Day Regulations

Changes to the motor vehicle network can open up opportunities for better
bikeway designs. For example, converting a high volume or high speed
street from two-way to one-way or removing all curbside parking can
provide space for a protected bike lane.

Ames Street, CAMBRIDGE
(photo credit: People for Bikes)
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Low-Speed, Low-Volume Roadways Can Be Shared
See the Urban Bikeway Design Guide for detailed guidance on Bicycle Boulevards, Conventional Bike Lanes, Buffered
Bike Lanes, and Left Side Bike Lanes.

Bicycle Boulevards & Shared Streets
Bicycle boulevards and shared streets place bicycle and motor vehicle traffic in the same space at the same time.
These facilities meet the All Ages & Abilities criteria when motor vehicle volumes and speeds are so low that most
people bicycling have few, if any, interactions with passing motor vehicles.
What to do:
»»

Use both peak-hour volume and off-peak speed to determine whether a shared roadway can serve as
an All Ages & Abilities bike facility. High peak period volumes or high off-peak speeds create a high-stress
bicycling environment. These sources of stress can be addressed through speed management or volume
management, or may indicate the need for a separated bicycle facility.

»»

Set a 20 – 25 mph target speed (10 mph on shared streets) for motor vehicles in the majority of urban
street contexts. Use the 95th percentile motor vehicle speed, along with the overall speed profile of
motor vehicle traffic, to determine whether high outlying speeds exist, since even small numbers of motor
vehicles traveling at high speeds can degrade the comfort of people bicycling on shared roadways.

»»

Manage motor vehicle speeds through operational and network tools such as speed humps,
pinchpoints, and neighborhood traffic circles.

»»

Reduce motor vehicle volume by constructing diverters, prohibiting through traffic, or removing parking.
The All Ages & Abilities condition is likely to be reached below approximately 1,000 – 1,500 vehicles per
day or approximately 50 vehicles per hour per direction.

»»

Use time-of-day analyses to match regulations or access restrictions to demand. Commercial setting
can also work with bike boulevards if stressors are managed. Prioritize delivery and freight access
off-peak, or allow only transit and bikes at peak periods.

SE Ankeny Street Bike Boulevard, PORTLAND
(photo credit: NACTO)
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Brookline Street, CAMBRIDGE
(photo credit: City of Cambridge)

Conventional & Buffered Bicycle Lanes
Conventional and buffered bike lanes on urban streets delineate space for bicyclists but provide no physical
separation between people bicycling and driving. With on-street parking, they also place the bicycle between
parked vehicles and moving motor vehicles. Since bicyclists must enter the motor vehicle lane to avoid conflict
with turning vehicles, parking maneuvers, double parking or curbside loading, or open doors, it is important for
passing events to be minimized.
What to do:
»»

Set target speeds at or below 25 mph. Speeds of 20 – 25 mph improve comfort and allow drivers to
more easily react when bicyclists need to move into the motor vehicle lane. Use strategies such as lower
progression speed and shorter signal cycle lengths to reduce the incentive for drivers to speed, and reduce
top-end speeding incidents.

»»

Discourage motor vehicle through-movement to reduce volumes. Lower motor vehicle volumes
reduce the number of passing events. Depending upon the presence and intensity of other operational
stressors, an All Ages & Abilities condition may be reached below approximately 3,000 – 6,000 vehicles
per day, or approximately 300 to 400 vehicles per hour.

»»

Reduce curbside conflicts, especially freight, loading, and bus pull-outs (see page 15). Carefully
manage loading activity and parking demand. On one-way streets with transit activity, move the bike
lane or buffered bike lane to the left side of the street to alleviate intersection and curbside conflicts. On
streets with heavy curbside use but low motor vehicle volume, consider moving truck traffic or curbside
loading to other streets.

»»

Address intersection conflicts through motor vehicle turn prohibitions, access management, and signal
phasing strategies. Due to the likelihood of both left- and right-turning conflicts from bi-directional motor
vehicle traffic, use the same motor vehicle volume threshold on two-way streets as on one-way streets.

