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SUMMARY

This thesis takes a critical look at the present state of bicycle safety research, high-
lighting data needs and some conclusions researchers have already drawn using the data
available to them. In particular, this thesis examines safety literature relating to 22 bicycle
treatments, synthesizing findings, study methodologies, and data sources used in the stud-
ies. The current body of bicycle safety literature points toward some defensible conclusions
regarding the safety of certain bicycle treatments such as bike lanes and removal of on-street
parking; however, many treatments are still in need of rigorous research. Also, there are
fundamental questions about data that need to be answered, and data availability issues
need to be addressed. Among them are what constitutes appropriate exposure measures
for bicycles, how to obtain accurate crash and exposure data for bicycles, and what impact

safety treatments have on injury severity.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

“Active transportation” uses human-powered means to move from place to place and en-
compasses a variety of modes including walking, bicycling, or using other human-powered
devices. Increased used of active transportation can make direct and indirect contributions
toward addressing both the health concerns arising from sedentary lifestyles and other issues
related to over-reliance on automobiles for transportation including congestion, environmen-
tal, and equity problems [7, 72, 92, 98, 113]. Providing for active transportation is not only
a legitimate goal in its own right, but it can also support the roles of public transit systems

and increase economic activity [16, 20, 41, 63].
1.1 Safety in active transportation

Unfortunately, walking and bicycling are not free of risk. While 10.9% of trips in the United
States were made by walking or by bicycle during 2009 [88], those modes made up 14% of
all traffic fatalities nationally during the same year [82, 84]. This suggests that walking and
biking are over-represented in crash fatalities, in that more of these fatalities happen while
walking or biking than for other types of trips. However, quantifying the risk associated
with walking and cycling is difficult without an accurate way to measure exposure for active

travel modes [89].
1.2 Planning and designing for safety

For walking and biking to be the viable, healthy modes they should be, travelers choosing
those modes should be able to do so without either the fear or reality of excessive dan-
ger associated with their choice. Safety for non-motorized road users is the responsibility
of multiple parties, including the user, other travelers, law enforcement, and transporta-
tion planners and engineers [74]. Facility design can have a major influence on safety [1],

which is why the role of planners and engineers is so important. This thesis focuses on



the safety research used to discern appropriate designs and countermeasures that enhance
bicycle safety.

Local governments and transportation agencies are constantly making decisions about
how best to achieve their goals with the limited resources available to them. When faced
with the decision of how to design or re-design a facility to improve bicycle or pedestrian
safety, knowing the expected safety performance of the alternatives can help decision-makers
gain support and feel confident in their resource allocation decisions. In the absence of data
or past research to evaluate a treatment, jurisdictions may decide to implement a treatment
experimentally in hope that it will address a specific safety concern.

In contrast, when substantial information about the expected effects of a safety treatment
is available for a general context, those effects can be calibrated to the local situation.
The expected safety performance can then be estimated to make better decisions about
appropriate design and treatments. This is the foundation of the research method used for
the Highway Safety Manual [1]; however, most pedestrian and bicycle safety research does
not satisfy the data requirements for this method, and the Highway Safety Manual does not

provide crash modification factors for any pedestrian or bicycle treatments.
1.3 Motivation of thesis

The Georgia Department of Transportation sponsored a project! to investigate the effec-
tiveness of bicycle and pedestrian safety treatments in the absence of their representation
in the Highway Safety Manual. The goal of the project was to use existing literature on
bicycle and pedestrian treatments, combined with observational studies to fill in gaps in the
available knowledge, to support the development of bicycle and pedestrian design policy for
the state of Georgia. This thesis is an outworking of the project and summarizes literature
related to bicycle treatment safety. The project is still underway as of the writing of this
thesis, and a companion document on pedestrian treatment safety is planned to follow as

well.

!GDOT research project No. 13-17, “Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety in the Highway Safety Manual”



1.3.1 The Highway Safety Manual and the safety research method

The Highway Safety Manual (HSM) is based on a simple method for assessing roadway
safety treatment effectiveness based on data inputs and analytical study [1]. In the highway
safety method, safety performance is a function of a base rate multiplied by a series of “crash

modification factors” (CMFs), such that
Safety Performance = (Base Rate) x (CMF); x (CMF)3 X ... x (CMF), (1)

where the “base rate” term represents the expected number of crashes in the absence of
special safety treatments, encompassing both risk and exposure. Each CMF term is a
multiplier that modifies the number of expected crashes from the base rate according to the
expected safety effectiveness of a specific treatment. CMFs less than 1 indicate an expected
safety improvement (crash decrease), while CMFs greater than 1 indicate an expected safety
decrease (increase in crashes). CMFs equal to 1 indicate no expected change in safety. The
number of CMF terms for different countermeasures may range from one to five or more,
depending on the situation and their availability. This method of combining CMFs assumes
that their effects are multiplicative; however, this has not been proven [32]. Equation 1 can

be re-written as

Safety Performance = A[ea+(CNIF)1+(CMF)2+“'+(CMF)"] (2)

where A is primarily related to exposure, and e® is primarily related to risk. Exposure may
be expressed in a variety of ways, including number of trips, vehicle miles traveled (VMT),
hours of exposure, or number of road crossings (in the case of pedestrians). For bicycle and
pedestrian safety analysis, it is possible that multiple exposure types are valid and could
be used in combination to better quantify safety performance. Risk is expressed as the
probability of a crash occurring per unit of travel (distance, time, trips, etc.).

For most automobile-related safety research, VMT (sometimes adjusted by volume) is
an adequate measure of exposure. The Highway Safety Manual provides a wide variety of
CMF's describing safety interventions for automobiles; applying them is then a simple matter

of multiplying the desired CMFs by the base rate which comes from VMT and a base rate



factor. The HSM does not, however, include CMFs for bicycle and pedestrian treatments.
Moreover, CMFs would be quite difficult to apply to bicycle and pedestrian interventions
due to the lack and ambiguity of necessary exposure values. Meaningful exposure data is

critical for both development and application of CMFs using the HSM method.

1.3.2 The Highway Safety Manual research method for bicycle and pedestrian
countermeasures

In order to develop or use crash modification factors pursuant to the method of the High-
way Safety Manual, it is necessary to have reliable crash rates and exposure measures to
calculate an accurate base rate. Crash data and motor vehicle volume counts are collected
regularly by transportation agencies, and these are often available in the sample sizes neces-
sary for developing and using CMFs for automobile-related safety interventions. However,
limited sample sizes and uncertainty about what even constitutes accurate pedestrian and
bicycle exposure data continues to prevent the development and use of HSM-type CMF's for
pedestrian and bicycle countermeasures.

One issue is the unreliability of officially-recorded crash data at estimating the rate of
bicycle and pedestrian crashes in a given area. Elvik and Mysen [24] found the average rate
at which fatal crashes are reported to be about 95%, compared to 70% for serious injuries,
25% for slight injuries, and 10% for very slight injuries. Since most crashes do not result in
fatalities, this means that most crash types are grossly underreported. To exacerbate the
issue of underreporting, bias also exists in crash reporting rates such that certain groups of
people are less likely to report crashes than others. Bicyclists and pedestrians in particular
are less likely than other users to report crashes [17, 71|, but reporting levels also vary by
age group and injury severity [17].

Even larger than the crash rate issue is the problem of measuring and representing
exposure. It is all too easy to conduct a naive before-after study on a safety treatment, find
an increase in crashes or no change at all, and conclude that the treatment was ineffective.
But without knowledge of cyclist or pedestrian exposure, there is no way of knowing that
risk did not decrease on a per-cyclist or per-pedestrian basis due to an increase in cyclist or

pedestrian volume. The inverse is also true for crash decreases.



As revealed in the bicycle safety treatment literature review described in the following
chapters, some studies have found creative ways to control for cyclist exposure in the study’s
scenario, which is to be applauded. Examples include interviewing cyclists involved in injury
crashes about the infrastructure characteristics along their routes [46, 104], and controlling
for motor vehicle occupant injuries as a surrogate for traffic danger along the routes studied
[69]. However, to develop CMFs that can be applied anywhere, transferable exposure data

needs to be collected. This is true for both bicycle and pedestrian safety research.
1.4 Current research methods

In the absence of base crash rate data necessary for the HSM method (shown in Equations 1
and 2), many researchers and transportation agencies have developed other research methods
to estimate safety effects of bicycle and pedestrian safety treatments. Some studies employ
naive before-after methodology, possibly incorporating a comparison group to control for
area-wide changes in risk or exposure. Such studies do not incorporate data on exposure
and crash rigk for specific treatment locations and may also be susceptible to regression-
to-the-mean bias or confounding factors, which can lead to incorrect judgments about the
true effects of a safety countermeasure. Other studies overcome some of these issues by
controlling for changes in exposure and risk while minimizing regression-to-the-mean effects
and confounding factors. Even more sophisticated study designs such as cross-sectional or
before-after studies with controls or even case-crossover studies cannot fully account for
exposure data in a way that is transferable in a crash modification factor, because these
studies still do not present a solution to the problem of adequately describing bicycle and
pedestrian exposure. This is partly due to the challenges of small samples sizes and self-

selection among non-motorized users.
1.4.1 Typical study formats
Typical study methods for highway safety research include:

e Simple before/after

e Full Bayes



Empirical Bayes

e Regression cross-section

Non-regression cross-section

Case-control

Cohort

Meta-analysis

These are the typical study formats described in A Guide to Developing Quality Crash
Modification Factors [43] and the CMF Clearinghouse site’s glossary of terms [38]. Studies
reviewed in this thesis used all the methods on the list above except the last two, case-control
and cohort. There were a few studies that used methods not listed above (see Tables 2 and
3 for methodologies used in the reviewed studies).

Before/after (intervention) studies are generally preferred over cross-sectional (non-intervention)
studies [43]. Simple before/after, full Bayes, and empirical Bayes are three types of be-
fore/after studies (though full Bayes can be applied to cross-sectional studies as well [43]).
Simple before/after studies may control for changes in traffic, exposure, and other con-
founding factors, but not all do. Full Bayes and Empirical Bayes methods are considered
the strongest, because they control for exposure and possible regression-to-the-mean effects
caused by random variations in data.

