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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

1.1 Introduction 
The Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was sponsored through the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation (NJDOT-OBPP) Bicycle and Pedestrian Local Technical Assistance Program. Through this 
program, New Jersey municipalities have an opportunity to develop a comprehensive plan that will assist to 
identify pedestrian and bicycle issues and outline recommendations to address deficiencies and integrate 
facilities.  Local communities must submit a request with documentation of their commitment to participate 
in the program.  Upon approval, NJDOT provides technical assistance using consultant services to perform 
planning studies that evaluate needs and opportunities relating to bicycle and pedestrian circulation and 
safety. The studies are locally driven in a partnership arrangement with the local city or municipality and 
have a strong public outreach component.  

 
The Atlantic City study was advanced under the direction of the City’s Department of Planning to support 
the City’s goal to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety and accessibility, enhance economic development, 
and to develop initiatives to increase residents’ knowledge of safe bicycle and pedestrian travel.  A Steering 
Committee was formed, consisting of City staff, NJ Casino Reinvestment Development Authority (CRDA) 
representatives, Boardwalk Improvement District representatives, agency stakeholders, and City residents.  
The Steering Committee was instrumental in guiding the study and providing feedback and comments 
throughout the process. 

 
The primary goal of the study is to increase the safety and mobility for people biking and walking in Atlantic 
City, thereby improving personal health, transportation options, and air quality.  This plan outlines a 
recommended network of bicycle and pedestrian corridors, a range of recommended improvements, 
implementation strategies, and identifies areas in need of further study to address the constraints of the 
city.   
 

1.2 Executive Summary 
Like many Cities across the country, Atlantic City is striving to strengthen its economy.  In recent years the 
City has made an attempt to do this by adding new casinos and refurbishing existing casinos.  The City has 
also focused its redevelopment efforts on a walkable shopping district, located along Michigan Avenue, 
known as “The Walk”.  Most recently, the Casino Reinvestment Development Authority (CRDA) has 
completed a Tourism Master Plan in 2012, which identifies several goals and objectives that support biking 
and walking as a major component of the plan’s recommendations.  
 
This study outlines recommended policies and practices to increase the safety and mobility of bicyclists and 
pedestrians in Atlantic City, which complements existing goals of the City and CRDA.   This study has 
identified pedestrian safety as an important issue to be addressed by the City. 
 
Pedestrian safety is imperative not only because each of us becomes a pedestrian as part of every trip, but 
also because creating safe walkable streets is critical to the success of the City redevelopment and tourist 
efforts.  
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Addressing pedestrian deficiencies should be a priority for 
the City.  Especially, given the locations with the highest 
number of pedestrian crashes are also the same locations 
where pedestrian activity is promoted and additional 
development is planned.  The recommendations outlined 
in this study provide solutions to address the high 
occurrence of pedestrian/vehicle crashes.  Additionally, 
the results of this study have identified the need to better 
accommodate bicyclists within the existing street network 
and the Boardwalk.   
 
As the City implements its redevelopment efforts and 
capital program improvements, the recommendations 
outlined in this plan should be used as a guide to create a setting that encourages walking, biking, and 
driving in a safe manner.       

 

1.3 Scope of Services 
The City of Atlantic City requested bicycle and pedestrian planning assistance from the NJDOT-OBPP to 
develop a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.   A copy of the City’s Letter of Request is included as 
Appendix A.   NJDOT-OBPP contracted with Michael Baker Jr., Inc. (Baker) to assist Atlantic City in 
developing the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan through analyzing existing conditions and recommending 
policies and programs to improve access and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. The Atlantic City Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Master Plan study included the following tasks: 

 
1. Data Collection – Site visits were performed to identify bicycle and pedestrian trip generators, 

travel patterns, and document specific dimensions of roadway features affecting cyclists and 
pedestrians.   Bicycle and pedestrian crash data was received from the City’s Police Department 
and evaluated to determine locations with recurring crashes.    

2. Network Development – Existing roadway and sidewalk conditions were assessed to determine 
bicycle compatibility and sidewalk conditions of key corridors which make up the preliminary 
study network.  Select intersections were also assessed to document existing bicycle and 
pedestrian deficiencies.  

3. Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation – Existing conditions of the Boardwalk were assessed to 
document travel patterns and areas of conflict for biking and walking.  Recommendations were 
made to improve access and mobility, and increase safety. 

4. Recommendations – Conceptual improvements were developed to enhance bicycle and 
pedestrian mobility and safety.  

5. Public Outreach – The study incorporated a public outreach component.  A Steering Committee 
was formed, comprised of local officials and staff, regional agencies, and residents to provide 
feedback and guide the direction of the project.  Two Public Information Centers were held to 
educate the public as well as document and incorporate there feedback.   

6. Bicycle Route Map – Bicycle and pedestrian safety information and the results of the bicycle 
suitability assessment of existing roadways were included as part of a citywide map to enhance 
and promote bicycle and pedestrian mobility and safety.  
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2.  POLICIES AND PLANNING STUDIES 

2.1 Supporting Policies 
Several state policies support the development and integration of 
improvements that accommodate walking and biking including the 
NJDOT Complete Streets (CS) policy.  The NJDOT CS policy was finalized 
in December 2009 and requires that future roadway improvement 
projects include safe accommodations for all users, including bicyclists, 
pedestrians, transit riders, and the mobility-impaired.  The NJDOT CS 
policy is implemented through the planning, design, construction, 
maintenance, and operation of new or rehabilitated transportation 
facilities within public rights-of-way that are federally or state funded, 
including projects processed or administered by NJDOT.  
 
The City of Atlantic City adopted its own CS policy on December 7, 
2011, which states that “the City of Atlantic City is committed to creating a pedestrian and bikeway system 
that makes walking and cycling a viable alternative to driving, and which improves bicyclist and pedestrian 
safety”.    
 
A copy of both the NJDOT and Atlantic City’s CS Policy is included as Appendix B. 
 
2.2  Supporting Planning Studies 
There has been a variety of planning studies documenting the need and desire to improve the safety and 
accessibility of walking and biking in Atlantic City.  One of the most recent studies is the 2012 CRDA Tourism 
Master Plan.  The 2012 CRDA Tourism Master Plan RevitalizeAC – Idea List 1 & 2 identifies the following 
recommendations as it relates to biking and walking:  

• Create a 24-hour bike lane on the Boardwalk 
• Create walk/bike lanes from the casinos to Gardner’s Basin 
• Create bike paths on the Boardwalk 
• Install a skywalk from the parking lot over the AC expressway to the shopping area 
• Install Boardwalk rolling chair lanes 
• Install smart traffic signals 
• Prohibit bikes from sidewalks on Pacific Avenue 
• Redesign Pacific Avenue as a pedestrian Main Street 
• Resurface all streets and repair sidewalks in midtown area 
• Undertake beautification efforts on Route 30 and Route 40 
• Widen Pacific Avenue 

 
Additional studies supporting biking and walking in the City are summarized, under separate cover, as part 
of the “Technical Memorandum – Data Collection and Summary of Evaluation”. 
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3. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

3.1 Steering Committee 
The study incorporated several methods of public outreach.  A Steering Committee was formed, comprised 
of local officials and staff, regional agencies, and residents.  Three Steering Committee meetings were held 
at key milestones of the project to provide input and direction to the study team.  These meetings were held 
on November 18, 2011, June 21, 2012 and December 4, 2012.   
 
During the first Steering Committee meeting, members participated in a visioning exercise to establish an 
overall direction to guide future activities.  The exercise resulted with a consensus on the following vision 
statements: 

• All users are educated, aware, and practice rules of the road 
• Drivers and bicyclists respect pedestrian rights-of-way  
• Increase in the number of people who bike to work and shop 
• Biking is used as an economic development tool 
• Biking and walking is considered as family activity 
• Children are educated in the rules of the road (School programs – bike czar) 

   
The Steering Committee also identified issues to bicycling as follows: 

• Lack of bicycle parking 
• Suppressed demand for casino employees to bike to work 
• Debris along roadways 
• Bicycles conflict with pedestrians on sidewalks 

 
3.2 Public Meeting 
Two Public Information Center (PIC) meetings were held at key milestones of the project to provide 
feedback to the study team. The first event was held at the Atlantic City Convention Center on August 14, 
2012 to review the results of the existing conditions analysis.  The second PIC event was held at City Hall on 
March 13, 2013 to present and discuss proposed recommendations.  This event was held as part of a 
regularly scheduled City Council Meeting. Project materials and presentation boards were also available for 
review and discussion prior to the Council Meeting.   
 
Meeting announcements, press releases, agenda, and meeting minutes for each of the Steering Committee 
Meetings and PIC meetings are included as Appendix C. 
 
These meetings resulted in a consensus of the following: 

• Improve access for bicycling on Boardwalk 
• Include bike facilities around City to improve access 

o Suppressed demand for biking including: 
 Casino employees 
 Bicycle Touring 
 Family Activity 
 Short Trips 

• Increase bicycle parking 
• Address bicycles overtaking pedestrians on sidewalks 
• Clean up debris along roadways  
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3.3 Miscellaneous Press 
Throughout the course of the project several articles were published about this study and related topics.  
The articles referenced are included as part of Appendix D.  
 

 
 
4. STUDY AREA 
Atlantic City is located on a barrier island in southeastern Atlantic County, New Jersey. Atlantic City consists of a 
total of 15.7 sq. miles in land area of which approximately 4.1 sq. miles (26.1 %) are developable lands.   

 
Atlantic City is densely developed and contains a mix of land uses.  Casinos dominate the coastal edge along the 
east and marina to the northwest.  Commercial and retail services are predominately located along the major 
roadways of Atlantic, Pacific, and Albany Avenues, as well as along the frontage of the boardwalk.  Public 
buildings and AtlantiCare Regional Medical Center are centrally located just off Atlantic and Pacific Avenues.  A 
variety of residential dwelling types exist within the City.  Single family and duplex style housing is concentrated 
on the west side of the island.  The City also includes several schools and parks, which are mainly located within 
the neighborhoods. 
 

4.1 Demographics 
The population of Atlantic City in 2010 was 39,558 people, a decrease of 2.4% from 2000.  

 
Household Vehicle Ownership 
In 2000, half of the households in Atlantic City owned a vehicle.  This is far below vehicle ownership in the 
county and  state which  is 84.4% and 87.3%,  respectively.   Half of  the households  in Atlantic City  rely on 
other types of transportation resources, making walking and biking an essential part of their trips.   
 

Table 1: Percentage of Households with a Vehicle 1980‐2000 

  1980  1990  2000 

Atlantic City  47.9  47.1  49.7 
Atlantic County  80.8  83.3  84.4 
New Jersey  85.2  87.1  87.3 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Population and Housing 1980, 1990, 2000. 
 