»»

Increase buffer distance where traffic characteristics adjacent to the bike lane decrease comfort,
including large vehicles or curbside parking. Where adjacent sources of stress are present, a buffered bike
lane can improve comfort by increasing shy distance between bikes and motor vehicles. Where multiple
motor vehicle lanes, moderate truck and large vehicle volumes, or frequent transit indicate that most
bicyclists will need more separation to be comfortable.
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Separate Bicyclists When Speed & Volume are High
Protected Bicycle Lanes
Protected bike lanes (including raised bikeways) create All Ages & Abilities conditions by using physical separation
to create a consistently exclusive, designated bicycling space. The physical protection offered by protected
bike lanes means that they can often meet the All Ages & Abilities criteria even in higher speed, high volume, or
unpredictable conditions. Protected bike lanes improve the overall organization of the street, and increase safety
for people walking, bicycling, and in motor vehicles.
What to do:
»»

Build protected bike lanes where motor vehicle speed consistently exceeds 25 mph, where daily
motor vehicle volume is higher than approximately 6,000 vehicles per day, where curbside conflicts are
expected, or wherever there is more than one motor vehicle lane per direction.

»»

Manage intersection and curbside conflicts with transit boarding islands, protected (bend-out or
offset) intersection designs, signal phasing, and other turn management strategies.

»»

Reduce speeds through operational strategies, such as signal time, lower signal progression, and
shorter signal cycles.

»»

On streets with parking, reverse the position of the parking and the bike lane to create physical
separation between the bike lane and moving motor vehicle traffic.

»»

On streets without parking, add vertical separation elements (e.g. delineators, barriers, raised curbs) in
an existing buffer, or raise existing curbside bike lanes.

»»

On streets with multiple motor vehicle lanes in each travel direction, convert one travel lane to a
protected bike lane, better organizing the street and improving safety for people biking, walking and
driving.22

»»

Convert conventional or buffered lanes to protected lanes if motor vehicle speeds and volumes
cannot be otherwise reduced and where there is high curbside activity or peaks of intensive demand such
as retail-heavy streets, or around schools, large employers, institutions, and entertainment districts.

Second Avenue, SEATTLE
(photo credit: Adam Coppola for Green Lanes Project)
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Strategies to Reduce Other Sources of Stress
In addition to motor vehicle speed and volume, All Ages & Abilities bikeway facility selection should respond to
street conditions that increase bicycling stress and often degrade comfort and safety for all people using the
street. These sources of stress can be addressed through design, operations, and network solutions that either
remove the source of stress or separate it from bicycle traffic.

Multiple Motor Vehicle Lanes
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

Motor vehicle traffic on multi-lane streets, whether
two-way or one-way, is less predictable than on streets
with a single lane per direction of travel. Lane changes,
acceleration and passing, and multiple-threat visibility
issues degrade both comfort and safety. Corridors with a
major through-traffic function and multiple motor vehicle
lanes are inherently unpredictable biking environments.

Reduce the cross-section to one motor vehicle travel
lane per direction, where possible. On streets where
multiple through lanes in one direction are used to
allocate very high motor vehicle traffic capacity,
provide physical protection and manage turns across
the bikeway. 4-to-3 or 5-to-3 lane conversions paired
with protected bikeways are transformative for both
bicycling and walking safety and comfort.23

A common “multiple threat” conflict, where reduced visibility for motor vehicles turning across multiple travel lanes increase bicyclists’ risk at
crossings. The 4-to-3 lane conversion is a common technique for managing motor vehicle traffic flow while reducing the multiple threat conflict,
though two-way left turn lanes introduce turn conflicts at mid-block locations (e.g. driveways).

Motor Vehicle Queuing
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

Motor vehicle congestion presents safety and comfort
issues for people bicycling. Queued traffic moves at
unpredictable speeds and will often invade conventional
or buffered bike lanes.

Protected bike lanes should be implemented where
motor vehicle invasion of the bike lane is likely to occur
otherwise. Visual and physical barriers can prevent
encroachment on the bikeway.

Queuing encourages both motorists and bicyclists to
engage in unpredictable movements. Bicyclists may
weave through queued cars when bicycle facilities are
obstructed, where motorists are also prone to move
unexpectedly.

Bicycle facilities should be designed with capacity for
growing ridership, including passing of slow-moving
cargo bicycles.