Cross-sectional (non-intervention) studies may be used when a before/after study is not
an option. Regression and non-regression cross-section, case-control, and cohort are four
types of cross-sectional studies (though full Bayes can be applied to cross-sectional studies
as well [43]). Regression studies may use a variety of regression models to compare effects
of different locations, while non-regression cross-sectional studies simply compare effects
directly. Case-control and cohort methods are most common in epidemiological and similar
studies, but they can also be applied to safety analysis by isolating locations in the case of

case-control studies, or by isolating treatment status in the case of cohort studies.



Finally, meta-analysis can be used to combine outcomes from various studies. This
method combines the results from multiple studies to produce a combined estimate of a

treatment’s safety effectiveness [38].
1.4.2 Typical outcome measures

The Highway Safety Manual includes only quantitative, crash-based outcome measures.
Safety benefits reported in the HSM are therefore in terms of crash rate increases or de-
creases. These increases or decreases may be expressed in specific types of crashes—for
example, fatal crashes, injury crashes, etc.—or they may be for all crash types combined.
For some studies, sufficient crash data may not be available to directly observe a treat-
ment’s effect on numbers of crashes, and other measures may be used. Two of these are
injury severity and conflicts. Injury severity examines the severity levels given that a crash
has occurred. This can be useful, as some treatments may have a different effect on injury
severity than they do on crashes overall. Conflict studies allow the researcher to examine
changes in behavior that may precede crashes, even in the absence of any recorded crashes.
These “near-miss” events are more frequent than actual crashes, but their exact relationship
with crash occurrence may not be known [1]. Neither conflict outcomes not injury severity

outcomes, however, produce CMFs that can be used in the HSM.
1.4.3 Principles behind non-motorized roadway safety treatments

While motor vehicles are not the only threat to pedestrian and bicyclist safety [6, 78, 79, 104],
collisions with motor vehicles are the main cause of thousands of non-motorized road users’
deaths each year, as well as many more injuries [82, 83, 84]. For this reason, most measures
aimed at increasing safety for non-motorized users focus on safety from the dangers posed
by conflicts with motorized traffic.

For contact with a motor vehicle to cause harm to a bicyclist or pedestrian, two prerequi-
sites must be met. First, the two parties must at some point converge on the same space at
the same time. Second, the speed differential between the two parties must be sufficient to
cause a transfer of energy from the motor vehicle to the non-motorized traveler that results

in harm to the non-motorized traveler. Typically, it is assumed that the non-motorized road



user suffers the most substantial physical harm in a collision, because the non-motorized
user often has less mass and is less protected than the motorized road user. Where this is
true, non-motorized users are also referred to as “vulnerable road users.”

For a safety treatment to reduce number or severity of collisions between a motor vehicle
and a vulnerable road user, it must address at least one of the two prerequisites detailed

above. Methods for addressing the prerequisites can be classified into three objectives [93]:
e separation from motor vehicles by time and space,
e increasing the visibility and conspicuity of non-motorized users, and
e reducing motor vehicle speeds.

While these objectives apply to both bicycle and pedestrian safety, this thesis will focus
on treatments that address bicycle safety. For example, separation by space and/or time
prevents the two parties from converging on one another; separated bikeways and bicycle
signal phases separate cyclists from motor vehicles by space and time. Increasing visibility
gives motorists more time to react and therefore avoid colliding with a vulnerable road user;
colored bike lanes and bike boxes are both designed to increase cyclists’ visibility at key
locations. Reducing motor vehicle speeds both gives motorists more reaction time and can
reduce the frequency and severity of collisions with non-motorized road users [64]; bicycle

boulevards and roundabouts are both designed to decrease motor vehicle speeds.
1.4.4 Interactions of safety design principles

It might seem then that the goal of roadway safety design for non-motorized users would be
to maximize the three criteria discussed in the previous section. In reality, there are complex
interactions between the criteria, and roadway designers often have to seek compromises.
For example, shared space schemes as employed in Auckland, New Zealand push separation
between various road users to an absolute minimum in an effort to reduce motor vehicle
speeds by adding complexity to the environment. Karndacharuk, Wilson, and Dunn ob-
served positive results from this configuration [58]. On the other hand, separating bicyclists

from motorized traffic by diverting them to multi-use trails may create a visibility issue at



the locations where a road crossing is necessary. Furthermore, the constrained space of a
multi-use trail shared with pedestrians, pets, and other trail users may increase a cyclist’s
risk of falling or being involved in a collision with another trail user [6]. Separation may also
be inappropriate in locations where access to surrounding destinations is a main goal, as
separation may limit non-motorized travelers’ access. In some situations, however, vehicle
speeds or volumes may be so great that separating cyclists from the rest of the traffic stream
does indeed have a net positive impact on safety. It is difficult to overstate the centrality of

context in good bicycle and pedestrian design.
1.4.5 The challenge in interpreting findings

It is the centrality of context, in part, that makes researching bicycle and pedestrian safety
treatments such a challenge. The fact that a given treatment may work effectively in one
context but not another makes it difficult to separate the effectiveness of the treatment from
the context in which it exists. This means that transferring findings from one location to
another is even more difficult without a clear understanding of how exactly a treatment
interacts with its location.

Another challenge in interpreting observed crash modifications is knowing enough about
accompanying changes in exposure to substantiate any apparent increases or decreases in
crash rates. Several studies have shown an increase in bicyclist and pedestrian safety ac-
companying local increases in biking and walking [53, 39, 65, 95|, a phenomenon referred to
across the literature as “safety in numbers” [53, 39, 65, 95|. This idea of “safety in numbers”
also puts an interesting perspective on how much emphasis should be placed on designing
for safety alone versus designing facilities more people will want to use.

An understanding of crash causation is another important piece of the interpretation
puzzle that is often missing in crash data. For automobile crashes, police reports include
data that help researchers look for patterns in causation and address problem locations with
approaches targeted at the cause of crashes. Much of the causation data found in crash
reports is less relevant for non-motorized users, leaving critical gaps in information [59].

In summary, the lack of readily available data describing bicycle and pedestrian exposure,



crash frequency, and crash causation makes it challenging to evaluate safety treatments and
even more challenging to generalize findings. Nevertheless, there is an ever-growing body of
literature on bicycle and pedestrian safety treatments and their observed effectiveness, and
the observations in these studies are important in the absence of data that can be generalized

more readily.
1.5 Qwutline of thesis

This thesis reviews literature related to bicycle safety treatments and their reported effec-
tiveness. Studies are examined on the basis of methods, data sources, treatment details, and
findings. A summary of the available literature is presented, and the attributes and results
discussed. This thesis seeks to identify common trends and gaps in the existing bicycle
safety research, including drawing inferences about treatment effectiveness and identifying
where lack of data is an issue. Finally, this thesis compares the kinds of data available with
what is necessary for the HSM method and then makes recommendations on how data issues
could be addressed in the future. Only studies relating to bicycle safety are reviewed in this
thesis; a companion document on existing pedestrian research is also being prepared for the

Georgia Department of Transportation.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

To search, prioritize, and organize literature for review, the author developed a master list of
both bicycle and pedestrian treatments and found relevant literature relating to each treat-
ment. Only the literature and analysis related to bicycle safety is included in this paper.!
Sources which presented quantitative results for crash risk, injury risk, injury severity, or
conflict outcomes were also tabulated to examine trends in study details and methodology.
The following sections provide further explanation of the author’s methods for creating the

master treatment list, searching and reviewing literature, and conducting analysis.
2.1 DMaster list of treatments included in review

This study began with an initial list of bicycle-related treatments, developed by consulting

the three major guidebooks on cycling infrastructure design:
e AASHTO’s Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, Fourth Edition [2];
e NACTO’s Urban Bikeway Design Guide, Second Edition [81]; and
e ITE’s Traffic Calming State of the Practice [26].

The author selected treatments from these guidebooks based on their relevance to the state
of Georgia. Treatments that were too site- or application-specific to be studied in isolation
were generally not selected. Selected treatments were included on the initial version of the

master treatment list (final version reflected in Table 1).
2.1.1 Strategy for literature search and review

Once the initial treatment list was developed, the author began searching for relevant lit-

erature on the selected treatments. The author searched the following sources for relevant

! A companion document on existing pedestrian research is also being prepared for the Georgia Depart-
ment of Transportation. See page 10.
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literature:

the TRID database hosted by TRB

the National Technical Information Service database

the Web of Science database

Science Direct

other literature reviews and lists of references from other papers.

The sources included in this review were limited to English language publications. This is
an important limitation, as many European countries have been vanguards in bicycle infras-
tructure and have published safety research in other languages. A good deal of international

bicycle infrastructure research was available in English nonetheless.
2.1.2 Prioritization

With the broad list of treatments selected for evaluation, the goal was to find the most
relevant literature available for each treatment. In cases where much literature was available

for a specific treatment, the author prioritized the most relevant sources as those that:
e were quantitative in nature

e had safety outcome measures relating to crash reduction, injury crash reduction, or

injury severity reduction potential
e observed effects at 10 locations or more
e had a group of control locations
e discussed exposure
e included controls in the methodology and accounted for regression-to-the-mean bias
e were peer-reviewed

e conducted research within the last two decades

12



e cxamined locations in the United States.

The reason for prioritizing more recent literature over similarly-qualified literature from
(sometimes) decades before is the underlying assumption that with long periods of time
there are shifts in mode shares, infrastructure prevalence, and culture, such that newer
studies of the comparable methodological integrity would give more relevant descriptions
of today’s conditions. For some treatments, none of the aforementioned criteria were met,
so the author included whatever available literature dealt with those treatments. Some
sources were not reviewed in-depth because they either did not meet the author’s criteria

[57, 68, 96, 103, 107, 110, 111] or were themselves reviews of other literature [44, 91, 94, 105].

2.1.3 Review and analysis

The author methodically reviewed articles and reports found during the literature search,
making note of stated safety outcomes, treatment details, study design, sample size, controls,
exposure data, statistical significance of results, and any other features of the study that
made it unique. This literature review focuses on expected and stated safety outcomes by
treatment and is found in Table 1 beginning on page 16.