Journey to Work Data 
In  2000,  over  65%  of  resident workers  in  Atlantic  City  used  travel modes  other  than  single‐occupancy 
vehicles as their primary commute mode, which is more than double the percentage when compared to just 
27%  in the county and state. Twenty‐eight percent of Atlantic City resident workers used public transit as 
their mode choice, compared  to 8%  in  the County and 10%  in  the  state  (NJ’s Long Range Transportation 
Plan, Urban Supplement Report, City of Atlantic City, September 2008). 
 

4.2 Transportation 
Atlantic City is connected to the mainland via three major roadways including, US Route 30 in the north, 
Atlantic City Expressway in the center, and US Route 40 in the south.  The roadway network within the City 
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is a grid network where four primary routes (Pacific, Atlantic, Artic, and Baltic Avenue) run the length of the 
island.  The remaining are local streets that run perpendicular to the major routes. 

 
Atlantic City has a full range of transportation options including bus routes, jitneys, and regional train 
service.  These resources can be improved upon with the addition of enhanced pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities enabling residents to walk and bike to these wider reaching transportation modes. 
 
 

5. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ASSESSMENT  
This study completed an assessment of existing conditions and documented observed behaviors of biking and 
walking for a select network of roadways and the Boardwalk.  A complete summary of the existing conditions 
assessment has been outlined in separate documents titled “Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Local 
Planning Assistance Program Technical Memorandum - Data Collection and Summary of Evaluation” and 
“Atlantic City Boardwalk Assessment”.  These documents provide a comprehensive summary of Task 1, 2, and 3 
of the study scope of work and should be referenced for a complete summary of existing conditions.   
 

5.1 Network Development 
The study network consists of priority corridors and key intersections vital to improve safety, access, and 
circulation for walking and biking.  The corridors were selected based on connecting major destinations, 
crash history, circulation, and feedback from the Project Steering Committee. Figure 1 – Preliminary 
Network highlights the priority corridors and key intersections in this study.  
 
The remainder of this document focuses on recommended policies and practice to address the deficiencies 
identified, and provides examples of how the City’s Complete Street’s policy can be integrated.   
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS 
This section outlines recommended policies and practice to improve biking and walking along the roadway 
corridors included as part of the preliminary bicycle and pedestrian network in Atlantic City.  The 
recommendations include priority sidewalk locations, proposed bicycle facilities, and conceptual schematic 
designs illustrating specific recommendations.  The concepts include Complete Streets principles, which serve to 
improve pedestrian and bicycle safety and mobility.  Collectively, the recommendations provide the City with a 
blueprint to guide the development of a comprehensive network for biking and walking.   
 
The City agreed to the Scope of Work developed for this study.  A copy of the Local Technical Assistance Scope 
Approval Form is included as Appendix E.  The City is aware that it is ultimately responsible for initiating the 
implementation of any future improvements that are recommended as part of the study.   
 
The overall recommendations developed for this study are summarized as follows:  
 

1. Improve pedestrian safety at high crash locations, with a focus on the intersections of Atlantic and 
Michigan Avenues and Atlantic and Missouri Avenues. 

2. Provide exclusive bike facilities within the street network. 

3. Increase access to the Boardwalk for bicyclists. 

4. Develop a consistent and ongoing education and enforcement program to improve compliance of 
drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclist with the rules of the road. 

5. Implement Complete Streets Policy - improve pedestrian and bike access to major destinations. 

 
The following outlines specific details of how each of the above recommendations can be achieved and includes 
recommendations pertaining to the 5-E’s of pedestrian and bicycle planning and design, which include  
engineering, education, encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation. A detailed traffic study should be 
completed to assess the proposed recommendations prior to implementation. 
  

6.1 Improve Pedestrian Safety and Access 
The number of pedestrian and bike crashes in Atlantic City is excessive.  A total of 546 pedestrian and 
bicycle crashes occurred in the three year period (2008-2010) reviewed for this study.  This included 377 
pedestrian and 169 bike crashes, which averages 3.5 pedestrian or bicyclist crashes per week.   
 
High levels of pedestrian crashes are a concern for the health and safety of the City’s residents, workers, and 
visitors.  The highest incidents of pedestrian crashes occur along the corridors of Atlantic, Pacific, and Artic 
Avenues.  Table 2 includes a listing of the top 5 bicycle and pedestrian crash corridors.   Six intersections 
along Atlantic Avenue have the highest number of recurring pedestrian or bicycle crashes.  Table 3 includes 
a listing of the 10 intersections with the highest number of bicycle and pedestrian crashes.  
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Common deficiencies that were found among the intersections assessed included:   

• Wide crossings 
• Low visibility crosswalks (faded conditions) 
• Speeding traffic 
• Conflicts with turning traffic  

 
The pedestrian crash reports for the intersections of Atlantic and 
Michigan Avenue and Atlantic and Missouri Avenues were 
reviewed in further detail.  The reports indicate that, in the 
majority of cases, drivers were at fault, usually due to 
inattention, and that pedestrians were walking within the 
marked crosswalk when the crash occurred. 

 
Further assessment of these intersections and their surroundings identified several factors, which may be 
contributing to the high incident of pedestrian crashes at these locations including:  

• Dual turning lanes and dual travel lanes 
• Terminus of Atlantic City Expressway at Atlantic Avenue 
• Hurried drivers going between large scale garages and the Atlantic City Expressway 
• High volume of pedestrians 
• Signal timing 
• Wide crossing/pedestrians exposure to traffic  
• Speeding traffic 

Table 2:  Top 5 Corridors - Pedestrian and Bicycle Crashes 
Top 5 Corridors 

Pedestrian Crashes 
(2008-2010) 

 Top 5 Corridors 
Bicycle Crashes 

(2008-2010) 
Atlantic Avenue (76)  Atlantic Avenue (29) 
Pacific Avenue (59)  Pacific Avenue (11) 
Arctic Avenue (21)  Absecon Boulevard-US30 (10) 
Albany Avenue (9)  Arctic Avenue (9) 

Arkansas Avenue (9)  Albany Avenue (8) 

Table 3:  Top 10 Intersections 
Pedestrian or Bicycle Crashes (2008-2010) 

Atlantic and Kentucky Avenue (9) 
Atlantic and Michigan Avenue (9) 

Atlantic and Tennessee Avenue (7) 
Atlantic and Iowa Avenue (6) 

Atlantic and Missouri Avenue (6) 
Atlantic and Indiana Avenue (5) 
Pacific and Arkansas Avenue (5) 

Atlantic and Martin Luther King Boulevard (4) 
Atlantic and Mississippi Avenue (4) 

Baltic and Ohio Avenue (4) 
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The following recommendations have been identified to improve pedestrian safety and access.  
 

 6.1.1 Dual Lanes 
Dual travel lanes and turning lanes are a common threat to 
pedestrians crossing.  The conflict arises when a vehicle in 
one lane stops for the crossing pedestrian, and the vehicle in 
the other lane does not, because the visibility of the 
pedestrian is blocked by the first vehicle.   
 
A traffic study should be completed to assess the feasibility 
of reducing the number of travel and/or turn lanes. 
 
6.1.2 Reduce Atlantic City Expressway Speeds 
Currently, the Atlantic City Expressway entry and exit points 
terminate at one of the City’s largest and busiest shopping 
districts with high volumes of pedestrian traffic. The travel 
speed of vehicular traffic entering the City should be slowed 
in advance of reaching the first signalized intersection of 
Baltic Avenue.  By the time traffic enters the City, travel 
speeds should be compatible with the adjacent land use and 
pedestrian traffic.  
 
6.1.3 Educate Drivers & Pedestrians 
An overall Pedestrian Safety Education Program should be 
initiated.  A particular focus should be on educating 
employees and visitors who typically use the large scale 
parking lots and shops along and nearest to Atlantic Avenue.  
As a short-term measure, signs and markings reminding drivers to look out for pedestrians as vehicles 
exit garages could be posted within or just outside the garages.  The education programs should 
collaborate with nearby merchants, hospital, bus station, library, and government services. 
 
 

  

Dual turning lanes along Atlantic Avenue between Missouri and Michigan 

Dual travel lanes threaten pedestrians 
Source:  Walkinginfo.org 
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Additionally, jaywalking is widespread throughout the City.  In conjunction with the Pedestrian Safety 
Education Program, a Pedestrian Enforcement Program should be implemented.  Both of these should 
be targeted toward changing the embedded culture of jaywalking.          
 
6.1.4 Accommodate for High Volume of Pedestrian 
Greater attention should be given to pedestrian safety, mobility, and access as the City and CRDA 
continue to focus redevelopment efforts in the area of “The Walk”.  Future designs should give 
pedestrians improved access.  A traffic study should be completed to assess the feasibility and 
potential locations of locating a pedestrian bridge in the area in order to provide pedestrians improved 
access. 
 
6.1.5 Assess Signal Timing 
The existing traffic signal timing, including pedestrian signals, should be reviewed to assess needed 
changes.  Adequate signal timing should be provided for the most vulnerable of pedestrians to cross.  
The MUTCD cites 4 ft. per second as the typical walking speed.  In locations with a large population of 
people who cross at a slower pace, such as children, elderly, and impaired individuals 3.5 ft. per second 
should be used. The typical width of Atlantic Avenue is 70 feet wide and would require 20 seconds for a 
slower paced person to cross. Also, a “Barnes Dance” or “Pedestrian Scramble”, which is an all 
pedestrian signal phase should be considered at the intersections of Atlantic and Michigan Avenues.  
This type of treatment is typically used in areas of high pedestrian volumes and has been installed in 
New York, Washington D. C., and nearby Point Pleasant, NJ.  
 
6.1.6 Calm Traffic 
Traffic calming measures should be included as part of future roadway infrastructure design, 
specifically to address wide crossings and speeding traffic.  Typical traffic calming measures might 
include curb extensions, center median islands, and bike lanes.  Several traffic calming measures are 
included in the conceptual designs prepared for this study and serve to reduce the crossing distance, 
and exposure to traffic for pedestrians, while also reducing the speed of vehicular traffic.      
 
It is critically important to keep vehicular travel speeds slow (calm traffic) in areas where pedestrians 
are prominent.  The likelihood of a pedestrian being fatally struck increases substantially as vehicular 
speed increases.  If a vehicle is traveling 20mph and strikes a pedestrian, the pedestrian has a 5% 
chance of being killed.  The pedestrians change of being killed increases to 85% if the vehicle is 
traveling 40mph.  The graph below highlights the impacts of vehicular speeds and the chance of a 
pedestrian being fatally injured.    
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6.1.7 Install Sidewalks  
The installation of sidewalks is recommended to increase pedestrian safety and accessibility. Ninety 
percent of sidewalks within the preliminary network are in fair to good condition. Ten percent of the 
network is missing sidewalks. The largest gap of missing sidewalk is located along northbound and 
southbound US 40 between the Atlantic City border (MP 61.68) and West End Avenue (MP 63.48).  The 
remaining locations of missing sidewalk are one block long gaps located along westbound Atlantic 
Avenue between Providence Avenue and Boston Avenue, and westbound Grammercy Avenue between 
St. Katherine Place and Maine Avenue.  