Bicyclists are more likely to try to weave through congested traffic, especially when bikeways are impeded, but motor vehicles become
unpredictable. Separation and protection prevent queued vehicles from permeating bicycle space and maintain bikeway integrity throughout
the day.
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Strategies to Reduce Other Sources of Stress
Intersections
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

Motor vehicles turning across the bikeway typically
require people bicycling to negotiate with motor vehicles,
a significant stressor at all but the very lowest speed
conditions. Bicycle design treatments that require people
biking to cross or mix with motor vehicle traffic are
stressful at all but low volumes.

Provide separation in space and time between
bicycles and vehicles to the extent possible, or
reduce speed and maximize visibility between drivers
and bicyclists. Tighter effective corner radii, raised
crossings, and protected intersection designs are
effective in slowing motor vehicle turning speed and
placing bicyclists in a priority position.

Bicycle left turns, especially on busy streets, can be very
stressful or even dangerous for bicyclists, especially if
bikes are expected to merge with fast-moving traffic or
turn across multiple lanes.25

Provide appropriate intersection treatments to
accommodate desired turning movements, including
bike boxes, two-stage queue boxes, phase separation,
or protected intersections (also known as “offset” or
“bend-out” crossings) that organize and give priority
to people bicycling.

Sharp grade or direction changes, such as sharp lateral
transitions approaching the intersection, require people
biking to slow down and may increase fall risks. Frequent
starts and stops also create instability at intersections.

Reduce or mitigate situations that increase risk of
falling and instability. Design intersection approaches
and transitions with bicycle-friendly geometry; place
bicycle movements first in the signal phase; time
signal progressions to bike-friendly speeds; and rotate
stop signs to face cross streets.

Trucks & Large Vehicles
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

High volumes of truck traffic degrade adjacent bicycling
safety and comfort. This is often the case on major streets,
or in commercial or industrial places.

Provide protected bicycle facilities—or, at minimum,
buffered bike lanes—on observed or designated
trucking routes, regardless of general motor vehicle
speed and volume.

Large vehicles have large blind spots, increasing risk of
side-swipe and right-hook crashes.

Use buffers to increase the distance between
truck and bicycle travel paths. Consider protected
intersection geometry (also known as “offset” or
“bend-out”).

Large vehicle noise and exhaust increase bicycling stress
and present public health issues.

Provide wide lateral separation—such as with wide
buffers, planters or planting strips, or parkingprotected facilities—to dissipate pollutants entering
the bikeway.26
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Curbside Activity
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

Frequent freight and passenger loading either happens
in the bikeway or adjacent in the curbside lane. Loading
activities increase conflicts crossing the bike lane, or
even blockages by double-parked vehicles that imperil
bicyclists and rapidly decrease assurances of safety.

Provide designated truck loading zones and provide
space for other curbside uses to prevent blockages of
the bicycle lane. Consider restricting freight loading
to off-peak periods. If frequent freight or passenger
loading is observed, provide protected bicycle facilities
regardless of speed and volume, or move passenger
and freight loading uses to a cross-street.

High parking turnover results in frequent weaving and door
zone conflicts.

Where parking turnover is high, provide protected
bikeways regardless of speed to avoid sudden
conflicts and reduce injury risk, or remove parking.
Cities should establish local guidance on acceptable
levels of parking maneuvers across bicycle lanes.

Freight loading is present throughout the day, but motor
vehicle speed and volume are consistently low.

Implement a robust bike boulevard or shared street
treatment with traffic calming strategies to provide
comfort and safety across the entire roadway.

Car doors open into the bicycle travel path during vehicle
exit and entry, but parking turnover is low to moderate.

Provide a wide marked buffer adjacent to the vehicle
door zone to guide bicyclists clear of dooring conflicts
for both buffered and protected bike lanes.

Frequent Transit
Source of Stress

Design Strategy

Buses merge across conventional bike lanes to access
curbside stops. At all but the lowest bus frequencies,
conventional “pull-out” transit stops degrade comfort and
increase transit delay.

Provide spot protection using transit boarding islands,
which are compatible with protected, buffered, and
conventional bicycle lanes. Boarding islands create
in-lane transit stops, which improve bus reliability and
travel time.