For studies reporting quantitative safety outcome measures in the form of crash risk,
injury risk, injury severity, or conflicts, reported results were plotted to show how outcomes
compared to one another. Those plots are found in Figures 1 through 12 beginning on page
15 and continuing again on page 43. Study details were also tabulated in a standardized
format developed by the author and his thesis committee. Tabulated study details are shown

in Tables 3 and 4 on pages 33 and 36, respectively.
2.2 Synthesis

Using the criteria outlined above, literature on the effectiveness of each of the selected
treatments was synthesized, and the results are shown in Table 1. Each treatment includes
an image of the treatment, a description, a list of the safety goals the treatment is intended to
address—separation, cyclist visibility, motor vehicle (MV) speeds, or other—and a synthesis
of findings from the literature. For treatment photos taken in Georgia, the locations of the

photos are noted beneath them.
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Overall, quantitative safety outcomes (crash reduction, injury crash reduction, injury
severity reduction, or conflict reduction) were reported in the literature for 14 of the 22
treatment types covered here. Figure 1 summarizes quantitative results of studies presented
in the synthesis table (Table 1). The horizontal bars represent ranges of risk ratio values
presented for any of the four safety outcome measures, all sharing an axis for overall com-
parison. A risk ratio represents the risk of an event happening with a treatment divided
by the risk of that same event happening in the same situation without the treatment; risk
ratios are much like a crash modification factor, but applicable to other outcome measures
besides crashes. For example, if riding on a cycle track versus a parallel street has an injury
crash risk ratio of 0.72, that means that the risk of having an injury crash on the cycle
track is 0.72 times that of having an injury crash on the comparison street; this represents
an improvement in the cycle track’s case. Risk ratios presented in this thesis were either
explicitly reported in the literature or were reported as percentages and converted to risk
ratios for consistency. For more detailed breakdowns by individual treatments, see Figures
2 through 12 beginning on page 43.

Of the 14 treatments with study outcomes presented in Figure 1, only bike boxes, bike
lanes, cycle tracks, and roundabouts had more than one quantitative study found by the
author which described risk ratios associated with them. Bike boxes only had conflict-based
studies (as opposed to crash- or injury-based); and bike lanes, cycle tracks, and roundabouts
each had disagreement among their respective study results as to whether the treatment
helped or harmed in terms of safety outcomes. These differences may be partly attributable
to design differences in the facilities themselves, the way exposure was measured and tracked
(if at all), crash reporting bias, location characteristics, study controls, or possibly even
chance (see discussion on page 9). For a more in-depth discussion of each treatment and

possible safety impacts as expressed in the literature, see pages 42 and following.
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Bicycle boulevard | | n=1

Bike box | n=3

Bike lanes | n=2

Cycle track 1 n=1

Multi-use path | n=2

- Neighborhood traffic circle | I n=4

E Raised bicycle crossing | | n=1

§ Remove on-street parking | n=1

= Roundabout - general | [ n=1

Roundabout - mixed traffic | . n=3

Roundabout - multi-lane | | n=4

Roundabout - bike lane | ] n=3

Roundabout - separated bike facility __ n=2
Streetlighting_ L ... . . |n=2

0.1 1 10

Risk ratios (multiple outcome measures)
Figure 1: Study result ranges for all interventions, significant and non-significant. All

outcome measures (crashes, injury crashes, injury severity, and conflicts) are combined into
one graph and share an x-axis.
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2.3 Study details

For studies that derived safety outcomes for individual bicycle treatments, the details of
their investigations were tabulated in Tables 3 and 4 for summary and comparison. Table
3 gives an overview of study design characteristics, while Table 4 gives specific information
relating to the strength of each study. For definitions of the abbreviations in Tables 3 and
4, see Table 2.

Table 3 compares aspects of the study designs, treatments, and data types each study
summarized into numeric and categorical data elements. The first two columns give the
treatment and citation for the studies. The next three deal with the study design, listing
the outcome measures, study format, and analysis methods used. The next six columns
give location details where available, including road cross-section width, number of lanes,
one-way or two-way operation, traffic speeds, roadway functional class, and whether the
locations were urban, rural, or both. The next column group gives sample size information,
including numbers of treatment and comparison locations and duration of before periods
(where applicable), transition periods (where applicable), and after periods for data collec-
tion. Finally, the last column group lists data sources related to base rate determination,
including crash rate determination and sources as well as exposure types and sources.

Table 4 lists information related to the strength of each study, including whatever treat-
ment details were provided, the crash rate source, study controls, statistical significance, and
a rating of the study’s overall strength as evaluated by the author of this paper. Possible
ratings for study strength were “Lacking in sample size, study depth, or controls,” indicating
that the study likely failed to control for key factors or had a very small sample size (less
than 10 locations); “Fairly robust, but still lacking in depth or completeness,” indicating that
the study controlled for at least some important factors and had a relatively large sample
size but still lacked in some controls, detail descriptions, or transferability; and “Informative
but not conclusive,” indicating that the study was quantitative, did not claim to present
a causal relationship, but still provided informative background information. There was a
fourth category, “Excellent,” for studies with sufficient sample sizes, controls, and a strong,

known base rate whose results could be transferred predictably to other situations; however,
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no study in this review fit that category.
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Table 2: Study Details Legend

Treatment Citation Outcome measures
(general) n/a Not applicable
ns Not specified
nm Not mentioned
v Varies
m Multiple
o Other
N None
Outcome measures’ CR Crash rate
cR Conflict rate
CS Crash severity
IR Injury rate
IS Injury severity
YR Motor vehicle driver yielding rate
Study format I Intervention (before/after)
NI Non-intervention (cross-sectional, case-crossover, user survey, etc.)
Analysis method B/A Simple before/after
FB Full Bayes
EB Empirical Bayes
R Regression cross-section
NR Non-regression cross-section
MA Meta-analysis
One-way /two-way 1w One-way
2W Two-way
B Both
Traffic speeds L Low
M Moderate
H High
L-M Low to moderate
M-H Moderate to high
A All
Functional class L Local
C Collector
A Arterial
Urban /rural U Urban
R Rural
B Both
Comparison group locations # Number of locations
MM Mathematical model (predictive based on other locations)
Crash rate determination M Measured
E Estimated
S Survey
Crash rate source type CD City database
SD State database
ND National database
Exposure type BC Bicycle counts
MC Motor vehicle counts
BD Bicycle distance traveled
Exposure source MC Manual counts
AC Automatic counts
vC Video counts
EC Estimated counts
OP Observed percentage

"Note: All crash- and injury-related measures apply to bicyclists unless otherwise noted.
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The studies represented in Tables 3 and 4 show a wide range of variability in design,
controls, and depth. Of the 18 treatments and 18 studies shown, 14 of the outcome measures
were crash reductions, 12 were injury crash reductions, and the remainder were conflict re-
ductions, yielding rates, and injury severities. From Table 3, 14 of the outcome measures
were results of before-after studies, while 18 were derived using non-intervention study meth-
ods. The most common analysis methods were various forms of regression with 10 outcome
measures derived using these methods. There were nine outcome measures derived using
a simple before-after approach, four of which accounted for exposure while the remaining
five did not. Eight outcome measures were a result of simply comparing rates from different
sites, with some studies controlling for more variables than others. The empirical Bayes
method was employed by one study for three outcome measures, and one other study used
other Bayesian methods. Of all the approaches, simply comparing sites or results before and
after a treatment is the simplest; however, it requires that assumptions be made about what
variables to control for; without proper controls, simple comparison methods are weak com-
pared to the others. However, any method is substantially weakened without appropriate
controls.

Few of the studies examined provided detailed treatment descriptions—probably due in
part to variations among treatments within each study. Treatment details are important
for the transferability of the results to other sites. One of the outcome measures had a
cross-section width associated with it, while five had cross-section lane counts. Ten (10) of
the outcome measures named whether they were on a one-way or two-way street or multiple,
while the rest did not specify. Traffic speeds were specified for 10 of the outcome measures,
functional class was specified for four outcome measures, and 37 outcome measures specified
whether they were in an urban or rural location or both. Of these, 20 were urban, one was
rural, and 18 were both.

Twenty-seven (27) outcome measures used at least 10 treatment locations in the study;
only 14, however, used more than 20 treatment sites. Fifteen (15) of the 39 outcome measures
used fewer than 10 comparison sites. Of the studies that mentioned a crash rate source, 19

were measured, and 3 came from a survey. Of the measured ones, one came from a city
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database, six came from state databases, and 10 came from national databases. Twenty-
two (22) of the outcome measures had sources that mentioned controlling for any kind of
exposure in the study, and 14 came from studies that controlled for more than one type of
exposure. Most of the exposure types were bicycle counts and motor vehicle counts, but
a few were surveys and percentages. Exposure data were usually counts from the studies
themselves, but some were past data collected by a local government. Of the 14 outcome
measures investigated using before-after studies, only one study specified leaving a transition
period after the treatment’s installation before collecting data.