 
Table 4 outlines a prioritized list of the corridors where sidewalks are recommended to be installed.  
Sidewalk prioritization ratings are listed in order of importance and are based on crash data, public 
feedback and the ability to: 
• Connect to major destinations (schools, transit, employment) 
• Complete a critical gap in sidewalk network  
• Extend existing sidewalk connectivity  

 
Implementing the priority sidewalk locations will provide an additional 1.9 linear miles to the pedestrian 
network of Atlantic City, and address a critical need of pedestrian access along Route 40. 

   

Table 4: Priority Sidewalk Locations 
Priority 
Rating Corridor Limits Length Prioritization Factors 

1  US Route 40 

Atlantic City border 
(MP 61.68) to West 

End Avenue (MP 
63.48) 

1.8 miles 

• Corridor fronts along the Atlantic City High School 
• Provides pedestrian facilities along an existing, and 

moderately active, transit route on US Route 40 
• Existing worn tracks indicate the need for 

pedestrian facilities 
• Students walk to and from High School during hour 

when school buses are not available    

2 
Atlantic 
Avenue 

(west side) 

Providence Avenue 
to Boston Avenue 

0.04 miles 
(225 LF) 

• Provides pedestrian access to nearby destinations 
(schools, parks, retail, etc.)  

• Completes gap within  existing sidewalk network  

3 
Grammercy 

Avenue 
(west side) 

Maine Avenue to  
St. Katherine Place 

0.05 miles 
(270 LF) 

• Provides pedestrian access to nearby destinations 
(schools, parks, retail, etc.)  

• Completes gap within  existing sidewalk network 
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6.2 Provide exclusive bicycle facilities within the street network. 
Currently, there are no existing on-road facilities designated for bicycling in the City.  The only facility 
designated for bicycling is the Boardwalk, with restrictions.  With the assistance of the Steering Committee 
and City staff, this study has identified a City-wide bicycle network which connects major destinations using 
public roadways.  The recommendations outline specific bicycle facility treatments for each of the roadways 
in the network.  The following is a description of the recommended bicycle facility improvements.  

 
6.2.1 Proposed Bicycle Facilities 
The recommended bicycle facilities are proposed to improve bicycle compatibility and accessibility in 
Atlantic City.  They include a variety of bicycle facility treatments including bike lanes, buffered bike 
lanes, and shared lanes.  Examples of the proposed bicycle facilities are included in Appendix F.  
 
The recommendations are intended to be implemented within the existing cross-section of the 
roadway as part of re-surfacing, restriping or other roadway reconstruction projects.   The 
recommendations do not propose widening of roads or new construction.  
 
Prior to implementation, a detailed traffic study should be completed to assess the proposed bicycle 
facilities. 
 
Proposed Bicycle Compatibility Recommendations 
Each of the roadway corridors included as part of the study network were assessed to evaluate what 
modifications could be made to improve bicycle compatibility.  The modifications considered changes 
to striping, roadway geometry, and on-street parking in order to accommodate bicycle facilities.   
 
Currently, 72% of the assessed roadways are rated as least suitable for bicycling.  However, bicycle 
suitability significantly increases when on-road bicycle facilities are provided.  For example, under 
current conditions, only 10% of the City’s assessed network is rated as moderately suitable for 
bicycling, but when on-road bicycle facilities are provided this increases to 48% of the network.  Table 5 
and Table 6 highlight the existing and proposed bicycle compatibility ratings. 

 
Table 5: Existing Bicycle Compatibility Percentage 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Table 6: Proposed Bicycle Compatibility Percentage 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Compatibility Miles Percentage 
Most 5.28 18% 
Moderate 3.01 10% 
Least 21.46 72% 
Total 29.75 100% 

Compatibility Miles Percentage 
Most 9.06 30% 
Moderate 14.33 48% 
Least 6.36 21% 
Total 29.75 100% 
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The Proposed Bicycle Compatibility Matrix, Table 7, outlines a proposed cross-section for each roadway 
segment and highlights the change or improvement in bicycle compatibility. Figure 2 – Proposed Bicycle 
Compatibility Rating Map illustrates these results. 

In many segments, the recommendations outlined in the bicycle compatibility matrix identify locations, 
particularly on residential streets, where on-street parking is to be removed in order to accommodate 
a bicycle facility.  Prior to removing parking, an assessment of parking utilization should be completed 
by the City to fully understand the need for parking in these locations.  Public outreach efforts should 
be a major component of the parking utilization study.  If it is determined that parking can be removed, 
the recommended bicycle facility should be installed to increase the bicycle compatibility of these 
roadways. 



Table 7: Proposed Bicycle Compatibility Matrix

Municipal border Beach Thorofare Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Recommend speed limit reduction to 35mph

Beach Thorofare West End Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Recommend speed limit reduction to 35mph

Brigantine Blvd (NJ 187) N Carolina Ave Huron Ave 8'/6'/11.5'/11.5'//11.5'/11.5'/6' 6' bike lane

Brigantine Blvd (NJ 87) Huron Ave Municipal Border 15'/11'/1'//3'//1'/11'/15'

Need to assess truck volume for 11' wide 
lane.  Alternative would be to take travel 
lane during off peak hours for use by cyclist

Parkside Ave Melrose Ave 8'/14'//14'/8' 14' Shared Lane ‐ Sharrow, Strip Parking
Madison Ave Boardwalk Least (NB) Moderate (SB) Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Huron Ave Indiana Ave Ohio Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Brigantine Blvd Absecon Ave (US 30) 6'/12.5'//12.5'/6'/8' Bike Lane ‐ Remove Parking north side

Absecon Ave (US 30) Atlantic Ave 5'/10'//10'/5'
5' Bike Lane ‐ Remove parking (north side) 

restrip centerline at 15' 
Atlantic Ave Pacific Ave 5'/10'//10'/5' 5' Bike Lane

Pacific Ave States Ave 6'/12'//12'/6'
Alternative would be keep existing and add 

Sharrow

cul de sac US 30 Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow (Low volume 
residential street)

US 30 Atlantic Ave 12'/12'/6' 2 travel lanes with 6' bike lane

Atlantic Ave Pacific Ave 5'/3'/12'//12'//12'/3'/5'/8' 
One travel lane each direction, 5' bike lane 
with buffer, widen median

Pacific Ave Entrance to Taj Mahal Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Brigantine Blvd Absecon Ave (US 30) 6'/12'/12'//12'//12'/12'/6'
Reduce width of median and add 6' bike 
lanes

Absecon Ave (US 30) Pacific Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Stripe parking and add Sharrows

Mediterranean Ave Marimora Ave 12'/3'/5'/8'
One travel lane, bike lane with buffer (low 
volumes, residential land use)

Marimora Ave Huron Ave 12'/12'/3'/5'/8'
Bike lane with buffer, remove parking one‐
side

N. Riverside Ave Murray Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Murray Ave Kuehnle Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Kuehnle Ave E. Riverside Ave 8'/5'/12'//12'/5'/8' Bike lane with parking
E. Riverside Ave Horace J Bryant Dr Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Horace J Bryant Dr Huron Ave 15'//15'

Huron Ave Marmora Ave 10'/12'/8'
One travel lane, outside lane as bus/bike 
lane

Marmora Ave Bishop Richard Allen Ave 8'/12'/5' 5' bike lane

Bishop Richard Allen Ave Bacharach Blvd 11'/14'
Outside lane is 14' shared lane, add 
Sharrows

Bacharach Blvd Baltic Ave 10'/11'/14'
Outside lane is 14' shared lane, add 
Sharrows

Baltic Ave Arctic Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Arctic Ave Atlantic Ave 6'/11.5'//11.5'/6'
6' bike lane, remove parking on southbound 
lane

Jackson Ave Albany Ave 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6'

One travel lane each direction, center turn 
lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, parking on the 
inside

Albany Ave Providence Ave 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' 
One travel lane each direction, center turn 
lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, parking on the 
inside

Providence Ave Boston Ave 8'/5'/11'/11' 5' bike lane with parking on east side

Boston Ave Missouri Ave 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' 
One travel lane each direction, center turn 
lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, parking on the 
inside

Missouri Ave Arkansas Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Traffic analysis needed
Arkansas Ave Michigan Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Traffic analysis needed
Michigan Ave Ohio Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Traffic analysis needed

Ohio Ave Delaware Ave 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6'

One travel lane each direction, center turn 
lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, parking on the 
inside

Delaware Ave Maine Ave 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6'

One travel lane each direction, center turn 
lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, parking on the 
inside

Melrose Ave Rhode Island Ave Bacharach Blvd Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Bacharach Blvd Brigantine Connector Mediterranean Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Island Ave Turnpike Ave Georgia Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Georgia Ave Island Ave Atlantis Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Atlantis Ave Georgia Ave Sunset Ave 8'/3'/6'/13'//13'/6'/3'/8' Stripe parking lanes add Sharrows

Atlantis Ave Turnpike Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Turnpike Ave Texas Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Arizona Ave California Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Brighton Ave Morris Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Morris Ave Sovereign Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Annapolis Ave Richmond Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Richmond Ave Kingston Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Albany Ave Trenton Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Harrisburg Ave Dover Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Dover Ave Annapolis Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Tallahassee Ave Jackson Ave Moderate (EB) Least (WB) Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Ventnor Ave Jackson Ave Trenton Ave 8'/15'//15'/8' Install sharrows
Trenton Ave Winchester Ave Ventnor Ave 12'/6'/8' 6' bike lane
Harrisbug Ave Ventnor Ave Winchester Ave 12'/6'/8' 6' bike lane, remove parking on NB
Albany Ave Boulevard Ave Winchester Ave 6'/11'/11'//16'//11'/11'/6' 6' bike lane, reduce width of median

Boulevard Ave Albany Ave Raleigh Ave 8'/14'/8' Stripe parking lanes add Sharrows
Boulevard Ave Porter Ave 8'/5'/10//10' 5' bike lane, remove parking on SB
Porter Ave Filbert Ave 8'/5'/10//10' 5' bike lane
Winchester Ave Sunset Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow
Boulevard Ave West End Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Filbert Ave Raleigh Ave Annapolis Ave 8'/16'/16'/8' Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow

Fairmont Ave
Hartford Ave Pete Pallitto Field & Playground 8'/5'/11'/8'

One travel lane, with bike lane, parking both 
sides

Fenton Place Iowa Ave Brighton Ave 11'/5'/8' 5' bike lane, remove parking on one side