Bikes and transit travel at similar average speeds but
different moving speeds, as buses stop and accelerate
frequently. Overtaking buses and bicycle leapfrogging
decrease riding comfort in mixed conditions.

Provide dedicated bicycle facilities. On one-way
streets, left-side bicycle facilities can be used to
separate bikes and transit vehicles.

Core transit routes and trunklines often operate on streets
with dense destinations and demand for bicycle access.
In some cases, right-of-way width may constrain design
decisions and facility types that can be implemented.

On trunkline transit streets, it is even more important
to accommodate users in dedicated lanes, since the
major streets are where people need to get to their
destinations. If the primary demand for the corridor
is through travel, it may be possible to consider
providing high-quality bike infrastructure on parallel,
nearby, and continuous routes, while allowing local
bicycle access on the transit street. To improve All
Ages & Abilities bicycling conditions, use low-speed
signal progressions and other calming measures
consistent with transit effectiveness. As on all transit
routes, pedestrian safety is the foremost design need.

The NACTO Transit Street Design Guide provides detailed
guidance for streets with frequent bus transit routes.
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Pinellas County Intersections
2016
ROADWAY
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
S Missouri Ave
Court Street
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
Curlew Rd
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
Tyrone Blvd
Tyrone Blvd
Tyrone Blvd
Tyrone Blvd
Tyrone Blvd
Tyrone Bl/Bay Pines Bl
Bay Pines Blvd
Bay Pines Blvd

SIDESTREET
W Bay Dr/ E Bay Dr
4th Ave NW/ entr Largo HS
Rosery Rd NW
Jasper St
Wyatt St/ Ponce De Leon Blvd
Belleair Rd
Lakeview Dr
entr Villas at Renaissance Sq/Clw Plaza
Druid Rd
Court St/ Missouri Ave
S Hillcrest Ave
Alt-19/ Bayshore Blvd
County Rd 1
Belcher Rd
US 19/ SR 55
Countryside Blvd
Landmark Dr
McMullen Booth Rd
entr Woodland Sq/Gull Aire Blvd
Bayside Blvd
Tampa Rd
4th St N
8th St N
Dr MLK King Jr
16th St N
I-275 NB entr/19th St N
I-275 SB exit/20th St N
28th St N
31st St N
34th St N
37th St N
49th St N
58th St N
Tyrone Blvd
9th Ave N
22nd Ave N
66th St N
Frontage Rd
80th St N/ 38th Ave N
Park St N
Hoover Blvd/95th St N
entr Bay Pines Hosp/100 Wy N

ROADWAY
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
Seminole Blvd
4th Ave N
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
East Bay Dr
Roosevelt Blvd
Roosevelt Blvd
Roosevelt Blvd
Roosevelt Blvd
Roosevelt Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Gulf to Bay Blvd
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St
Main St

SIDESTREET
54th Ave N
66th Ave N
70th Ave N
Park Blvd
Johnson Blvd/ Village Dr
86th Ave N
102nd Ave N
110th Ave N
Walsingham Rd
126th Ave/ entr Pointe West
Lark Dr SW/ entr Largo Mall
Ulmerton Rd
8th Ave SE
4th St N
4th St NE/ Central Park Dr
N Highland Ave
Lake Ave/ Country Club Dr
Keene Rd/ Starkey Rd
Fulton Dr/ Fulton St
Belcher Rd
Bedford Cir W
entr Publix/ N 69th St
US 19 SB Frontage Rd
US 19 NB Frontage Rd
DodgeSt N/entr Pin Crossroads
62nd St N
58th St N
Lake Carillon Dr/ 28th St N
16th Ct N/ 16th St N
Dr MLK Jr St N (9th St N)
Bypass Dr
US 19/ SR 55
Unsigned/ entr Clearwater Mall
Park Pl/ entr Clearwater Mall
Sky Harbor Dr
Hampton Road
Patricia Ave
Pinehurst Rd/ Crosley Dr
Lake Heaven Rd
Keene Rd
Sunlight Dr/ Virginia St
Overcash Dr
King Arthur Ct/ Pinewood Dr
Belcher Rd
SB Frontage Rd