From Table 4, 14 of the 39 outcome measures had studies reporting statistically signifi-
cant results for them at the 0.05 level. Of the remaining, nine were reported as statistically
non-significant, while significance was not specified for the other 16. On the author’s scale of
study robustuness, none was “excellent,” eight were “fairly robust,” 20 were “lacking in sample
size, study depth, or controls,” and five were “informative but not conclusive.” Overall, many
of the studies examined lacked key controls which rendered their outcomes less defensible.
Those that were well-controlled still lacked treatment details, re-producible exposure data,

sample size depth, or some other element that would be needed for transferability of results.
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CHAPTER III

INDICATIONS OF EFFECTIVENESS

3.1 Indications from studies

The following sections discuss study outcomes on a treatment-by-treatment basis. FEach
section discusses results from the literature in light of the merits and limitations of the
studies in a broader context. For treatments with quantitative safety outcome measures,
plots are presented to compare and contrast what different studies have found with regards
to treatment effectiveness. When a study reports multiple results for a single countermeasure

and measure of effectiveness, only the upper and lower values for that study are plotted.
3.1.1 Access management

Access management techniques are known for their potential safety benefits for automobile
traffic [29]. Though the literature reviewed in this paper does not say much to quantitatively
support access management as a bicycle safety measure, it may be worth considering as a
bicycle crash countermeasure based on the principle of eliminating conflict points to prevent
crashes. Hunter et al. observed that sites with many conflict points, specifically those with
on-street parking and driveways, had high occurrences of car-bicycle conflicts [51]. Based on
an older study, intersections and driveways account for three fourths of all bicycle crashes
[52]. Access management may not be a traditional tool in the bicycle safety coordinator’s

toolkit, but perhaps more consideration should be given in light of this observation.
3.1.2 Bicycle boulevard

Bicycle boulevards appear to offer safety benefits to cyclists by facilitating travel on roads
where traffic speeds and volumes are low. Minikel’s study [75] was the only one found during
the literature search that evaluated bicycle boulevards for bicyclist safety. Risk ratios from
Minikel’s study are plotted in Figure 2. Minikel decidedly did not control for vehicle volumes

at all, because he saw low vehicle volumes as one of the defining characteristics of bicycle
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boulevards [75]. The study controlled for distance-based exposure only by pairing streets,
so exposure cannot translate to other streets or other locations. More study should be given

to bicycle boulevards with an eye for specific treatment details involved.

8.0

401
3.0
201
1.4

L0 r oo
0.8

0.6

0.4

Bicycle boulevard risk ratio

0.2

*
0.14

Crash rate
Bicycle boulevard outcome measure

Figure 2: Study results for risk ratios associated with bicycle boulevard treatment. Results
significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (% ); non-significant results or those with unknown
significance are marked by (e).

3.1.3 Bike box

Bike boxes appear to be effective in reducing bicycle-motor-vehicle conflicts in some cir-
cumstances but potentially unhelpful or possibly dangerous in others. While no controlled,
academic studies into crash outcomes of bike boxes were found, several were found which
analyzed conflicts before and after with positive results [22, 48, 67]. Results are plotted in
Figure 3. Planners and engineers should keep in mind that bike boxes are not a panacea for
bicyclists’ problems or dangers at intersections. In a letter from the City of Portland traffic
engineer to the Federal Highway Administration regarding experimental use of bike boxes in
Portland, Oregon, the city traffic engineer reported a doubling of bicycle right-hook crashes
with motor vehicles at the intersections where bike boxes had been installed. These crashes
were mostly concentrated at a few locations with steep downhill grades, high bicycle speeds,

and high rates of bicyclists overtaking motor vehicles on the right next to the intersection
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[11]. Such findings underscore the importance of examining the context of crashes.
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0.14
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Bike box outcome measure

Figure 3: Study results for risk ratios associated with bike box treatment. Results significant
at the 0.05 level are marked by (% ); non-significant results or those with unknown significance
are marked by (e).

3.1.4 Bike lanes

Bike lanes appear to be somewhat beneficial for safety in some situations but not in others,
according to the risk ratios in Figure 4. While much literature is available on bike lane safety
impacts, there seem to be relatively few studies with tight controls and statistically signifi-
cant results. This may be due to the relevantly high prevalence of bike lanes in the United
States (compared to other bicycle-specific infrastructure) and the resulting wide variety of
street types on which bike lanes are installed. The variability in the almost-significant ben-
eficial bike lane results from the Teschke et al. study [104] suggest that despite there being
many bike lane locations in the United States, the design details and surroundings vary so
much that it is impossible to say for all situations that bike lanes are helpful or not. Bike
lane design details were scarce in all the bike lane studies besides some mentioning standard
ranges of widths.

In Jensen’s study that pointed to a decrease in safety associated with bike lanes [54],

overall crash frequency changes were not statistically significant. Furthermore, bike lane
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Figure 4: Study results for risk ratios associated with bike lane treatment. Results signif-
icant at the 0.05 level are marked by (+%); non-significant results or those with unknown
significance are marked by (e).

designs are different in Denmark than in the United States (as evidenced by the picture
in Jensen’s paper showing a bike lane occupying a space between a curb and parked cars)
[2, 54]. Still, the results underscore the importance of appropriate selection and design of
treatments. An older study by Smith and Walsh [103] (older than this review’s normal
inclusion criteria) noted an increase in crashes but also that crashes after the first year of
bike lane installation were not statistically significant, and furthermore that much of the
cragh risk was traceable to one location where the bike lane was on the left side of a one-way
street. This is an interesting finding, as left-side bike lanes can be found in the NACTO
Urban Bikeway Design Guide [81].

While there is little agreement on bike lane safety impacts overall, there is evidence
from multiple sources that bike lanes have the potential to influence bicycle and motor
vehicle positioning adjacent to on-street parking. When properly placed, bike lanes have
the potential to influence cyclists to stay out of the dangerous “door zone” of parked cars
[23, 108|, which can be a frequent and serious hazard to cyclists [56]. Finally, bike lanes
appear to be valued highly by cyclists [51, 106], which could also contribute to “safety in

numbers” benefits [53, 91| while making cycling more attractive.

45



3.1.4.1 Buffered bike lanes

Although no crash- or injury-specific studies were found for buffered bike lanes, the “safety
in numbers” effect may play into improving safety for individual bicyclists if adding buffered
bike lanes attracts more cyclists [53, 91|, a possibility indicated in a study by Monsere,
McNeil, and Dill [77]. In some ways, buffered bike lanes used in urban areas may also
bear some functional similarities to wide highway shoulders used as bicycle facilities in rural
areas. For more discussion on shoulders as bicycle facilities, see the Shoulder pavement width

section of the review in Table 1 and section 3.1.13 below.
3.1.4.2 Colored bike lanes

It is not clear whether colored bike lanes have safety benefits to cyclists or not. The literature
regarding them was somewhat conflicting, where some sources cited increases in drivers’ and

cyclists’ awareness and improvement in interactions, while other sources cited the opposite.
3.1.4.8 Combined bike lane/turn lane

Little is known about combined bike lanes/turn lanes from a safety perspective. Based
on results from van Houten and Seiderman [108], pavement markings have an influence on
bicycle positioning. If “taking the lane” and riding closer to through-traffic is safer than
riding to the right side of a right turn lane, for instance (as some bicyclists may be wont
to do), it follows that such striping that could direct them in a safer path through the

intersection could have safety benefits.
3.1.4.4 Contra-flow bike lanes

Contra-flow bike lanes seem to offer safety benefits when they allow cyclists to circumvent
awkward traffic maneuvers, thus reducing bicyclist exposure to motor vehicle traffic. Since
wrong-way riding has been shown to worsen crash risk |74, 109], it would seem that contra-
flow bike lanes should be placed very judiciously. Patterson and NACTO both recommend

allowing contra-flow cycling only on quiet streets.
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3.1.5 Cycle tracks

Cycle tracks appear to offer safety benefits to cyclists when they provide an opportunity
to ride separately from the rest of traffic on crowded arterial streets. These benefits seem
to be due in large part to protecting cyclists from the conflicts that arise while riding next
to on-street parking and while being overtaken by motor vehicles. Arguments have been
made against cycle tracks on the basis of crash increases, comparing riding on cycle tracks
to riding on multi-use paths, sidewalks, and other off-road facilities where increased crash
risk has been reported [6, 35]. Off-road crash increases, however, are largely made up of
falls and crashes with pedestrians and animals [6], which should be far less common on cycle
tracks which are designated for exclusive use by cyclists.

However, care should be exercised in designing cycle track intersections that do not lead
to crash increases like those in Jensen’s study [54]. This means being especially careful
when designing intersections involving two-way cycle tracks, as contra-flowing cyclists may
come as a surprise to others using the intersection [81]. Care should also be taken to design
intersections and driveways of one-way cycle tracks to prevent “right hook” and driver-

pulling-out crashes.
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Figure 5: Study results for risk ratios associated with cycle track treatment. Results sig-
nificant at the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results or those with unknown
significance are marked by (e).
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While the AASHTO Bicycle Facilities guide cautions against facilities that encourage
cycling against traffic [2], Lusk et al. still found a crash risk decrease associated with two-way
cycle tracks (see Figure 5). This decrease was not as great as the one recorded by Teschke et
al. and Harris et al., who said, “At the time of the study, none of the route infrastructure in
Vancouver or Toronto mandated cycling in the direction opposite to traffic” [46], suggesting

that all the cycle tracks used by study participants were one-way only.
3.1.6 Increase bicycling levels in community

Increasing bicycling levels in a community has been found in multiple studies to increase
safety on a per-cyclist basis [53, 65, 95]. Géarder, Leden, and Pulkkinen found this to be the
case in their study of raised bicycle crossing installations in Gothenburg, Sweden [39]. An
interesting corollary, then, is that increasing cycling numbers can be a means to increase
safety [53, 91]. Therefore, facilities which appear to offer modest safety increases but attract

new cyclists may in fact lead to better-than-expected safety outcomes.
3.1.7 Multi-use path in separate right-of-way

Multi-use paths seem to be associated with higher crash rates for cyclists in general, as
reflected in Figure 6. This may have to do with the constrained space of a multi-use trail
shared with pedestrians, pets, and other trail users that may increase a cyclist’s risk of
falling or being involved in a collision with another trail user [6]. However, with the degree
of variation that exists from one multi-use trail design to another, it would be presumptuous
to say that all multi-use trails decrease safety. While Aultman-Hall and Kaltenecker found
a significantly higher crash and injury risk associated with commuting on “off-road trails”
compared to on roads [6], detail is not given as to the trails’ width, whether they were paved,
the intersection density, or other design details, making it difficult to transfer findings to
other multi-use trails. The results do underscore the importance of refraining from assuming
that one route type is safer only because it “feels” safer. In some situations, however, vehicle
speeds or volumes may be so great that separating cyclists from the rest of the traffic stream

does indeed have a net positive impact on safety.
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Figure 6: Study results for risk ratios associated with multi-use trail treatment. Results
significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (% ); non-significant results or those with unknown
significance are marked by (e).