West End Ave (CR 629) Annapolis Ave Albany Ave 5'/11'//12'//11'/5'/8'
5' bike lane, restrict parking on west side, 
add center median

Pacific Ablany Ave New Hampshire Ave 5'/10'//10'//10'/5' 5' bike lane with 10' turning lane

Boston Ave Missouri Ave/Arkansas Ave 5'/5'/8'/11'/11'
Two‐way cycle track, remove parking on one 
side

Missouri Ave/Arkansas Ave Michigan Ave/Ohio Ave 6'/6'/3'/11'/11'/11'
Three travel lanes with two‐way cycle track 
and 3' buffer

Michigan Ave/Ohio Ave New Hampshire Ave 5'/5'/8'/11'/11'
Two‐way cycle track, remove parking on one 
side

New Hampshire Ave Maine Ave 8'/5'/11'//11'/5'/8' 5' bike lane with parking

Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard Atlantic Ave Absecon Blvd (RT 30) 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6'

One travel lane each direction, 
median/center turn lane, 6' bike lane with 3' 
buffer, parking on the inside

Municipal Border Casino Parking 6'/4'/12'/12'/3'//2'//3'/12'/12'/4'/6'
Restripe existing shoulder as 6' bike lane 
with 4' buffer, reduce speed to 45mph

Casino Parking Grammercy Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
Grammercy Ave Atlantic City Expressway Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
Atlantic City Expressway New York Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
New York Ave South Carolina Ave Least (NB) Moderate (SB) Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
South Carolina Ave Virginia Ave Maintain Existing Cross‐Section
Barrett Ave Madison Ave 5'/3'/11'/8' 5' bike lane, remove parking on one side

Madison Ave Grammercy Ave 13'//13' Bike Boulevard ‐ Sharrow, remove parking

Grammercy Ave Atlantic Ave 11'/3'/5'/8'
5' bike lane with 3' buffer, remove parking 
on one side

Atlantic Ave Oriental Ave 5.5'/12'//12'/5.5'/8' 5' bike lane, remove parking on one side

CommentsRoad Name Between And Proposed Cross‐Section (ft)
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6.3 Increase access to the Boardwalk for bicyclists 
One of the repeated requests heard from both the Steering Committee and during the Public Information 
Center, was to provide bicyclist with greater access to the Boardwalk.  Currently, during peak summer 
season, cyclists are limited to a four-hour window of 6:00am to 10:00am where they are able to ride on the 
Boardwalk.  During non-peak months cyclists have two opportunities to ride on the Boardwalk, in the 
morning from 6:00am to 12:00pm, and in the evening from 4:00pm to 7:00pm.  The restricted hours are 
readily enforced by the Boardwalk Improvement District and City Police.   

 
Project stakeholder feedback indicated that the limited hours cyclists are able to ride on the Boardwalk 
force them to drive when they might otherwise ride their bikes to nearby destinations.  Stakeholders 
mentioned this was a particular problem when featured events bring large groups and traffic congestion to 
the City.  Residents would prefer to ride their bikes knowing traffic would be bottlenecked through the City.  
Limiting their access to the boardwalk contributes to the congestion because they are forced to drive.  
Additionally, during the restricted hours of bicycling on the Boardwalk, cyclists are forced to ride on City 
streets, where bicycle facilities have not been provided and compatibility is low for the majority of 
roadways. 
 

6.3.1. Remove restricted hours for cycling on 
the Boardwalk 

It is recommended that the City remove the 
restricted hours to allow cyclists greater access 
to ride on the Boardwalk.  Currently, 
representatives from the Boardwalk 
Improvement District and the City’s Police 
Department are diligent about enforcing the 
restricted hours of riding on the Boardwalk.  It is 
recommended that these entities focus their 
effort on enforcing good behavior so that 
cyclists can cooperatively and courteously utilize 
the Boardwalk with pedestrians.  
 
In order to provide better guidance for cyclists, 
pedestrians, and rolling chairs it is recommended 
that additional markings be provided on the 
Boardwalk.  The markings will serve to designate 
exclusive areas of use in order to reduce conflicts, 
and improve pedestrian and bicycle flow.  Figure 3 
provides a conceptual sketch example of minimal 
markings on the Boardwalk. 

 
  

Existing Boardwalk Hours 

 
May 15 to 

September 15 
(PEAK SEASON) 

September 16 to 
May 14 

(NON-PEAK 
SEASON) 

Morning 6:00 AM to  
10:00 AM 

6:00 am to 
12:00 PM 

Mid-Day No Access No Access 

Evening No Access 4:00 PM to 
7:00 PM 
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Providing enhanced markings is a common practice for facilities where many different users are vying to 
share the same space.  Nearby Ocean City, NJ uses markings on their Boardwalk to designate separate 
lanes for use by pedestrians, bicycles, and surreys.  
 
In addition to the enhanced markings, a maximum operating speed limit of 10 mph should be 
established and enforced on the Boardwalk.  This speed limit is slow enough to keep full control of 
operating and stopping a bike, while coexisting with pedestrians.    
 
The recommended pace (travel speed) of bike riding on the Boardwalk should be consistent and 
appropriate to the surroundings.  Cyclists are required to obey all traffic laws, such as stop signs and 
adhering to the speed limit.    
 
It is anticipated that the sporting cyclists, those who prefer long distances and faster pace, would be 
accommodated through on-road facilities, as outlined in this plan. 

 
6.3.2 Test separate facility using temporary mats 
The Steering Committee presented the idea of 
providing an entirely separate facility on the 
beach to allow bicyclists better access to the 
Boardwalk.   
 
This concept would require significant funding, 
environmental assessment, approvals, and a 
high level of maintenance.  Prior to advancing 
such an elaborate and expensive concept, the 
City should test this type of facility, using a 
series of temporary mats to determine: 1) 
willingness of people to utilize such a facility; 2) 
difficulty in keeping it clear; and 3) ability of 
facility to be used exclusively by bicyclists as 
anticipated. 
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Figure 3: Boardwalk Minimal Striping Concept 
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6.4 Develop a consistent and ongoing education and enforcement program to increase compliance 
of drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists with rules of the road 

 
Based on observed needs, it is recommended that the City focus its education program efforts on promoting 
vehicles stopping for pedestrians, pedestrian crossing at intersections, and bicyclist riding with traffic. 

 
6.4.1 Utilize Existing Programs 
The following existing programs should be sought out 
and utilized to assist with changing the behaviors and 
actions within the City.  These include:   
• NJHTS – Pedestrian Decoy Program 
• SJTPO – Safety Programs 
• NJTPA – Pedestrian Safety Campaign 
• Cross County Connections – SRTS, Bike Safety 

Training 
• Rutgers – VTC & Pedestrian Safety Materials 

 
Appendix G contains information and resources related to the above programs. 

 
 6.4.2 Engage Partner Agencies 

The City should engage and collaborate with partner 
agencies that can benefit from the results and expand 
the message of such educational programs.  The 
partner agencies should include, but are not limited to 
the following: 
• AtlantiCare 
• CRDA 
• SJTPO 
• Board of Education 
• AARP 

 
These partners should also be considered as potential 
funding sources to develop and implement educational and 
promotional programs.   
 
6.5 Implement Complete Streets Policy – Prioritize pedestrian and bike access to major destinations 
The City of Atlantic City adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2011.  This study has developed several conceptual 
designs that include a variety of physical improvements specific to creating Complete Streets within the City of 
Atlantic City.  The locations of conceptual schematic designs were selected based on crash data, existing 
deficiencies, and feedback from the Steering Committee and public.  The design treatments outlined in the 
conceptual schematic designs were prepared to illustrate a variety of solutions to address both bicycle and 
pedestrian deficiencies.  Conceptual schematic design plans have been prepared for the following locations:  

• Atlantic Avenue at Kentucky Avenue (Figure 4) 
• Atlantic Avenue at Tennessee Avenue (Figure 5) 
• Virginia Avenue between Pacific Avenue and the entrance to the Taj Mahal (Figure 6) 
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• Baltic Avenue between Ohio Avenue and Indiana Avenue (Figure 7) 
• Pacific Avenue at Kentucky Avenue (Figure 8) 
• Ohio Avenue between Huron Avenue and Marmora Avenue (Figure 9) 
• 24-hour Loop (Figure 10) 

 
Atlantic City previously identified the concept of a designated bike loop linking the Boardwalk and Gardener’s 
Basin, referred to as the “24-hour Loop”.  The study team assisted to recommend specific streets and on-road 
bicycle facilities for the loop.  The connectivity of the loop is dependent on the reconstruction of the Boardwalk, 
and improvements within the Gardener’s Basin property and Uptown Park. 

 
Appendix F, Bicycle Facility Design, contains detailed descriptions of each type of bicycle facility proposed as part 
of the concepts.  The descriptions include details such as location and application of use, typical dimensions, and 
example photos. 

 
Several of the conceptual schematic designs include what is commonly referred to as a “Road Diet”, which is a 
reduction in the total number of travel lanes, typically from four travel lanes to two travel lanes with a center 
turn lane.  A “Road Diet” treatment is a common practice implemented to calm traffic while also better 
accommodating bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Road Diet applications have been successfully implemented in 
more than 50 cities across the county.  The concept of a reduction in the total number of travel lanes initially 
seems counterintuitive, but in fact it has been proven to result in many safety and livability benefits including: 

• Reduced vehicular speed 
• Reduced collisions and injury 
• Reduced conflict points 
• Improved sight distance 
• Improved mobility and access 
• Improved livability and quality of life 
• Economic and community benefits 

 
Appendix H includes reference materials documenting the safety and livability benefits of “Road Diets”. 
 
Prior to implementation, a detailed traffic study should be completed to assess the proposed concepts.   

 
The following conceptual schematic designs also include brief descriptions of the proposed improvements, 
typical cross-sections of existing and proposed facilities, and photos of example facilities implemented 
elsewhere. 
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Figure 4: Atlantic Avenue at Kentucky Avenue 
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Atlantic Avenue between Ohio Avenue and Maine Avenue (Alternative 1) 
 
One proposed alternative design for Atlantic Avenue includes a 5’ bike lane, 3’ buffer, 8’ parking 
lane, and 11’ travel lane in each direction, with a 10’ center turn lane and 6’ raised center 
median. The bike lane is striped to the outside of the parking lane and the buffer lane separates 
the bike lane from the travel lane. The center median also includes low fencing and landscaping 
to discourage pedestrians from crossing midblock.  This design requires the removal of two 
existing travel lanes to be reallocated into on-road bike lanes, buffer, and raised center median. 
The design intent is to improve pedestrian safety, accommodate bicyclists, and calm traffic. 
 
This type of design, often referred to as a “Road Diet”, has been implemented in cities 
throughout the country.  One example includes East Boulevard in Charlotte, North Carolina. Like 
Atlantic Avenue, the roadway serves many users with a mix of commercial, office and residential 
properties, and carries more than 20,000 vehicles per day. The street was originally a 5-lane 
undivided road that was reduced to one lane in each direction, in addition to accommodating 6’ 
bike lanes. 