ROADWAY
SR 580
SR 580
SR 580
SR 580
SR 580
SR 580
3rd St S
3rd St S
3rd St S
3rd St S
3rd St N
3rd St N
3rd St N
3rd St N
3rd St N
3rd St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
Gandy Blvd
4th St N
4th St N
4th St N
4th St
4th St S
4th St S
4th St S
4th St S
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Blind Pass Rd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd
Gulf Blvd

SIDESTREET
NB Frontage Rd
Summerdale Dr/entr Cntrysde Mall
Countryside Blvd
Landmark Dr
Charles Ave
McMullen Booth Rd
4th Ave S
3rd Ave S
2nd Ave S
1st Ave S
Central Ave
1st Ave N
2nd Ave N
3rd Ave N
4th Ave N
5th Ave N
5th Ave N
9th Ave N
22nd Ave N
30th Ave N
34th Ave N
38th Ave N
54th Ave N
62nd Ave N
72nd Ave N
77th Ave N
83rd Ave N
94th Ave N
Koger Blvd
Gandy Blvd
Brighton Bay Blvd/entr Derby Lane
3rd Ave N
2nd Ave N
1st Ave N
Central Ave
1st Ave S
2nd Ave S
3rd Ave S
4th St S
Pinellas Bayway
44th Ave
entr St Pete Bch access/Dolphin Vill
Tradewinds Resort/ 55th Ave
68th Ave/ Blind Pass Rd
Corey Ave
75th Ave
Corey Cswy 75th Ave
W Gulf Blvd/ First St E
107th Ave
entr TI Bch Pk/ 112th Ave
Tropic Terrace/ 117th Ave

ROADWAY
Walsingham Rd
Walsingham Rd
Walsingham Rd
Walsingham Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
Ulmerton Rd
US 19 SB Frontage Rd
US 19 NB Frontage Rd
US 19 SB Frontage Rd
US 19 SB Frontage Rd
US 19 NB Frontage Rd
Gulf Blvd
Memorial Causeway
Roosevelt Blvd
Roosevelt Blvd

SIDESTREET
146th Ave/ Hamlin blvd
Indian Rocks Rd/ Oakhurst Rd
137th St
Vonn Rd/ 131st ST
119th St
RIdge Rd/ 113th St
Seminole Blvd (Alt 19)
entr Largo Mall/Honeyvine Pk
Sunrise Dr/ N 101st St
Lake Ave
Starkey Rd
Tall Pines Dr
Belcher Rd
66th St
US 19 Frontage Rd SB
US 19 Frontage Rd NB
58th St N
49th St N
40th St N
Stonybrook Dr/ 38th St N
34th St N
Egret Blvd/ Carillion Pkwy W
Feather Sound Dr/ E Carillon Pkwy
Whitney Road
Whiney Road
66th St N
126th Ave N
126th Ave N
Park Blvd
Island Way
Gandy Blvd WB
Gandy Blvd EB

Pinellas Trail User Count Data Summary
Automated Trail Counter Data Collection Period:
December 1 – December 31, 2017 (31 days)

Total Usage
31-Day Count Total:
Daily Average Users:

Monthly Trail Users by Counter Location
NA
NA

East Lake Tarpon
Wall Springs
Dunedin

Highest Daily Totals:

Clearwater

#1 – Saturday, December 16th (Dunedin - 1,634)
#2 – Sunday, December 31st (Wall Springs - 1,185)
#3 – Sunday, December 10th (Seminole - 881)

Walsingham
Seminole
Bay Pines
St. Petersburg

Note: Bay Pines counts are temporarily unavailable due to technical
difficulties.