3.1.8 Neighborhood traffic circle

Neighborhood traffic circles seem to do more harm than good overall for cyclists. Though
they do not appear to be the subject of extensive study, their significant crash risk as reported
by Harris et al. [46], paired with the anecdotal evidence given by Ewing [26], makes a case for
using them sparingly, as the traffic calming effect on safety may be overcome when bicyclists
actually enter a traffic circle. Figure 7 shows the risk ratio associated with traffic circles

from Harris et al. [46].
3.1.9 On-street parking removal

On-street parking appears to be a perennial hazard to cyclists due to cars crossing the
cyclist’s space to enter or leave a space, and also because of the potential of having a car door
open directly in the cyclist’s path. Figure 8 shows a risk ratio associated with cycling in the
absence of on-street parking versus alongside it. Besides its potential economic benefits, the
presence of on-street parking may also be an important element in traffic calming schemes
[26, 102]. Part of the potential danger, however, comes in cycling too close to parked

vehicles and colliding with open doors which is a fairly common crash type and can even
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Figure 7: Study results for risk ratios associated with neighborhood traffic circle treatment.
Results significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results or those with
unknown significance are marked by (e).
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Figure 8: Study results for risk ratios associated with on-street parking removal. Results
significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (%); non-significant results or those with unknown
significance are marked by (e).
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be fatal [51, 56]. Whether or not removing on-street parking is an option, striping a bike
lane or a shared lane marking appropriately may help mitigate some of those dangers by
influencing bicyclists’ positioning and bringing them further from the dangerous “door zone”

[4, 9, 23, 34, 90, 108|.
3.1.10 Raised bicycle crossing

Raised bicycle crossings are not very common in the United States, and that is likely in part
because cycle tracks and side paths are not very common, either. However, the raised bicycle
crossings described by Garder, Leden, and Pulkkinen appear to be effective in preventing
crashes by simultaneously reducing vehicle speeds and increasing cyclist visibility, as shown
in Figure 9. Garder, Leden, and Pulkkinen point out that bicycle speeds and motor vehicle
speeds should both be regulated in complex environments [39]. While raised bicycle crossings
were associated with decreased turning motor vehicle speeds, increased bicycle speeds can
also diminish some of the safety benefits of any treatment. This treatment appears to have
potential for use at conflict points in cycle track crossings in North America, in addition to

the usual colored paint treatments, so long as bicycle speeds are also managed.
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Figure 9: Study results for risk ratios associated with raised bicycle crossing treatment.
Results significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results or those with
unknown significance are marked by (e).
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3.1.11 Roundabouts

In the case of roundabouts, the design seems to be the deciding factor between one that
is benign or hazardous for cyclists. While roundabouts with one lane and mixed traffic
or a separated facility may even offer safety benefits to cyclists compared to signalized
intersections, those with bike lanes inside the intersection or with more than one travel lane
carried through seem to decrease safety substantially. Figures 10 and 11 show results for
multiple roundabout designs.

According to AASHTO, multi-lane roundabouts can be difficult to manage for bicyclists
because of difficulty changing lanes and the risk of being cut off by exiting drivers [2]. For
this reason, the AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities recommends a
prevention measure for newly constructed roundabouts: if the design year traffic volumes
require a two-lane roundabout but current volumes only require one, only open one lane
to begin with, and add the additional lane only if and when the design year volumes are
realized [2].

In Schoon and van Minnen’s study, where moped and bicycle safety were combined,
mopeds tended to benefit more from crash reductions [100]. This means that some of the
reductions claimed for bicyclists and mopeds may really have a better effect for mopeds than
for bicyclists, which tends to agree more with findings by Daniels et al. who found safety
decreases associated with roundabout bike lanes.

Finally, it may be startling that Daniels et al. found such a high danger to cyclists asso-
ciated with roundabout conversion. It is important to note, however, that the roundabout
sample studied by Daniels et al. had a large proportion of roundabouts with bike lanes [19],

which were shown to increase crash risk for cyclists by Daniels et al. in a later study [18].
3.1.12 Shared lane marking

Shared lane markings, or “sharrows,” seem to have a strong ability to influence cyclist posi-
tioning on roadways. Sharrow studies reviewed had no coverage of crash or injury outcomes
and minimal treatment of conflicts. Instead, investigators chose to focus on lane positioning

of bicyclists in relation to curbs and parked and passing motor vehicles. Although the four
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Figure 10: Study results for risk ratios associated with roundabout installation compared
with “conventional” intersections. This figure includes results from a group of roundabouts
in general (with many designs including those with dedicated bicycle facilities), a group
of roundabouts where bicycles are expected mix with automobile traffic, and a group with
multiple lanes. Results significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results
or those with unknown significance are marked by (e).
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Figure 11: Study results for risk ratios associated with installation of roundabouts with
dedicated bicycle facilities compared with “conventional” intersections. This figure includes
results from a group of roundabouts with bike lanes carried through the circle and a group
of roundabouts with separated bicycle facilities around the outside. Results significant at
the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results or those with unknown significance
are marked by (e).
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sharrow studies were located all across the United States (Cambridge, MA [34], Chapel Hill,
NC [34], Seattle, WA [34], Gainesville, FL [90], Austin, TX [9], and San Francisco, CA [4]),
they all observed remarkably similar results. The most interesting result, perhaps, is the
influence sharrows appear to have over the riding path of bicyclists, which could potentially
be applied to many safety issues relating to bicyclist positioning on roadways such as staying

clear of parked car doors.
3.1.13 Shoulder pavement width

Greater shoulder pavement width appears to have a very loose relationship with increased
safety for cyclists. Shoulder width is one of the few rural treatments in this paper. The
estimates by Metroplan Orlando and by Abdel-Rahim and Sonnen for potential crash mod-
ifications did not take exposure into account at all, or at least did not mention it |3, 74].
The study by Klop and Khattak was the most statistically rigorous; however, the most
statistically significant variables in the model related to shoulder width were not highly
explanatory. This study did not control for exposure directly, either, although it did control

for many other things [62].
3.1.14 Shoulder rumble strips

Shoulder rumble strips have the potential to either render a shoulder un-rideable for a
cyclist or to provide a noise-making barrier between the cyclist and the rest of traffic. While
neither study observed safety outcomes such as crash or injury reductions, both studies
make important points about rumble strips and bicyclists. Bicyclists do not need to be
afraid of well-placed rumble strips, as they may have some benefit to the cyclist, too [40].
However, care should be exercised in placing the rumble strips so that they leave adequate
operating space for bicyclists and do not force bicyclists to operate outside the shoulder.
The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities specifies a clear path of 4
feet between the rumble strip and the outside edge of pavement, or 5 feet to the adjacent
curb, guardrail, or other obstacle [2]. Leaving regular gaps in the rumble strip pattern can
also minimize bicyclist difficulty or discomfort when crossing rumble strip channels |2, 76].

The AASHTO Guide also notes that centerline rumble strips can be a concern for cyclists,
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as the rumble strips may deter motorists from approaching the centerline to give cyclists
adequate passing room. The Guide states that where centerline rumble strips are present,

shoulder rumble strips should only be placed on full-width paved shoulders of at least 6 feet
[2].

3.1.15 Street lighting

Roadway lighting appears to have a substantial positive effect on cyclist safety at night
(see Figure 12). Kim et al. examined light conditions and other crash characteristics for
their influence on crash severity. The authors hypothesized that darkness delays any evasive
actions on the part of a cyclist or driver due to lack of visibility on both parts, which supports
the significant increase in crash severity associated with darkness. Lighting roadways, it
seems, could help reduce injury severity, but making bicycles themselves more visible by

outfitting them with lights may have a positive effect as well [61].
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Figure 12: Study results for risk ratios associated with night-time roadway lighting treat-
ment. Results significant at the 0.05 level are marked by (); non-significant results or those
with unknown significance are marked by (e).

3.1.16 Two-stage turn queue box

There is little to say at this point about two-stage turn queue boxes, because no literature was

found that examined them based on safety. Providing them could be helpful in minimizing
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conflict points for bicyclists at multi-lane intersections, which could theoretically have safety

benefits.

3.1.17 Wide curb lanes

Wide curb lanes appear to have many of the same benefits as bike lanes [51]. One positive
aspect is absence of stripes on the pavement may encourage cyclists to “take the lane” when
conditions would make such actions safer. According to van Houten and Seiderman, striped
bike lanes have a significant influence on bicycle positioning within the lane, such that
cyclists want to stay in it [108]. One potential disadvantage compared with bike lanes is
that bicyclists have stated a preference for marked bike lanes [51, 106], which could also

potentially interact with the “safety in numbers” effect.
3.1.18 Other route characteristics

At least two studies found significanly more danger to bicyclists on routes with slopes 62,
104]. Routes crossing train or streetcar tracks were also found to carry significantly more

danger to bicyclists [104].
3.2 Data issues and needs

Despite the growing concern and effort toward improving the status of non-motorized trans-
portation safety in North America, there are still missing pieces to the puzzle of under-
standing and justifying measures to increase safety for non-motorized users. Knowledge
about true numbers of crashes, injury severity and crash causation are both necessary for
selecting the right facility type. The literature available on bicycle safety treatments varies
greatly in sample sizes, controls, statistical rigor, and use of exposure measures. Even
in well-controlled, statistically rigorous studies, the common denominator in data need is

quantifiable exposure data.