Existing Cross-Section

Proposed Cross-Section

70' Roadway
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7.5'
Parking Lane

11' 
Westbound Travel Lane

11' 
Westbound Travel Lane

11' 
Eastbound Travel Lane

11' 
Eastbound Travel Lane

7.5'
Parking Lane

11' 
Turning Lane
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Parking Lane
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11' 
Eastbound Travel Lane

5'
Bike Lane

8'
Parking Lane

10' Turning Lane with
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3'
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11' 
Westbound Travel Lane

3'
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Buffered Bike Lane Source: NACTO 

Fenced median on Broad Street, Newark, NJ 
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Figure 5: Atlantic Avenue at Tennessee Avenue 

N 



CITY OF ATLANTIC CITY 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 

DRAFT 
May 2013 

 

 
25 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Atlantic Avenue between Ohio Avenue and Maine Avenue (Alternative 2) 
 
A second proposed alternative design includes a 6’ bike lane (with 2’ gutter pan), 3’ buffer, 8’ 
parking lane, and 10’ travel lane in each direction with a 10’ center turn lane, 6’ raised center 
median, and curb extensions. This design requires the removal of two existing travel lanes to be 
reallocated into on-road bike lanes, buffer, and raised center median. 
 
The bike lane is located adjacent to the curb.  The buffer and parking lane separates the bike 
lane from the travel lane.  Curb extensions are located at intersections where and the bike lane 
will transition next to the travel lane.  The center median also includes low fencing and 
landscaping to discourage pedestrians from crossing midblock.  The design intent is to improve 
pedestrian safety, accommodate bicyclists, and calm traffic. 
 
The second design alternative differs from the first in that the bike lane is located adjacent to 
the curb, separated away from parking and travel lanes. This design alternative would be most 
favorable given it places the bike lanes away from the high volume of turnover parking and 
numerous bus stops. Also, the addition of curb extensions reduces the exposure to traffic and 
the crossing distance for pedestrians.  
 
The separated bike lane, or protected cycle track, is used in many cities including, New York, 
Denver, Chicago, San Francisco, and Portland.  

Source: Denver Urbanism 
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Figure 6: Virginia Avenue between Pacific Avenue and the entrance to the Taj Mahal 
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Virginia Avenue between Pacific Avenue and the entrance to the Taj Mahal 
 
The proposed design includes shared lane markings, also known as sharrows. The existing lane 
configuration and cross-section will remain the same at 54’ wide. Pavement markings or shared 
lane markings are placed 4’ from the curb to center of marking when no parking is allowed 
and/or 11’ from the curb when parking is present.  “Share The Road” warning signs should be 
installed to alert motorists of cyclists using the travel lane.  
 
According to the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), shared lane 
markings can: 

• Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in a shared lane with on-street parallel parking in 
order to reduce the chance of a bicyclist’s impacting the open door of a parked vehicle; 

• Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in lanes that are too narrow for a motor vehicle 
and a bicycle to travel side by side within the same traffic lane; 

• Alert road users of the lateral location bicyclist are likely to occupy within the traveled 
way; 

• Encourage safe passing of bicyclists by motorists; and 
• Reduce the incidence of wrong-way bicycling.      
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Figure 7: Baltic Avenue between Ohio Avenue and Indiana Avenue 
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Source: NYC, Department of City Planning 

Baltic Avenue between Maine Avenue and Hartford Avenue 
 
The proposed design includes a two-way protected cycle track that consists of two 5.5’ bike 
lanes located adjacent to each other with center lane striping.  The cycle track is separated from 
two 10’ travel lanes by a 3’ striped buffer and 8’ parking lane. This type of cycle track design is 
typically used on one-way roadways, such as Baltic Avenue.   
 
This design would require that on-street parking be removed along one side of the roadway and 
striping reallocated to accommodate for a two-way cycle track and buffer.  Ideally, the cycle 
track should be placed on the south side of Baltic/Madison in order to avoid the multiple turn 
lanes onto the Expressway at the intersection of Arkansas.  
 
The protected bike lane could potentially run the entire length of the City from Maine Avenue to 
Hartford Avenue.  This corridor, along Madison Avenue (between Rhode Island and New Jersey 
Avenue) is also part of the 24-Hour Loop. 
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Figure 8: Pacific Avenue at Kentucky Avenue 
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Pacific Avenue between Albany Avenue and New Hampshire Avenue 
 
The proposed design includes a 5’ bike lane (with 2’ gutter pan) and a 10’ travel lane in each 
direction, with a 10’ center median, which also transitions into a turn lane at intersections.  The 
proposed cross-section begins at Albany Avenue and extends to Hampshire Avenue. This design 
requires the reallocation of two existing travel lanes into on-road bike lanes and center turn 
lane. 
 
This design, often referred to as a “Road Diet” because of the reduction in the number of lanes, 
has been implemented in cities throughout the country.  Primary benefits of road diets include: 

• Reduced speeds 
• Reduced number and severity of accidents 
• Provide dedicated bike lanes 
• Reduced number of travel lanes for pedestrians to cross and provide more separation 

between vehicles and pedestrians 
• Removal of left-turning vehicles from through lanes and provide better access to 

driveways along corridor 
• Encourages economic development through walkable scale, safety, and increased 

  
     

   
 

Source: Twin Cities Streets for People 
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Figure 9: Ohio Avenue between Huron Avenue and Marmora Avenue 
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N 
Ohio Avenue between Huron Avenue and Marmora Avenue 

 
The proposed design includes a 12’ travel lane, 8’ parking lane, and 10’ shared bike and bus lane. 
Ohio Avenue is a one-way roadway from between Huron and Marmora. Striping the parking lane 
and adding signing and marking to the shared bus and bike lane will provide clear guidance of 
lane usage along Ohio and remind motorists to expect cyclists along this route.  
 
The Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) R3-17 Bike Lane sign should be modified 
to include the bus symbol, as shown in the photo example on this page. 

Bus-Bike Lane on Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA (source: City Pages) 
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7. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
The recommendations outlined as part of this study provide a blueprint for the City to enhance biking and walking 
throughout Atlantic City. There are multiple opportunities to improve bicycle and pedestrian access and mobility. The 
following sections provide guidance on coordination, planning and design, and funding sources that can serve as a 
resource for advancing and implementing the proposed facilities throughout Atlantic City. 

7.1  Coordination Efforts 
Coordination between Atlantic City and partner agencies should begin immediately to advance improvements for 
biking and walking in the City. A potential first step could be the formation of a working group (e.g., Bike and 
Pedestrian Task Force).  This group would lead the effort to pursue opportunities, and resources to support the 
design and implementation of the recommendations outlined in this study. The working group would assist with 
advancing priority recommendations and build upon the preliminary network identified in this plan.  They would 
also identify opportunities for improving biking and walking through future development.  Representatives from 
City Council, internal departments (Planning, Engineering, Police), SJTPO, CRDA, Cross County Connections, local 
Advocacy Group, School Board, AtlantiCare, and general public should be included as part of such a working 
group. 

7.2  Development Review 
Atlantic City can advance the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements by ensuring that 
development and redevelopment plans and proposals are consistent with the recommendations outlined as part 
of this plan.  Additionally, Atlantic City can strengthen their zoning regulations and development standards by 
requiring and recommending minimum standards to incorporate elements of Complete Streets.  The City can 
adopt the NJDOT Complete Streets Checklist as part of their review process.  A copy of the checklist is included as 
part of Appendix B. 

7.3  Capital Improvement Projects 
Atlantic City can review their Capital Improvement Projects to determine where bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements can be integrated.  Current and subsequent projects should be reviewed and revised to consider 
recommendations outlined within this plan.  The majority of the bicycle facility recommendations outlined can be 
implemented as part of regular resurfacing and/or restriping projects. 

7.4  Funding Improvements 
The costs associated with bicycle and pedestrian improvements are minimal in comparison to roadway projects. 
Many of these facilities can be integrated with little infrastructure and completed at a relatively low cost, such as 
installing “Share the Road” signs or striping a bike lane.  Given the density of New Jersey, most roadway projects 
are repair and replacement, with limited opportunities for expansion and new roadway construction.   Therefore, 
it is critical to include bicycle and pedestrian improvements, through retrofitting, as part of Capital Improvement 
Programs.   
 
The City should investigate a wide variety of funding sources, and partners, to advance the recommendations of 
this study including but not limited to the following:   

• Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 
• Congestion Mitigation and Air quality (CMAQ) 
• NJDOT Local Aid State Funded Programs 

o Municipal Aid 
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o County Aid 
o Centers of Place 
o Local Aid Infrastructure Fund 
o Bikeways 
o Safe Streets to Transit 
o Transit Village  

• NJDOT Local Aid Federally Funded Programs 
o Local Scoping Program 
o Local Lead Program 
o Transportation Enhancements Program 
o Safe Routes to School  

 
 

8. IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX 
In an effort to assist the City, this plan includes an Implementation Matrix for both proposed sidewalks and bicycle 
facilities.  The Implementation Matrix is intended to assist the City in prioritizing the recommendations for a phased 
implementation, as well as identifying relative costs and the appropriate lead agency to coordinate carrying them out. 
 
Table 8, the Proposed Sidewalk Implementation Matrix identifies the timeframe of implementation, range of costs, 
priority ranking, and jurisdictional agency.  This information has been provided so that the City can consider 
implementation of sidewalks through individual projects or as construction occurs within one of the segments identified. 
 