Counter Locations

Weekday & Weekend Profile

Trail User Mode Split
East Lake Tarpon:
Wall Springs:
Dunedin:
Clearwater:
Walsingham:
Seminole:
Bay Pines:
St. Petersburg:

4%
23%
27%
42%
20%
39%

96%
77%
73%
58%
80%
61%

NA

NA

29%

71%

Source: Forward Pinellas December 2017
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027F17
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041F17
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067F17
061F17
063F17
065F17
075F17
080F17
082F17
086F17
090F17
091F17
094F17
099F17
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002F17
003F17
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009F17
031F17
058F17
011F17
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019F17
024F17
023F17
028F17
033F17
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083F17
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017F17
006F17
007F17
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014F17
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029F17
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020F17
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050F17
036F17
038F17
039F17
060F17
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046F17
054F17
056F17
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071F17
068F17
074F17
076F17
078F17
077F17
079F17
085F17
110F17
111F17
092F17
093F17
095F17
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ROADWAY
CLEVELAND ST
SR688 | ULMERTON RD
6TH ST S
BAYSIDE BRIDGE
DREW ST
62ND AVE N
5TH AVE N
113TH ST N
COURT ST
SR688 | WALSINGHAM RD
GANDY BLVD
62ND AVE N
SEMINOLE BLVD
ALT 19 HWY | TYRONE BLVD
US 19 HWY
PASADENA AVE
GANDY BLVD
ALDERMAN RD
110TH AVE N
28TH ST S
38TH AVE N
SEMINOLE BLVD
EAST LAKE RD
PARK BLVD
ULMERTON RD
N MISSOURI AVE
GULF-TO-BAY BLVD
49TH ST N
US19 HWY
BRYAN DAIRY RD
KEENE RD
GULF BLVD
66TH ST N
DR MARTIN LUTHER KING ST S
42ND AVE N
49TH ST N
EAST BAY DR
US 19 HWY
TAMPA RD
SR 580
GULF BLVD
49TH ST N
SR 580
GANDY BLVD
US 19 HWY
54TH AVE N
66TH ST N
SR688 | ULMERTON RD
I-275
54TH AVE N
US19 HWY
I-275 RAMP
34TH ST N
62ND AVE N
SR688 | ULMERTON RD
1ST AVE S
US19 HWY
S MISSOURI AVE
US 19 HWY
4TH ST S
US19 HWY
4TH ST N
BELCHER RD
54TH AVE N
34TH ST S
GULF-TO-BAY BLVD
49TH ST N
34TH ST N
SEMINOLE BLVD
49TH ST N
SEMINOLE BLVD
US19 HWY
US ALT 19 | SEMINOLE BLVD
I-375
SNELL ISLE BLVD NE
GULF-TO-BAY BLVD
PASADENA AVE S
EASTLAKE RD
58TH ST N
SR686 | ROOSEVELT BLVD
COURTNEY CAMPBELL CSWY
38TH AVE N
CR611 | McMULLEN BOOTH RD
I-275
49TH ST N
GANDY BLVD
US 19 HWY
16TH ST S
5TH AVE N
4TH ST N
EAST LAKE RD
DREW ST
S BELCHER RD
BELCHER RD
PARK BLVD
I-275
US19 HWY
PARK BLVD
TAMPA RD
PARK ST N
SR688 | ULMERTON RD
COURTNEY CAMPBELL CSWY
US 19 HWY
BELCHER RD
US19 HWY
ALT19 HWY
DREW ST
BELCHER RD
I-275
US19 HWY (northbound service rd)
US19 HWY