3.2.1 Number of crashes

Knowing the number, type, and severity of crashes is a significant problem for understanding
the effectiveness of bicycle treatments. While Table 3 suggests that most studies were able

to obtain some kind of crash data from local, state, and national governments, the quality of
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that data is often lacking due to problems of underreporting and reporting bias [17, 24, 71],
which could lead to incorrect conclusions. Without more consistent crash data it is also
difficult to capture the effects of a treatment when it causes a shift in severity but not

overall crashes [1].
3.2.2 Injury severity

While studies with large sample sizes may be used to find relationships between infrastruc-
ture characteristics and injury severity, sample sizes of the magnitude needed to capture
enough different levels of injury severity to measure the effect of a single treatment would be
difficult to achieve. Some studies in this review examined injury severity exclusively |61, 62].
Others examined crash or injury crash frequency as well as injury severity but lacked sample
sizes large enough for significant severity results [6, 19, 75]. At least one noted that it lacked
data to assess change in injury severity [69]. However, a treatment’s influence on injury

severity may be important for quantifying the costs and benefits of infrastructure decisions.
3.2.3 Crash causation

Part of the exposure issue is knowing what types of activities even expose cyclists or pedes-
trians to risk. Karsch et al. [59] suggest that better data on crash causation for pedestrians
and bicyclists could be captured by using standardized, automated crash reports specific
to bicycle and pedestrian modes. If the report were electronic, it could be quite detailed
and give automated instructions to officers on how to fill in specific portions. This may help
answer questions about crash causation which could contribute to better exposure data. Re-
search is needed in this area to determine what data would be best to include in pedestrian

and/or bicycle crash reports [59].
3.2.4 Exposure data collection and maintenance

Besides knowing what puts non-motorized users at risk, there must be a way to know the
extent to which users are exposed risk. From the studies shown in Tables 3 and 4, fewer
than half of the outcome measures controlled for exposure in any way. This is a significant

issue, as lack of exposure data makes it difficult to prove the effects of a treatment in either
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direction. Just as transportation agencies invest in collecting and keeping motor vehicle
counts on road facilities, they must also invest in collecting and maintaining non-motorized
user counts. A project funded by Caltrans worked on ways of counting pedestrians and
bicyclists automatically, creating a state database, and making sense of the counts collected
[42]. Another challenge that presents itself is determining if only one exposure measure is
adequate—for example, if counts, distance walked and biked, or hours walking and biking
can stand alone as exposure measures or whether multiple measures are necessary to fully

describe exposure. These questions need to be answered.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS

Walking and bicycling are active, low-cost means of transportation that have the potential
to alleviate many of the health problems caused by sedentary lifestyles and the conges-
tion, environmental, and equity problems caused by an over-reliance on automobiles for
transportation [7, 72, 92, 98, 113]|. For active transportation to effectively alleviate these
problems, it needs to be safer. To make walking and bicycling safer, engineers and planners
need to know what facility designs promote the safest interactions among pedestrians, cy-
clists, drivers, and other modes in a given situation and how effective they are expected to

be.
4.1 Literature survey results and the need for better data

This paper reviewed other literature that presented evaluations of safety benefits associated
specifically with bicycle safety treatments. Of the studies reviewed, some used very simple
methodologies with few controls, while others developed more rigorous methods to control
for confounding factors. Some treatment types had multiple studies which evaluated them,
while others had none. Sometimes the studies were in agreement with one another about a
treatment’s safety benefits, and other times they were not.

One common theme among the studies in this review was a lack of standardized, trans-
ferable exposure data. While many of the researchers found creative ways to control for
exposure (for example, interviewing cyclists involved in injury crashes about the infrastruc-
ture characteristics along their routes [46, 104], or controlling for motor vehicle occupant
injuries as a surrogate for traffic danger along the routes studied [69]) and thus make their
results more meaningful, standard methods of collecting, storing, and transferring exposure
data are essential for understanding how many users will benefit from a facility as well as

developing high-quality CMFs that can be applied anywhere.
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4.2 Highway safety research and its applications

An accurate understanding of the expected effectiveness of bicycle and pedestrian safety
countermeasures is greatly needed to support decisions about how to best allocate limited
public resources to increase safety for non-motorized users. To the same end, knowing
how many people are walking and biking on individual routes and facilities, how they are
using them, and how many people are expected to benefit from a safety treatment are also
necessary to support strong infrastructure decision making.

In some situations, a transportation agency or local government may be constructing
or reconstructing a new facility, such as a road or bridge, and need a method for choosing
designs that meet the needs of non-motorized users. While reliable crash, exposure data,
and CMFs would certainly aid in making these types of decisions, transportation providers
need not wait until such data is available to make good decisions about new infrastructure.
The treatment reviews and concepts discussed in this paper can be used as guidelines, along
with engineering judgment and local knowledge, to help develop standard accommodations
and minimum accommodations for bicycles and pedestrians.

Often, however, transportation agencies and local governments are making decisions
about how to retrofit existing facilities to better accommodate cyclists and pedestrians.
These choices may have significant constraints on space or financial availability, and deci-
sion makers may want to focus on areas where the greatest risk reduction potential exists.
Understanding the expected effectiveness of specific facilities, including how many people it
would serve and where safety needs are, would help make an informed resource allocation

decision.
4.3 Design decision support for Georgia

The evaluation presented in this paper is part of a larger project sponsored by the Georgia
Department of Transportation to investigate safety benefits of pedestrian and bicycle treat-
ments and how they can be applied to the state of Georgia. The project includes developing

design policy recommendations for standard, minimum, and special bicycle and pedestrian
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accommodation, as well as a decision structure for selecting the appropriate accommoda-
tion level. The evaluation presented in this paper can be used as background knowledge to
better understand the current state of bicycle safety treatments and their known effective-
ness. This evaluation can then be used to develop specifications for standard and minimum
bicycle accommodation for roadway facilities in Georgia. A follow-up report on pedestrian
safety treatments will likewise be used to develop specifications for standard and minimum
pedestrian accommodation.

For design situations that warrant neither minimum accommodation for pedestrians
and cyclists, nor standard accommodation, this project will also develop a procedure for
evaluating and selecting special accommodations in the future. Special accommodations
may need to be applied at locations with high bicycle or pedestrian demand or a poor crash
history. The procedure this project intends to develop will include collecting crash and

exposure data, observing treatment effects, and developing CMFs.
4.4 Future work

The Highway Safety Manual (HSM) [1] presents a methodical way of quantifying and trans-
ferring safety benefits associated with infrastructure countermeasures. The HSM also pub-
lishes safety benefits that are already known in the form of crash modification factors
(CMFs). However, the HSM does not include any CMFs for pedestrian or bicycle treat-
ments. Moreover, the kinds of data necessary for developing HSM-style CMFs for bicycle
or pedestrian treatments are not readily available.

Work is already being done in some places to develop methods of collecting and process-
ing pedestrian and bicycle exposure data on a large scale [42]. However, more questions still
need to be answered about how to apply the CMFs to non-motorized safety and how expo-
sure ought to be quantified and collected. The HSM assumes that countermeasure CMFs
are multiplicative and that multiple countermeasure benefits applied together have indepen-
dently additive benefits [32]. While this may be the case sometimes, benefits may not be
multiplicative for combinations of treatments designed to address the same safety concerns.

For example, bicycle boulevards and roundabouts both have the potential to reduce motor
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vehicle speeds; however, constructing a bicycle boulevard and placing roundabouts at its
intersections may not have a proportionally greater effect on vehicle speeds than simply
constructing a bicycle boulevard.

Knowing the right exposure measures to collect and apply toward safety calculations is
also a necessary consideration. For some linear facilities separated from traffic, such as cycle
tracks and multi-use trails, distance-based exposure measures may make the most sense;
for non-separated facilities, however, time-based exposure measures could make the most
sense, since cyclists would be exposed to more passing automobile traffic as a function of
time rather than their own distance traveled; even a combination of time and distance could
make sense.

Collecting more detailed information surrounding bicycle- and pedestrian-related crashes
could help answer the question of why crashes happen, which could in turn help inform
how exposure should be quantified. Collecting crash data specific to pedestrian and bicycle
crashes might be more feasible now thanks to automated crash reporting technology used by
police forces. Investing in research and actions to work toward finding the answers is critical,
and it has the potential to make a substantial difference in the reach of non-motorized safety
research and its application to the safety and excellence of walking and cycling infrastructure

for future generations.

62



[4]

[6]

7]

[10]

[11]

[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]

REFERENCES

AASHTO, Highway Safety Manual. Washington, D.C.: AASHTO2010, 1st ed., 2010.

AASHTO, Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. Washington, D.C.:
AASHTO, 4th ed., 2012.

ABDEL-RAHIM, A. and SONNEN, J., “Potential Safety Effects of Lane Width and
Shoulder Width on Two-Lane Rural State Highways in Idaho,” tech. rep., National
Institute for Advanced Transportation Technology, University of Idaho, Moscow, 1D,
2012.

ALTA PLANNING + DESIGN, “San Francisco’s Shared Lane Pavement Markings: Im-
proving Bicycle Safety,” tech. rep., San Francisco Department of Parking & Traffic,
San Francisco, CA, 2004.

ATLANTA BicYCLE COALITION, “Cyecle track, 10th St, Atlanta,” www.atlantabike.org,
2013.

AULTMAN-HALL, L. and KALTENECKER, M. G., “Toronto Bicycle Commuter Safety
Rates,” Accident Analysis € Prevention, vol. 31, pp. 675-686, Nov. 1999.

BARNES, E. and SCHLOSSBERG, M., “Improving Cyclist and Pedestrian Environment
While Maintaining Vehicle Throughput,” Transportation Research Record, pp. 85-94,
Dec. 2013.

BLUE, E., “Sharrow, Athens, GA takingthelane.com, 2012.

BraDY, J., LOSKORN, J., MILLS, A., DUTHIE, J., and MACHEMEHL, R., “Effects of
Shared Lane Markings on Bicyclist and Motorist Behavior along Multi-Lane Facilities,”
tech. rep., Center for Transportation Research, University of Texas, Austin, TX, 2010.

BrUDE, U. and LARSSON, J., “What Roundabout Design Provides the Highest Pos-
sible Safety?,” Nordic Road and Transport Research, no. 2, pp. 17-21, 2000.

BURCHFIELD, R. M., “Progress Report: Request to Experiment "9-105(E)-Colored
Bike Lanes and Bike Boxes—Portland, OR",” tech. rep., Portland, OR, 2012.

BURDEN, D., “Contra-flow bike lane, Olympia, WA” www.pedbikeimages.org, 2006.
BURDEN, D., “Roundabout, Netherlands,” www.pedbikeimages.org, 2006.
CARDONI, L., “Bike box, Edgewood Ave, Atlanta,” www.atlantabike.org, 2014.

CHEN, X. and SHAO, C., “Operational Impacts of Copenhagen Left as Alternatives
to Diagonal Left-Turns of Bicycles at Signalized Intersections,” in Transportation Re-
search Board 93rd Annual Meeting, 2014.