The Proposed Bicycle Implementation Matrix, Table 9, identifies the recommended bicycle facility type, proposed cross-
section of the roadway, relative costs, and jurisdictional agency.  The Proposed Bicycle Implementation Matrix does not 
include a priority rating.  Atlantic City should review proposed development, construction, and resurfacing projects of 
roadways to determine if the proposed bike facility recommendations can be included.  Atlantic City will need to 
coordinate with NJDOT, Atlantic County, SJTPO, and CRDA regarding their proposed projects and recommendations 
outlined in this plan.  The City should consider a phased implementation of bike facilities through individual projects or 
as construction occurs within the segments identified. 
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Table 8: Proposed Sidewalk Implementation Matrix 

Location From To  Issue Improvement Timeframe Cost Priority Jurisdiction 

 US Route 40 
Atlantic Avenue 

(west side) 

Atlantic City border 
(MP 61.68) 

West End Avenue 
(MP 63.48) Pedestrian Access Install sidewalks  Long High High NJDOT 

Atlantic Avenue 
(west side) Providence Avenue  Boston Avenue Pedestrian Access Install sidewalks  Short Medium High City of  

Atlantic City 
Grammercy 

Avenue  
(west side) 

Maine Avenue  St. Katherine Place Pedestrian Access Install sidewalks Short Medium High City of  
Atlantic City 

 
LEGEND:      
Timeframe 
Short = 1-2 years 
Medium = 3-4 years 
Long = 5+ years 

Cost 
Low = < $25,000 
Medium = $25,000 - $250,000 
High = $250,000+ 

Priority 
Sidewalk prioritization ratings are listed in order of importance and are based on crash data, 
public feedback and the ability to complete a critical gap in sidewalk network, extend existing 
sidewalk connectivity, and connect to major destinations (schools, transit, and employment). 
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Table 9: Proposed Bicycle Implementation Matrix 

Road Name Between And 
Total 

Pavement 
(ft) 

Proposed Cross-Section (ft) 
Proposed Bike 

Facility 
Cost Jurisdiction Comments 

Proposed  
Compatible Rating 

Black Horse Pike (US 40) 
Municipal border Beach Thorofare 74' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A Low NJDOT 

Recommend speed limit reduction to 
35mph 

Least 

Beach Thorofare West End Ave 80' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A Low NJDOT 
Recommend speed limit reduction to 
35mph 

Least 

Brigantine Blvd (NJ 187) N Carolina Ave Huron Ave 68' 8'/6'/11.5'/11.5'//11.5'/11.5'/6' Bike Lane 
 

NJDOT 6' bike lane Most 

Brigantine Blvd (NJ 87) Huron Ave Municipal Border 57' 15'/11'/1'//3'//1'/11'/15' Shared Lane Medium NJDOT 

Assess truck volume to determine if 11' 
wide lanes are appropriate.  Alternative 
would be to take travel lane during off 
peak hours for use by cyclist 

Moderate 

Rhode Island Ave 
Parkside Ave Melrose Ave 44' 8'/14'//14'/8' Shared Lane Low City of Atlantic City 14' Shared Lane - Sharrow, Strip Parking Most 

Madison Ave Boardwalk 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow 
Least 
(NB) 

Moderate 
(SB) 

Huron Ave Indiana Ave Ohio Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Maryland Ave 

Brigantine Blvd Absecon Ave (US 30) 45' 6'/12.5'//12.5'/6'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City Bike Lane - Remove parking north side Most 

Absecon Ave (US 30) Atlantic Ave 30' 5'/10'//10'/5' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 
5' Bike Lane - Remove parking (north 
side) restripe centerline at 15' 

Most 

Atlantic Ave Pacific Ave 30' 5'/10'//10'/5' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 5' Bike Lane Most 

Pacific Ave States Ave 36' 6'/12'//12'/6' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, 6' bike 
lane 

Most 

Virginia Ave 

cul de sac US 30 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City 
Bike Boulevard - Sharrow (Low volume 
residential street) 

Least 

US 30 Atlantic Ave 30' 12'/12'/6' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 2 travel lanes with 6' bike lane Most 

Atlantic Ave Pacific Ave 60' 5'/3'/12'//12'//12'/3'/5'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, 5' bike 
lane with buffer, widen median 

Most 

Pacific Ave Entrance to Taj Mahal 54' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Moderate 

North Carolina Ave 
Brigantine Blvd Absecon Ave (US 30) 72' 6'/12'/12'//12'//12'/12'/6' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 

Reduce width of median and add 6' bike 
lanes 

Most 

Absecon Ave (US 30) Pacific Ave 54' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Shared Lane Low City of Atlantic City Stripe parking and add Sharrows Most 

COST 
Low = < $25,000 
Medium = $25,000 - $250,000 
High = $250,000 > 
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Road Name Between And Total 
Pavement (ft.) Proposed Cross-Section (ft.) Proposed Bike 

Facility Cost Jurisdiction Comments Proposed 
Compatible Rating 

Indiana Ave 
Mediterranean Ave Marimora Ave 28' 12'/3'/5'/8' Buffered Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City One travel lane, bike lane with buffer 

(low volumes, residential land use) Most 

Marimora Ave Huron Ave 40' 12'/12'/3'/5'/8' Buffered Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City Bike lane with buffer, remove parking 
one-side Most 

Ohio Ave 

N. Riverside Ave Murray Ave 40' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 
Murray Ave Kuehnle Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 
Kuehnle Ave E. Riverside Ave 50' 8'/5'/12'//12'/5'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City Bike lane with parking Most 

E. Riverside Ave Horace J Bryant Dr 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 
Horace J Bryant Dr Huron Ave 30' 15'//15' Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 

Huron Ave Marmora Ave 30' 10'/12'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City One travel lane, outside lane as bus/bike 
lane Most 

Marmora Ave Bishop Richard Allen Ave 25' 8'/12'/5' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane Most 
Bishop Richard Allen 

Ave Bacharach Blvd 25' 11'/14' Shared Lane Low City of Atlantic City Outside lane is 14' shared lane, add 
Sharrows Most 

Bacharach Blvd Baltic Ave 35' 10'/11'/14' Shared Lane Low City of Atlantic City Outside lane is 14' shared lane, add 
Sharrows Moderate 

Baltic Ave Arctic Ave 28' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Moderate 

Arctic Ave Atlantic Ave 35' 6'/11.5'//11.5'/6' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 6' bike lane, remove parking on 
southbound lane Moderate (SB) 

Atlantic Ave 

Jackson Ave Albany Ave 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, center 
turn lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, 
parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Albany Ave Providence Ave 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, center 
turn lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, 
parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Providence Ave Boston Ave 35' 8'/5'/11'/11' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane with parking on east side Moderate 

Boston Ave Missouri Ave 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, center 
turn lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, 
parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Missouri Ave Arkansas Ave 70' Maintain Existing Cross-Section None Low City of Atlantic City Traffic analysis needed  N/A 
Arkansas Ave Michigan Ave 90' Maintain Existing Cross-Section None Low City of Atlantic City Traffic analysis needed N/A 
Michigan Ave Ohio Ave 70' Maintain Existing Cross-Section None Low City of Atlantic City Traffic analysis needed N/A 

Ohio Ave Delaware Ave 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Buffered Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, center 
turn lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, 
parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Delaware Ave Maine Ave 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Buffered Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 
One travel lane each direction, center 
turn lane, 6' bike lane with buffer, 
parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Rhode Island Ave Bacharach Blvd 34' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 
COST 
Low = < $25,000 
Medium = $25,000 - $250,000 
High = $250,000 > 
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Road Name Between And Total 
Pavement (ft.) Proposed Cross-Section (ft.) Proposed Bike 

Facility Cost Jurisdiction Comments Proposed 
Compatible Rating 

Melrose Ave Brigantine Connector Mediterranean Ave 40' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Moderate 

Bacharach Blvd Turnpike Ave Georgia Ave 26' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Island Ave Island Ave Atlantis Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Georgia Ave Georgia Ave Sunset Ave 60' 8'/3'/6'/13'//13'/6'/3'/8' Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Stripe parking lanes add Sharrows Most 

Atlantis Ave Atlantis Ave Turnpike Ave 11' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 

Sunset Ave 

Turnpike Ave Texas Ave 19' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Moderate 

Arizona Ave California Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 

Brighton Ave Morris Ave 15' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Morris Ave Sovereign Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Annapolis Ave Richmond Ave 22' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Richmond Ave Kingston Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Winchester Ave 

Albany Ave Trenton Ave 26' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Harrisburg Ave Dover Ave 26' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Dover Ave Annapolis Ave 26' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Tallahassee Ave Jackson Ave 30' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Moderate 
(EB) 

Least 
(WB) 

Ventnor Ave Jackson Ave Trenton Ave 46' 8'/15'//15'/8' Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Install sharrows Moderate 
Trenton Ave Winchester Ave Ventnor Ave 26' 12'/6'/8' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 6' bike lane Most 

Harrisburg Ave Ventnor Ave Winchester Ave 26' 12'/6'/8' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 6' bike lane, remove parking on NB Most 

Albany Ave Boulevard Ave Winchester Ave 72' 6'/11'/11'//16'//11'/11'/6' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 6' bike lane, reduce width of median Moderate 

Boulevard Ave Albany Ave Raleigh Ave 30' 8'/14'/8' Shared Lane Low City of Atlantic City Stripe parking lanes add Sharrows Most 

Raleigh Ave 
Boulevard Ave Porter Ave 33' 8'/5'/10//10' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane, remove parking on SB Most 

Porter Ave Filbert Ave 33' 8'/5'/10//10' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane Most 

Annapolis Ave 
Winchester Ave Sunset Ave 26' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

Boulevard Ave West End Ave 40' Maintain Existing Cross-Section Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Least 

COST 
Low = < $25,000 
Medium = $25,000 - $250,000 
High = $250,000 > 



CITY OF ATLANTIC CITY 
BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN 

DRAFT 
May 2013 

 

 
41 

 

Road Name Between And Total 
Pavement (ft.) Proposed Cross-Section (ft.) Proposed Bike 

Facility Cost Jurisdiction Comments Proposed 
Compatible Rating 

Filbert Ave Raleigh Ave Annapolis Ave 60' 8'/16'/16'/8' Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City Bike Boulevard - Sharrow Most 

Fairmont Ave Hartford Ave Pete Pallitto Field & 
Playground 32' 8'/5'/11'/8' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City One travel lane, with bike lane, parking 

both sides Most 

Fenton Place Iowa Ave Brighton Ave 24' 11'/5'/8' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane, remove parking on one side Most 

West End Ave (CR 629) Annapolis Ave Albany Ave 52' 5'/11'//12'//11'/5'/8' Bike Lane Medium Atlantic County 5' bike lane, restrict parking on west 
side, add striped center median Moderate 

Pacific Ave Albany Ave New Hampshire Ave 40' 5'/10'//10'//10'/5' Bike Lane High City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane with 10' turning lane Moderate 

Arctic Ave 

Boston Ave Missouri Ave/Arkansas 
Ave 40' 5'/5'/8'/11'/11' Two-Way Cycle 

Track Medium City of Atlantic City 
Two-way cycle track, remove parking on 
one side Moderate 

Missouri 
Ave/Arkansas Ave Michigan Ave/Ohio Ave 48' 6'/6'/3'/11'/11'/11' Two-Way Cycle 

Track Medium City of Atlantic City 
Three travel lanes with two-way cycle 
track and 3' buffer Moderate 

Michigan Ave/Ohio 
Ave New Hampshire Ave 40' 5'/5'/8'/11'/11' Two-Way Cycle 

Track Medium City of Atlantic City 
Two-way cycle track, remove parking on 
one side Most 

New Hampshire Ave Maine Ave 48' 8'/5'/11'//11'/5'/8' Bike Lane Low City of Atlantic City 
5' bike lane with parking 

Most 

Martin Luther King Jr. 
Boulevard Atlantic Ave Absecon Blvd (RT 30) 70' 6'/3'/8'/10'//10'/6'//10'/8'/3'/6' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 