LOCATION
FREDRICA AVE (delayed fatality)
E OF 58TH ST N
3300 BLOCK
S OF SR60 (delayed fatality)
BOOTH AVE
16TH ST N (delayed fatality)
34TH ST N
9000 BLOCK
CHESTNUT ST
137TH ST
GRAND AVE
1400 BLOCK
16TH AVE SE
33RD AVE N
PINE RIDGE WAY S
JUST W OF SHORE DR
E OF SAN FERNANDO BLVD
EAST RIDGE DR
BETWEEN 58TH ST N & 56TH LN
6TH AVE S
31ST ST N
114TH AVE N
TRINITY BLVD
128TH ST N
CORAL WAY
ROSERY RD (scooter)
S HERCULES AVE
58TH AVE N
MANGO ST
JUST W OF US19 HWY
BELLEAIR RD
104TH AVE
142ND AVE N
JUST N OF 8TH AVE S (scooter)
4TH ST N
3500 BLOCK
E OF CENTRAL PARK DR
S OF TAMPA RD
4000 BLOCK (delayed fatality)
E OF PINETREE LN
JUST N OF 13OTH AVE
JUST S OF 47TH AVE N
SUMMERDALE DR
E OF 4TH ST N
SR688 | ULMERTON RD
DR MARTIN LUTHER KING ST N
126TH AVE N
34TH ST N
NEAR MILE MARKER 23
28TH ST N (delayed fatality)
JUST NORTH OF EAST BAY DR
PINELLAS POINT DR
13TH AVE N
5500 BLOCK
JUST E OF 62ND ST N
8TH ST S (delayed fatality)
ALDERMAN RD
NEAR TURNER ST (delayed fatality)
ROOSEVELT BLVD
5TH AVE S (delayed fatality)
JUST N OF SUNSET POINT RD
6600 BLOCK
10300 BLOCK PINELLAS PARK
HAINES RD
1400 BLOCK
JUST E OF BELCHER RD
3500 BLOCK
2900 BLOCK
53RD AVE N
8800 BLOCK
1799 BLOCK
ROYAL BLVD
102ND AVE N (delayed fatality)
WB EXIT RAMP TO I-275
NB AT CURVE
OLD COACHMAN RD
SHORE DR
KEYSTONE RD
62ND AVE N
62ND ST N
DAMASCUS RD
I-275 NB ON-RAMP
CURLEW RD
HALF MILE EAST OF 4TH ST N
JUST S OF CR296 (delayed fatality)
WB APPROACHING I-275
COUNTRY GROVE BL (delayed fatality)
1700 BLOCK
65TH ST N
17TH AVE N
TARPON LAKE BLVD
KEYSTONE DR
13625 (Largo)
N OF CURLEW RD
6300 BLOCK
N OF 4TH ST N
BELLEAIR RD (delayed fatality)
43RD ST N
US 19 HWY
2100 BLOCK
121ST ST N (unborn baby fatality)
PINELLAS SIDE OF BRIDGE
70TH AVE N
75TH ST N
S OF NEBREASKA AVE
TAMPA RD
DUNCAN AVE
NEAR GROVE PLACE
S OF 38TH AVE N
SR 590
VIA GRANADA (Doral Village)

DESC_
BIC
BIC
BIC
BIC
BIC
BIC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
MC
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
PED
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH
VEH

DATE
FATAL
5/30/2017
1
5/31/2017
1
6/15/2017
1
6/23/2017
1
7/11/2017
1
9/18/2017
1
1/17/2017
1
1/19/2017
1
1/27/2017
1
1/31/2017
2
3/12/2017
1
3/16/2017
1
3/17/2017
1
3/20/2017
1
3/23/2017
1
3/25/2017
1
4/25/2017
1
5/13/2017
1
5/30/2017
1
6/8/2017
1
6/22/2017
1
7/1/2017
2
7/6/2017
1
7/11/2017
1
8/8/2017
1
8/20/2017
1
8/31/2017
1
9/18/2017
1
9/29/2017
1
9/30/2017
1
10/20/2017
1
11/13/2017
1
11/23/2017
1
11/26/2017
1
1/9/2017
1
1/9/2017
1
1/12/2017
1
1/25/2017
1
1/25/2017
1
1/28/2017
1
2/8/2017
1
2/9/2017
1
2/11/2017
1
3/2/2017
1
3/17/2017
1
3/20/2017
1
3/29/2017
1
4/5/2017
1
4/27/2017
1
5/7/2017
1
5/12/2017
2
6/2/2017
1
6/7/2017
1
7/3/2017
1
7/22/2017
1
7/28/2017
1
7/31/2017
1
8/4/2017
1
8/23/2017
1
8/27/2017
1
9/20/2017
1
9/27/2017
1
11/1/2017
1
11/1/2017
1
11/3/2017
1
11/7/2017
1
11/26/2017
1
12/11/2017
1
12/14/2017
1
12/27/2017
1
12/27/2017
1
1/4/2017
1
1/5/2017
1
1/25/2017
1
1/25/2017
1
2/4/2017
1
2/12/2017
1
2/16/2017
1
2/18/2017
1
2/21/2017
1
3/4/2017
1
3/10/2017
1
3/11/2017
1
4/14/2017
1
4/20/2017
1
4/22/2017
1
4/25/2017
1
4/29/2017
1
5/2/2017
1
5/14/2017
1
5/26/2017
1
6/3/2017
1
6/9/2017
1
6/27/2017
1
6/27/2017
1
7/8/2017
1
7/9/2017
1
7/18/2017
1
8/6/2017
3
8/12/2017
1
8/16/2017
1
8/17/2017
1
8/19/2017
1
9/17/2017
1
9/23/2017
1
9/28/2017
1
10/2/2017
1
10/9/2017
1
10/31/2017
1
11/29/2017
1
12/1/2017
2