63



[16]

[17]

18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

23]

[24]

[25]
[26]

[27]
28]
[29]

[30]
31]
[32]

CrirToN, K., CURRANS, K. M., Muns, C. D., RITTER, C., MORRISSEY, S., and
RouaguToN, C., “Consumer Behavior and Travel Choices: A Focus on Cyclists and

Pedestrians,” in Transportation Research Board 92nd Annual Meeting, no. January,
(Washington, D.C.), TRB, 2013.

CRYER, P. C., WEsTRUP, S., CooK, A. C., ASHWELL, V., BRIDGER, P., and
CLARKE, C., “Investigation of bias after data linkage of hospital admissions data to
police road traffic crash reports,” Injury Prevention, vol. 7, pp. 234-241, Sept. 2001.

DanieLs, S., Briss, T., NuyTs, E., and WETS, G., “Injury crashes with bicyclists
at roundabouts: influence of some location characteristics and the design of cycle
facilities,” Journal of Safety Research, vol. 40, pp. 141-148, Jan. 2009.

DanieLs, S., NuvTs, E., and WETS, G., “The effects of roundabouts on traffic safety

for bicyclists: an observational study,” Accident Analysis and Prevention, vol. 40,
pp- 518-526, Mar. 2008.

DE JONGE, B. and TEUNTER, R. H., “Optimizing Itineraries in Public Transportation
with Walks Between Rides,” Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, vol. 55,
pp. 212-226, Sept. 2013.

DiGroia, J., “Buffered bike lane, Ponce de Leon Ave, Atlanta,”
www.pedbikeimages.org, 2014.

Dirr, J., MONSERE, C. M., and McNEIL, N., “Evaluation of bike boxes at signalized
intersections.,” Accident Analysis and Prevention, vol. 44, pp. 126-134, Jan. 2012.

Duruig, J., BrRapy, J. F., MiLLs, A. F., and MACHEMEHL, R. B., “Effects of
On-Street Bicycle Facility Configuration on Bicyclist and Motorist Behavior,” Trans-

portation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, vol. 2190,
pp. 37—44, Dec. 2010.

Ewvik, R. and MYsSEN, A. B., “Incomplete Accident Reporting: Meta-Analysis of
Studies Made in 13 Countries,” Transportation Research Record, vol. 1665, pp. 133—
140, 1999.

EMORY UNIVERSITY, “Sharrow, Clifton Rd, Atlanta, GA,” bike.emory.edu, 2010.

Ewing, R., Traffic Calming: State of the Practice. Washington, D.C.: Institute of
Transportation Engineers, 1999.

FHWA | “Access management,” www.thwa.dot.gov, 2006.
FHWA, “Shoulder rumble strip,” safety.thwa.dot.gov, 2007.

FHWA, “Access Management in the Vicinity of Intersections,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-SA-
10-002, FHWA, McLean, VA, 2010.

FHWA, “Paved highway shoulder,” www.thwa.dot.gov, 2012.
FHWA, “Access Management,” 2013.

FHWA, “Introduction to Crash Modification Factors,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-SA-13-015,
FHWA, Washington, D.C., 2013.

64



[33]
[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]
[38]
[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

48]

FHWA, “Neighborhood traffic circle,” www.thwa.dot.gov, 2014.

FrrzeaTrIiCK, K., CHRYSLER, S. T., VAN HouTEN, R., HUNTER, W. W., and
TURNER, S., “Evaluation of Pedestrian and Bicycle Engineering Countermeasures:
Rectangular Rapid-Flashing Beacons, HAWKs, Sharrows, Crosswalk Markings, and
the Development of an Evaluation Methods Report,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-HRT-11-039,
FHWA, 2011.

FORESTER, J., “The Bicycle Transportation Controversy,” Transportation Quarterly,
vol. 55, no. 2, pp. 7-17, 2001.

FukusHiMA, A., “Bicycle boulevard, San Luis Obispo, CA,” www.pedbikeimages.org,
2009.

FuUrTH, P., “On-street parking, Somerville, MA,” nacto.org.
FWHA, “Glossary of Terms,” 2010.

GA RDER, P., LEDEN, L., and PULKKINEN, U., “Measuring the safety effect of raised

bicycle crossings using a new research methodology,” Transportation Research Record,
no. 1636, pp. 64-70, 1998.

GA RDER, P., “Rumble Strips or Not Along Wide Shoulders Designated for Bicycle
Traffic?,” Transportation Research Record, vol. 1502, pp. 1-7, 1995.

GARRETT-PELTIER, H., “Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure: A National Study of
Employment Impacts,” tech. rep., Political Economy Research Institute, Univerisity
of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, 2011.

GREENE-ROESEL, R., DIOGENES, M. C., and RAGLAND, D. R., “Estimating Pedes-
trian Accident Exposure,” Tech. Rep. UCB-ITS-PRR-2010-32, California PATH Pro-
gram, University of California, Berkeley, Berkeley, CA, 2010.

GRross, F., PERSAUD, B., and Lyon, C., “A Guide to Developing Quality Crash
Modification Factors,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-SA-10-032, FHWA, Washington, D.C., 2010.

HanDY, S., vAN WEE, B., and KROESEN, M., “Promoting Cycling for Transport:
Research Needs and Challenges,” Transport Reviews, vol. 34, pp. 4-24, Jan. 2014.

HARKEY, D. and STEWART, J., “Evaluation of Shared-Use Facilities for Bicycles and
Motor Vehicles,” tech. rep., Highway Safety Research Center, University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC, 1996.

Harris, M. A., REynoLDs, C. C. O., WINTERS, M., CrRiPTON, P. A., SHEN, H.,
CuipMaN, M. L., CusiMANO, M. D., BABUL, S., BRUBACHER, J. R., FRIEDMAN,
S. M., HUNTE, G., MONRO, M., VERNICH, L., and TESCHKE, K., “Comparing the
Effects of Infrastructure on Bicycling Injury at Intersections and Non-Intersections
Using a Case-Crossover Design,” Injury Prevention, vol. 19, pp. 303-310, Oct. 2013.

HUNTER, W. W., “Evaluation of a Combined Bicycle Lane/Right Turn Lane in Eu-
gene, Oregon,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-RD-00-151, FHWA, McLean, VA, 2000.

HUNTER, W. W., “Evaluation of Innovative Bike-Box Application in Eugene, Ore-
gon,” Transportation Research Record, no. 1705, pp. 99-106, 2000.

65



[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

HUNTER, W. W., HARKEY, D. L., STEWART, J. R., and Birk, M. L., “Evaluation
of Blue Bike-Lane Treatment in Portland, Oregon,” Transportation Research Record,
vol. 1705, pp. 107-115, 2000.

HUNTER, W. W., SRINIVASAN, R., and MARTELL, C. A., “Evaluation of a Green Bike
Lane Weaving Area in St. Petersburg, Florida,” tech. rep., Highway Safety Research
Center, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC, 2008.

HuNTER, W. W., STEWART, J. R., STtuTTs, J. C., HUANG, H., and PEIN, W. E.,
“A Comparative Analysis of Bicycle Lanes Versus Wide Curb Lanes: Final Report,”
Tech. Rep. FHWA-RD-99-034, FHWA, 1999.

HUNTER, W., STUTTS, J., PEIN, W., and CoX, C., “Pedestrian and Bicycle Crash
Types of the Early 1990’s,” Tech. Rep. FHWA-RD-95-163, FHWA, McLean, VA, 1996.

JACOBSEN, P. L., “Safety in numbers: more walkers and bicyclists, safer walking and
bicycling,” Injury Prevention, vol. 9, pp. 205-209, Sept. 2003.

JENSEN, S. R. U., “Bicycle tracks and lanes: A before-after study,” in 87th Annual
Meeting of the Transportation Research ..., (Washington, D.C.), TRB, 2008.

JENSEN, S. r. U., “Safety Effects of Blue Cycle Crossings: A Before-After Study,”
Accident Analysis & Prevention, vol. 40, pp. 742-750, Mar. 2008.

JOHNSON, M., NEWSTEAD, S., OXLEY, J., and CHARLTON, J., “Cyclists and Open
Vehicle Doors: Crash Characteristics and Risk Factors,” Safety Science, vol. 59,
pp. 135-140, Nov. 2013.

KapPLAN, J. A., “Characteristics of the Regular Adult Bicycle User,” tech. rep.,
FHWA, Washington, D.C., 1975.

KARNDACHARUK, A. A., WILsON, D. J., and DuNN, R. C. M., “Analysis of Pedes-
trian Performance in Shared-Space Environments,” Transportation Research Record,
pp. 1-11, Dec. 2013.

KarscH, H., HEDLUND, J., TisoN, J., and LEAF, W., “Review of Studies on Pedes-
trian and Bicyclist Safety, 1991-2007,” Tech. Rep. DOT HS-811-614, USDOT, 2012.

KeLLEY, C., “Two-stage turn queue box, W Peachtree St, Atlanta,”’
www.atlantaintownpaper.com, 2012.

Kim, J.-K., KiM, S., ULFARSSON, G. F., and PORRELLO, L. A., “Bicyclist injury
severities in bicycle-motor vehicle accidents,” Accident Analysis € Prevention, vol. 39,
pp- 238-251, Mar. 2007.

Krop, J. R. and KHATTAK, A. J., “Factors Influencing Bicycle Crash Severity on
Two-Lane, Undivided Roadways in North Carolina,” Transportation Research Record,
vol. 1674, pp. 78-85, 1999.

Lawrig, J. J., NorMAN, T. P., MELETIOU, M., and O’BRIEN, S. W., “Pathways
to Prosperity: The Economic Impact of Investments in Bicycle Facilities,” tech. rep.,
Institute for Transportation Research and Education, North Carolina State University,
Raleigh, NC, 2004.

66



[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

LEAF, W. A. and PREUSSER, D. F., “Literature Review on Vehicle Travel Speeds
and Pedestrian Injuries Among Selected Racial/Ethnic Groups,” Tech. Rep. DOT HS
809 021, USDOT, Washington, D.C., 1999.