One travel lane each direction, 
median/center turn lane, 6' bike lane 
with 3' buffer, parking on the inside 

Moderate 

Absecon Boulevard (RT 
30) 

Municipal Border Casino Parking 76' 6'/4'/12'/12'/3'//2'//3'/12'/12'/4'/6' Bike Lane Medium NJDOT Restripe existing shoulder as 6' bike lane 
with 4' buffer, reduce speed to 45mph Moderate 

Casino Parking Grammercy Ave 74' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A N/A NJDOT   Least 
Grammercy Ave AC Expressway 98' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A N/A NJDOT   Moderate 
AC Expressway New York Ave 74' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A N/A NJDOT   Least 

New York Ave South Carolina Ave 85' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A N/A NJDOT   Least 
(NB) 

Moderate 
(SB) 

South Carolina Ave Virginia Ave 74' Maintain Existing Cross-Section N/A N/A NJDOT   Least 

Connecticut Ave 

Barrett Ave Madison Ave 27' 5'/3'/11'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 
5' bike lane, remove parking on one side 

Most 

Madison Ave Grammercy Ave 27' 13'//13' Bike Boulevard Low City of Atlantic City 
Bike Boulevard - Sharrow, remove 
parking Moderate 

Grammercy Ave Atlantic Ave 27' 11'/3'/5'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 
5' bike lane with 3' buffer, remove 
parking on one side Most 

Atlantic Ave Oriental Ave 43' 5.5'/12'//12'/5.5'/8' Bike Lane Medium City of Atlantic City 5' bike lane, remove parking on one side Most 

COST           
Low = < $25,000           
Medium = $25,000 - 
$250,000 

          

High = $250,000 >           
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9. PROGRAMMATIC  
Engineering, education, encouragement, enforcement, and evaluation, or the “5-E’s” are the five key elements needed 
to create a successful biking and walking programs.  The elements should be advanced collectively to provide 
comprehensive approach. 
 
In conjunction with engineering improvements, as outlined in the previous sections, all users (bicyclists, pedestrians and 
motorists) need to be educated in how to operate and safely share the road and navigate traffic. Widespread education 
efforts contribute to safer roadways for all.  
 

9.1 EDUCATION 
To properly plan, design and implement bicycle and pedestrian facilities it is important that an entire community be 
educated including professionals, local officials, police, residents, visitors, and students.  Reaching a broad audience 
with consistent and positive information will help to institutionalize biking and walking within the community.  
Educational programs should dispel myths, encourage courteous and lawful behavior, promote benefits, and 
enhance awareness.  

When choosing educational programs the needs and resources of each community should be considered. In Atlantic 
City, special interest groups that should be targeted for bicycle and pedestrian safety and education programs 
include: 

• Neighborhood events 
• Boardwalk Improvement District 
• CRDA 
• Casino representatives and employees  
• Police Department 
• Professionals, educators and public officials 
• Business districts representatives 
• Visitors  
• Bicyclists riding on sidewalks 
• Young (17 and under) bicyclists and pedestrians  
• Adult bicyclists and pedestrians 
• All motorists 
• Transit users  

 
Education and training might include University courses, webinars, and regional and national conferences.  More 
information can be obtained from the following organizations: 

• Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals (APBP) – www.apbp.org  
• Rutgers Center for Advanced Infrastructure and Transportation (CAIT) -

 http://cait.rutgers.edu/cait/designing-accessibility  
• NJDOT Complete Streets PowerPoint Presentations http://bprc.rutgers.edu/wordpress/?page_id=2279 
• NJ Bike/Walk Coalition – Statewide advocacy group http://www.newjerseybikewalk.org/  
• Probike/Prowalk – Biannual national conference http://www.pps.org/pwpb2012/  
• TransAction – Annual transportation conference based in NJ http://www.njtransactionconf.com/ 
• NJ Highway Traffic Safety - http://www.nj.gov/oag/hts/pedestrian.html 

http://www.apbp.org/
http://cait.rutgers.edu/cait/designing-accessibility
http://bprc.rutgers.edu/wordpress/?page_id=2279
http://www.newjerseybikewalk.org/
http://www.pps.org/pwpb2012/
http://www.njtransactionconf.com/
http://www.nj.gov/oag/hts/pedestrian.html
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• Rutgers Pedestrian Safety Enforcement Training 
Workshops http://bprc.rutgers.edu/wordpress/index.php/training-workshops/ 

• Adult and Child Bicycle 
Courses http://www.trafficsafetymarketing.gov/CAMPAIGNS/Bicycle+Safety/Campaign+Materials 

 
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) released a pedestrian safety roll call video to 
increase awareness of pedestrian safety challenges among police officers. The video addresses common 
violations by both motorists and pedestrians, and describes high-risk crash groups, high-risk locations, and 
common crash types.  Enforcement activities and the importance of reporting are described. The video also 
includes content about Safe Routes to School. Contact: Leah Preiss, NHTSA, leah.preiss@dot.gov, (202) 366-4301 
for more information.  The roll call video is available at the following website: 

• http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/pedforum/2008/spring08.cfm 
 
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration also distributes a packet called “Getting to School Safely 
Community Action Kit.” Within the packet there are fact sheets about bicycle and pedestrian safety. Another 
organization that distributes a guide about how to walk to school is the Department of Health and Human 
Services, Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC gives parents fun tips for teaching children 
the proper way to walk to school. These resources are available online, at the following websites: 

• http://www.nhtsa.gov/people/injury/buses/Getting_to_School/index.html 
• http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/kidswalk/ 

 
9.2  ENCOURAGEMENT AND PROGRAMMATIC RECOMMENDATIONS 
Encouragement is also needed to promote the use and benefits of bicycling and walking as means of transport, 
recreation, and physical activity.  Low-cost programmatic recommendations that encourage biking and walking 
are recommended to complement educational programs.  These may 
include: 

• Bike to Work Week/Day Events 
• Promotional Bike Rides/Walking Events 
• Open Street Initiatives – Car free zones, Block Parties, 

Neighborhood Celebrations 
• Walking School Bus 

 
Walking School Bus 
A Walking School Bus provides parents with a tool to teach children how 
to walk to school safely. The concept involves one or more parents 
walking to school with a group of children, therefore providing a healthy 
alternative for students where bussing is not available. Walking School Buses are often developed in 
coordination with the school administrations and local law enforcement. Communities in New Jersey, such as 
Garwood and Westfield, have successfully implemented Walking School Bus programs. Additional information 
on developing a Walking School Bus has been provided in Appendix G. 

 
Bicycle Rodeos 
A Bicycle Rodeo provides parents and law enforcement with a tool to teach children how to safely ride a bicycle. 
This concept involves children attending a class which teaches proper riding techniques by local law 
enforcement and school administrators or volunteers. Through a series of “real life” riding simulations, students 

http://bprc.rutgers.edu/wordpress/index.php/training-workshops/
http://www.trafficsafetymarketing.gov/CAMPAIGNS/Bicycle+Safety/Campaign+Materials
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/pedforum/2008/spring08.cfm
http://www.nhtsa.gov/people/injury/buses/Getting_to_School/index.html
http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/kidswalk/
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are taught how to safely ride their bicycle. Communities in New Jersey such as Hoboken and Tenafly have 
successfully implemented Bicycle Rodeos.  Additional information on developing a Bicycle Rodeo has been 
provided in Appendix G. 

 
9.3 ENFORCEMENT 
An important component of a safe and well traveled transportation system is an 
enforcement program for traffic regulations as they apply to each type of roadway 
user: motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Atlantic City can improve travel habits 
and behavior through enforcement. This process should include reviewing current 
ordinances and traffic regulations to identify elements that may unnecessarily affect 
certain roadway users, such as bicyclists.  As bicycle facilities are installed, it is 
recommended that local ordinances and regulations be developed or revised to 
clarify items such as: application of vehicle laws to bicyclists, permitted movements 
on and across bicycle facilities (e.g., permitted motor vehicle movements across 
bicycle lanes), bicycling on sidewalks, and bicycle parking requirements.  

 
In addition, a review of enforcement regulations and practices may assist in 
identifying opportunities to partner with community, county, or state organizations to inform users about safe 
bicycle travel behavior, such as the required use of helmets by bicyclists under the age of 17 (N.J.S.A 39:4-10.1), 
or the change from “Yield” to “Stop” for Pedestrians in N.J.S.A 39: 4-36 which now require motorists to stop for 
pedestrians in the crosswalk. Complete details of this revised law can be found on the NJ Division of Highway 
Traffic Safety website at: http://www.nj.gov/oag/hts/pedestrian.html.  Outreach and promotion through 
community channels and events is a critical piece in reminding motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians of applicable 
laws and recommended travel practices. 

10.  LIABILITY 
Many cities are often concerned that implementing bicycle and pedestrian facilities will increase their community’s 
liability.  However, the mode of travel is irrelevant when it comes to concerns of liability.  Accommodating bicycle and 
pedestrian travel safety is not liability-inducing.  As long as facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with 
national standards and guidelines, municipalities have immunity from tort liability.  The following bullet points address 
common questions related to the liability concerns of implementing bicycle and pedestrian facilities.   
 

• Claims against public entities are covered under NJ Statues Title 59 – Tort Claims Act 
• Immunity from tort liability is the general rule and liability is the exception 
• If a design or plan is in conformance with previously approved standards immunity will attach regardless of 

which mode the traveler was using. 
• Plan or Design Immunity NJSA 59:4-6 attaches when: 

o Plan, design or improvement is approved by an official body 
o Plan, design or improvement is approved by a public employee exercising discretion 
o Plan, design or improvement is in conformity with standards previously approved by authorized entity or 

person. 
• Plan or Design Immunity is perpetual and cannot be lost even if later knowledge shows a design or plan to be 

dangerous, or later circumstances render it dangerous, (Manna v. State). 
 
The above content was prepared from excerpts of a presentation given by Dorothy Kowal, Esq. and Tracey Hinson, Esq. 
at the 2010 NJ Complete Street Summit.  Their complete presentation can be found at http://njbikeped.org/2010-
complete-streets-summit/. 

http://www.nj.gov/oag/hts/pedestrian.html
http://njbikeped.org/2010-complete-streets-summit/
http://njbikeped.org/2010-complete-streets-summit/
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11. MAINTENANCE 
Maintenance of roadways, including on-road bicycle facilities is an important 
consideration as bicycle ridership and pedestrian volumes increase with the 
creation of new facilities. 
 
The condition, specifically smoothness, of a roadway’s surface is an important 
factor in bicycle comfort and safety. When a surface is irregular it not only causes 
an unpleasant ride, but also poses risk to the bicyclist as potholes, cracking, 
heaving, and other roadway deterioration may cause a bicyclist to swerve into 
motor vehicle traffic to avoid the obstacle. NJDOT and AASHTO bicycle guidelines 
recommend the routine maintenance of roadways to provide good riding 
conditions for bicycle traffic. In addition, efforts should be made to remove and 
prevent debris from being placed in the roadway, especially along the outside 
edge of roadways where bicyclists often ride. Debris can impact bicycle 
operations and increase maintenance needs of roadway facilities over time. 
 
When facilities are installed, it is important for municipalities to keep shoulders 
and bicycle lanes clear of debris, particularly in the fall and winter months.  
 
The City of Seattle Washington outlines the following as example maintenance items to consider when preparing 
estimates and schedules for on-road and off-road bicycle facilities.  They include:  

• Replace missing and damaged regulatory and directional signs. 
• Repaint worn pavement markings. 
• Trim trees, shrubs and grass to maintain sight distances. 
• Patch holes, fill cracks and feather edges. 
• Clean drainage systems, make modifications to eliminate the formation of ponds. 
• Sweep to remove mud, gravel and other debris 
• Mow bike lane, roadway and trail shoulders (0.8 to 1.5 m  

(2.5 to 5 ft) back from facility). 
• Inspect structures for structural deterioration. 
• Spot pruning to maintain view, enhance aesthetics. 
• Maintain furniture and other furnishings. 
• Mow selectively where groomed look is desired. 
• Install and remove snow fences. 
• Maintain irrigation lines. 
• Pick up trash, empty trash cans. 
• Clean rest rooms and drinking fountains, repair as needed. 
• Remove graffiti from retaining walls, rocks, etc. 
• Prune low branches on trees to keep visibility clear and cyclists safe. 
• Spray for weed control. 
• Remove snow and ice. 
• Maintain emergency telephones. 

 
http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/bikesafe/case_studies/casestudy.cfm?CS_NUM=403 
 

http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/bikesafe/case_studies/casestudy.cfm?CS_NUM=403
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Sidewalk conditions also affect pedestrians, especially those with disabilities. Municipalities should include a process to 
routinely inspect sidewalk conditions, so that cracking, shifting, or deterioration can be addressed quickly. If 
replacement is necessary, the appropriate notice should be made to the responsible party or parties.  The NJDOT 
Pedestrian Compatible Planning and Design Guidelines, Chapter 4, Operations and Maintenance of Pedestrian Facilities, 
provides a checklist of Pedestrian Facility Maintenance Requirements.  The checklist is included as Appendix I. 
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NJDOT and Atlantic City Complete Streets Policy 



 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY  

 
 

 
 

 

 

I. PURPOSE 
To create and implement a Complete Streets Policy in New Jersey through the planning, design, 
construction, maintenance and operation of new and retrofit transportation facilities within public rights of 
way that are federally or state funded, including projects processed or administered through the 
Department’s Capital Program. 
 

II. DEFINITIONS 
A Complete Street is defined as means to provide safe access for all users by designing and operating a 
comprehensive, integrated, connected multi‐modal network of transportation options.   

 
III. BACKGROUND  

                 The benefits of Complete Streets are many and varied: 

• Complete Streets improve safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, children, older citizens, non‐drivers and 
the mobility challenged as well as those that cannot afford a car or choose to live car free. 

• Provide connections to bicycling and walking trip generators such as employment, education, 
residential, recreation, retail centers and public facilities. 

• Promote healthy lifestyles. 
• Create more livable communities. 
• Reduce traffic congestion and reliance on carbon fuels thereby reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
• Complete Streets make fiscal sense by incorporating sidewalks, bike lanes, safe crossings and transit 

amenities into the initial design of a project, thus sparing the expense of retrofits later.  

IV.  POLICY 

The New Jersey Department of Transportation shall implement a Complete Streets policy though the 
planning, design, construction, maintenance and operation of new and retrofit transportation facilities, 
enabling safe access and mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users of all ages and abilities.  This 
includes all projects funded through the Department’s Capital Program.  The Department strongly 
encourages the adoption of similar policies by regional and local jurisdictions who apply for funding through 
Local Aid programs. 

 
 
 
 

SUBJECT:   Complete Streets Policy 

 

Effective Date:  Commissioner Approval: 

Sponsor Approval:  Robert Miller 

Contact Telephone #: 530‐3855 

Policy No. 703                                           
Supersedes:  703 dated           
8/7/89  

 

Su 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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY  

 
   
 

 
 

1. Create a comprehensive, integrated, connected multi‐modal network by providing                    
connections to bicycling and walking trip generators such as employment, education, residential,                     
recreational and public facilities, as well as retail and transit centers.   

   
2. Provide safe and accessible accommodations for existing and future pedestrian,  

 bicycle and transit facilities. 
 
3. Establish a checklist of pedestrian, bicycle and transit accommodations such as  

accessible sidewalks curb ramps, crosswalks, countdown pedestrian signals, signs,  
median refuges, curb extensions, pedestrian scale lighting, bike lanes, shoulders and  
bus shelters with the presumption that they shall be included in each project unless                     
supporting documentation against inclusion is provided and found to be justifiable. 
 

4.  Additionally, in rural areas, paved shoulders or a multi‐use path shall be included in all new               
construction and reconstruction projects on roadways used by more than 1,000 vehicles per day.  
Paved shoulders provide safety and operational advantages for all road users.  Shoulder                    
rumble strips are not recommended when used by bicyclists, unless there is a minimum clear               
path of four feet in which a bicycle may safely operate.  If there is evidence of heavy pedestrian          
usage then sidewalks shall be considered in the project.   
 

5. Establish a procedure to evaluate resurfacing projects for complete streets inclusion according to length 
of project, local support, environmental constraints, right‐of‐way limitations, funding resources and 
bicycle and/or pedestrian compatibility. 
 

6. Transportation facilities are long‐term investments that shall anticipate likely future demand for bicycling 
and walking facilities and not preclude the provision of future improvements.  

 
7. Address the need for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross corridors as well as travel along them. Even 

where bicyclists and pedestrians may not commonly use a particular travel corridor that is being 
improved or constructed, they will likely need to be able to cross that corridor safely and conveniently. 
Therefore, the design of intersections, interchanges and bridges shall accommodate bicyclists and 
pedestrians in a manner that is safe, accessible and convenient. 

 
8. Design bicycle and pedestrian facilities to the best currently available standards and practices including 

the New Jersey Roadway Design Manual,  the AASHTO Guide  for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 
AASHTO’s Guide for the Planning, Design and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, the Manual of Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices and others as related. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

SUBJECT: 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Policy  Effective Date: 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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
POLICY  

 
 
 

 
9. Research, develop and support new technologies in improving safety and mobility.  

 
10. Make provisions for pedestrians and bicyclists when closing roads, bridges or sidewalks  for 

 construction projects as outlined in NJDOT Policy #705 – Accommodating Pedestrian and Bicycle              
  Traffic During Construction. 
 
11. Improvements should also consider connections for Safe Routes to Schools, Safe Routes to Transit, 

Transit Villages, trail crossings and areas or population groups with limited transportation options. 
 
12. Establish an incentive within the Local Aid Program for municipalities and counties to develop and 

implement a Complete Streets policy. 
 
13.  Improvements must comply with Title VI/Environmental Justice, Americans with  

Disabilities Act (ADA) and should complement the context of the surrounding community. 
 
14. Implement training for Engineers and Planners on Bicycle/Pedestrian/Transit policies and             

integration of non‐motorized travel options into transportation systems. 
 
15. Establish Performance Measures to gauge success. 
 

 V.     EXEMPTIONS 

      Exemptions to the Complete Streets policy must be presented for final decision to the Capital Program 
Screening Committee in writing by the appropriate Assistant Commissioner and documented with 
supporting data that indicates the reason for the decision and are limited to the following:                                                                                                                                                                                                         

1) Non‐motorized users are prohibited on the roadway. 
2) Scarcity of population, travel and attractors, both existing and future, indicate an absence of need for 

such accommodations. 
3)    Detrimental environmental or social impacts outweigh the need for these                  
  accommodations.            
4)    Cost of accommodations is excessively disproportionate to cost of project, more than twenty  
  percent (20%) of total cost. 
5)    The safety or timing of a project is compromised by the inclusion of Complete Streets. 

An exemption other than those listed above must be documented with supporting data and must be 
approved by the Capital Program Committee along with written approval by the Commissioner of 
Transportation.  

VI.    AUTHORITY 

     N.J.S.A.  Title 27 

 

SUBJECT:  NJDOT Complete Streets Policy  Effective Date: 

Policy 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CCOOMMPPLLEETTEE  SSTTRREEEETTSS  CCHHEECCKKLLIISSTT

Project title:     
County:     
Jurisdiction/agency:     
Project location:     
Contact name:     
Contact phone:     
Contact e‐mail:     

 
Preamble 

Recent federal, state and regional policies call for 
the routine consideration of bicyclists and 
pedestrians in the planning, design and 
construction of all transportation projects.  These 
policies—known as “Routine Accommodation” 
guidelines—are included in the federal surface 
transportation act (SAFETEA‐LU), Caltrans 
Deputy Directive 64, and MTC Resolution 3765, 
which calls for the creation of this checklist. 
 
In accordance with MTC Resolution 3765, agencies 
applying for regional transportation funds must 
complete this checklist to document how the 
needs of bicyclists and pedestrians were 
considered in the process of planning and/or 
designing the project for which funds are being 
requested.  For projects that do not accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians, project sponsors must 
document why not.  According to the resolution, 
the checklist is intended for use on projects at their 
earliest conception or design phase. 
 
This guidance pertains to transportation projects 
that could in any way impact bicycle and/or 
pedestrian use, whether or not the proposed 
project is designed to accommodate either or both 
modes.  Projects that do not affect the public right‐
of‐way, such as bus‐washers and emergency 
communications equipment, are exempt from 
completing the checklist. 

I. Existing Conditions 

 PROJECT AREA 
a.  What accommodations for bicycles and 

pedestrians are included on the current facility 
and on facilities that it intersects or crosses? 

      

b.  If there are no existing pedestrian or bicycle 
facilities, how far from the proposed project are 
the closest parallel bikeways and walkways? 

      

c.  Please describe any particular pedestrian or 
bicycle uses or needs along the project corridor 
which you have observed or of which you have 
been informed. 

      

d. What existing challenges could the proposed 
project address for bicycle and pedestrian 
travel in the vicinity of the proposed project? 

      

 DEMAND 
  What trip generators (existing and future) are 

in the vicinity of the proposed project that 
might attract walking or bicycling customers, 
employees, students, visitors or others? 

      

 COLLISIONS 
  In the project design, have you considered 

collisions involving bicyclists and pedestrians 
along the route of the facility?  If so, what 
resources have you consulted?   
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II. Plans, Policies and