PINELLAS COUNTY
INITIAL REPORTING
of Traffic Fatalities
thru December 31, 2017
117 FATALITIES INCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS *

117 FATALITIES EXCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS
111 CRASHES (fatal) INCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS *

111 CRASHES (fatal) EXCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS
0 OTHER TRAFFIC RELATED FATALITIES BUT NO IMMINENT CRASH
REPORT

43 AUTO-VEHICLE FATALITIES
36.8%

(medical crashes not included)

40 AUTO-VEHICLE CRASHES (fatal)

VULNERABLE ROAD USERS
30 MOTORCYCLE FATALITIES
25.6% of all traffic fatalities

28 MOTORCYCLE CRASHES (fatal)
6 BICYCLE FATALITIES
5.1% of all traffic fatalities

6 BICYCLE CRASHES (fatal)
38 PEDESTRIAN FATALITIES
32.5% of all traffic fatalities (includes other small modes)

37 PEDESTRIAN CRASHES (fatal)
74 VULNERABLE USER FATALITIES
71 VULNERABLE USER CRASHES (fatal)

63.2% Vulnerable/total fatalities
(medical crashes not included)

NOTE
Table not an official representation,
based upon initial reporting,
subject to change upon verification.
Forward Pinellas

* MEDICAL INCIDENTS INCLUDE HEART ATTACKS, STROKE, OR OTHER FATAL CONDITION.
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id
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CRASHES
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

DATAID
004F18
005F18
001F18
002F18
007F18
006F18
008F18
003F18

ROADWAY
49TH ST N
US 19 HWY
8TH AVE S
49TH ST N
70TH AVE N
4TH ST N
US 19 HWY
71ST ST N

LOCATION
8700 BLOCK
8000 BLOCK
34TH ST S
8000 BLOCK
4600 BLOCK
NEAR 74TH AVE N
ALDERMAN RD
40TH AVE N

DESC_
BIC
BIC
MC
PED
PED
PED
PED
VEH

DATE
FATAL APPROX TIME
1/20/2018
1
9:45 AM
1/22/2018
1
8:30 PM
1/2/2018
1
10:22 AM
1/8/2018
1
10:06 PM
1/23/2018
1
7:45 PM
1/24/2018
1
6:10 PM
1/27/2018
1
6:50 AM
1/11/2018
1
4:11 AM

PINELLAS COUNTY
INITIAL REPORTING
of Traffic Fatalities
thru January 30, 2018
8 FATALITIES INCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS *

8 FATALITIES EXCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS
8 CRASHES (fatal) INCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS *

8 CRASHES (fatal) EXCLUDING MEDICAL INCIDENTS
0 OTHER TRAFFIC RELATED FATALITIES BUT NO IMMINENT CRASH REPORT

1 AUTO-VEHICLE FATALITIES
12.5%

(medical crashes not included)

1 AUTO-VEHICLE CRASHES (fatal)

VULNERABLE ROAD USERS
1 MOTORCYCLE FATALITIES
12.5% of all traffic fatalities

1 MOTORCYCLE CRASHES (fatal)
2 BICYCLE FATALITIES
25.0% of all traffic fatalities

2 BICYCLE CRASHES (fatal)
4 PEDESTRIAN FATALITIES
50.0% of all traffic fatalities (includes other small modes)

4 PEDESTRIAN CRASHES (fatal)
7 VULNERABLE USER FATALITIES
7 VULNERABLE USER CRASHES (fatal)

87.5% Vulnerable/total fatalities
(medical crashes not included)

NOTE
Table not an official representation,
based upon initial reporting,
subject to change upon verification.
Forward Pinellas

* MEDICAL INCIDENTS INCLUDE HEART ATTACKS, STROKE, OR OTHER FATAL CONDITION.