LEDEN, L., “Pedestrian risk decrease with pedestrian flow. A case study based on data
from signalized intersections in Hamilton, Ontario,” Accident Analysis € Prevention,
vol. 34, pp. 457-464, 2002.

LINDLEY, J. A., “Interim Approval for Optional Use of Green Colored Pavement for
Bike Lanes,” tech. rep., FHWA, Washington, D.C., 2011.

LoskorN, J., MiLLs, A. F., Brapy, J. F., DutHig, J. C., and MACHEMEHL,
R. B., “Effects of Bicycle Boxes on Bicyclist and Motorist Behavior at Intersections in
Austin, Texas,” Journal of Transportation Engineering, vol. 139, pp. 1039-1046, 2013.

LorT, D. F. and LorT, D. Y., “Effect of Bike Lanes on Ten Classes of Bicycle-
Automobile Accidents in Davis, California,” Journal of Safety Research, vol. 8 no. 4,
pp. 171-179, 1976.

Lusk, A. C., FurTH, P. G., MORENCY, P., MIRANDA-MORENO, L. F., WILLETT,
W. C., and DENNERLEIN, J. T., “Risk of Injury for Bicycling on Bicycle Tracks
Versus in the Street,” Injury Prevention, vol. 17, pp. 131-135, Apr. 2011.

Lusk, A. C., MORENCY, P., MIRANDA-MORENO, L. F., WILLETT, W. C., and
DENNERLEIN, J. T., “Bicycle Guidelines and Crash Rrates on Cycle Tracks in the
United States,” American Journal of Public Health, vol. 103, pp. 1240-1248, July
2013.

Maas, M. W. and HARRIS, S., “Police Recording of Road Accident In-patients,”
Accident Analysis & Prevention, vol. 16, pp. 167-184, June 1984.

MACDONALD, B., “Valuing the Benefits of Cycling: A Report to Cycling England,”
tech. rep., SQW, London, 2007.

MerRrROW, D. and NIEDERMAIER, K., “Raised bicycle crossing, Netherlands,”
www.northeastern.edu, 2011.

METROPLAN-ORLANDO, “Orlando Area Bicyclist Crash Study: A Role-Based
Approach to Crash Countermeasures. A Study of Bicyclist-Motorist Crashes in the Or-
lando Urban Area in 2003 and 2004,” tech. rep., METROPLAN-ORLANDO, Orlando,
FL, 2010.

MINIKEL, E., “Cyclist safety on bicycle boulevards and parallel arterial routes in
Berkeley, California,” Accident Analysis and Prevention, vol. 45, pp. 241-247, Mar.
2012.

MOEUR, R. C., “Analysis of Gap Patterns in Longitudinal Rumble Strips to Accom-
modate Bicycle Travel,” Transportation Research Record, vol. 1705, pp. 93-98, 2000.

MoNSERE, C., McNEIL, N., and DiLL, J., “Evaluation of Innovative Bicycle Facili-
ties: SW Broadway Cycle Track & SW Stark/Oak Street Buffered Bike Lanes: FINAL
REPORT,” tech. rep., Portland State University, Portland, OR, 2011.

67



78]

[79]

[80]
[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[36]

[87]

[38]

[39]
[90]

[91]

92]

(93]

[94]

[95]

MoriTz, W. E., “Survey of North American Bicycle Commuters: Design and Aggre-
gate Results,” Transportation Research Record, vol. 1578, pp. 91-101, 1997.

MoriTz, W. E., “Adult Bicyclists in the United States: Characteristics and Riding
Experience in 1996,” Transportation Research Record, vol. 1636, pp. 1-7, 1998.

MUTCD, “Roundabout,” mutcd.thwa.dot.gov, 2013.

NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide. Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 2nd ed.,
2012.

NHTSA, “Traffic Safety Facts: Bicyclists and Other Cyclists,” Tech. Rep. DOT HS
812 018, USDOT, Washington, D.C., 2014.

NHTSA, “Traffic Safety Facts: Not-in-Traffic Surveillance: Fatality and Injury Statis-
tics in Nontraffic Crashes, 2008 to 2011,” Tech. Rep. DOT HS 811 813, 2014.

NHTSA, “Traffic Safety Facts: Pedestrians,” Tech. Rep. DOT HS 811 888, USDOT,
Washington, D.C., 2014.

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORATION, “Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Design
Guide,” in Oregon Highway Design Manual, ch. Appendix L, 3rd ed., 2011.

PATH FOUNDATION, “Silver Comet Trail, GA,” pathfoundation.org, 2007.

PATTERSON, F., “The Evidence for Contra Flow Cycling,” Road & Transport Research:

A Journal of Australian and New Zealand Research and Practice, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 51—
61, 2013.

PBIC, “The National Bicycling and Walking Study: 15-Year Status Report,” tech.
rep., Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Chapel Hill, NC, 2010.

PBIC, “Pedestrian and Bicyclist Crash Statistics,” 2014.

PeEiN, W. E., HUNTER, W. W., and STEWART, J. R., “Evaluation of the Shared-Use
Arrow,” tech. rep., University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, NC, 1999.

PuUcHER, J., DiLL, J., and HANDY, S., “Infrastructure, programs, and policies to
increase bicycling: An international review,” Preventive Medicine, vol. 50, pp. S106—
S125, Jan. 2010.

PUcCHER, J. and RENNE, J. L., “Socioeconomics of Urban Travel: Evidence from the
2001 NHTS,” Transportation Quarterly, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 49-77, 2003.

RETTING, R. A., FERGUSON, S. A., and McCARTT, A. T., “A Review of Evidence-
Based Traffic Engineering Measures Designed to Reduce Pedestrian-Motor Vehicle
Crashes,” American Journal of Public Health, vol. 93, no. 9, pp. 1456-1463, 2003.

ReEvNOLDS, C. C. O., HARRIS, M. A., TESCHKE, K., CRIPTON, P. A. and WIN-
TERS, M., “The impact of transportation infrastructure on bicycling injuries and
crashes: a review of the literature,” Environmental Health, vol. 8, Jan. 2009.

ROBINSON, D. L., “Safety in numbers in Australia: more walkers and bicyclists, safer
walking and bicycling,” Health Promotion Journal of Australia, vol. 16, pp. 47-51,
Apr. 2005.

68



[96]

[97]

98]

[99]

[100]

[101]
[102]

[103]

[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

RoDGERS, G. B., “Factors Associated with the Crash Risk of Adult Bicyclists,” Jour-
nal of Safety Research, vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 233-241, 1997.

SADEK, A. W., DIcKASON, A., and KAPLAN, J., “Effectiveness of a Green, High-

Visibility Bike Lane and Crossing Treatment,” in Transportation Research Board 86th
Annual Meeting, (Washington, D.C.), TRB, 2007.

S& LENSMINDE, K., “Cost-Benefit Analyses of Walking and Cycling Track Networks
Taking into Account Insecurity, Health Effects and External Costs of Motorized Traf-
fic,” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, vol. 38, pp. 593-606, Oct.
2004.

SANDO, T., “Operational Analysis of Shared Lane Markings and Green Bike Lanes on
Roadways with Speeds Greater than 35 MPH,” tech. rep., University of North Florida,
Jacksonville, FL, 2014.

ScHOON, C. and VAN MINNEN, J., “The Safety of Roundabouts in the Netherlands,”
Traffic Engineering & Control, vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 142-148, 1994.

SCHRAMM, P., “Atlanta Streets Alive, Atlanta,” www.atlantabike.org, 2012.

SistoPIKU, V. P., “On-Street Parking on State Roads,” in ITE Annual Meeting Com-
pendium, (Washington, D.C.), Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2001.

SMITH JR, R. L. and WALsH, T., “Safety Impacts of Bicycle Lanes,” Transportation
Research Record, vol. 1168, pp. 49-56, 1988.

TescHKE, K., HARRIS, M. A., REYNOLDS, C. C. O., WINTERS, M., BABUL, S.,
CuipMAN, M., CusiMANO, M. D., BRUBACHER, J. R., HUNTE, G., FRIEDMAN,
S. M., MoNrO, M., SHEN, H., VERNICH, L., and CrIPTON, P. A. “Route in-

frastructure and the risk of injuries to bicyclists: a case-crossover study,” American
Journal of Public Health, vol. 102, pp. 23362343, Dec. 2012.

TroMAS, B. and DEROBERTIS, M., “The Safety of Urban Cycle Tracks: A Review
of the Literature,” Accident Analysis & Prevention, vol. 52, pp. 219-27, Mar. 2013.

TioanuN, N. Y., LEVINSON, D. M., and Krizek, K. J., “Trails, Lanes, or Traffic:
Valuing Bicycle Facilities with an Adaptive Atated Preference Survey,” Transportation
Research Part A: Policy and Practice, vol. 41, pp. 287-301, May 2007.

TinsworTH, D. K., Cassipy, S. P., and PoLEN, C., “Bicycle-Related Injuries:
Injury, Hazard, and Risk Patterns,” International Journal for Consumer and Product
Safety, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 207-220, 1994.

VAN HouTEN, R. and SEIDERMAN, C., “How Pavement Markings Influence Bicycle
and Motor Vehicle Positioning: Case Study in Cambridge, Massachusetts,” Trans-
portation Research Record, vol. 1939, pp. 3—14, Jan. 2005.

WACHTEL, A. and LEWISTON, D., “Risk Factors for Bicycle-Motor Vehicle Collisions
at Intersections,” ITE Journal, vol. 64, no. 9, pp. 30-35, 1994.

WANG, Y. and NIHAN, N. L., “Estimating the risk of collisions between bicycles and

motor vehicles at signalized intersections,” Accident Analysis & Prevention, vol. 36,
pp. 313-321, May 2004.

69



[111] WEST BERLIN POLICE DEPARTMENT, “Traffic Crashes Involving Bicyclists,” tech.
rep., West Berlin Police Department, Berlin, Germany, 1987.

[112] WHITFIELD COUNTY, “Bike lane, Emery St, Whitfield Co, GA/
www.whitfieldcountyga.com, 2008.

[113] WHO, “The World Health Report 2002: Reducing Risks, Promoting Healthy Life,”
tech. rep., World Health Organization, Geneva, Switzerland, 2002.

70



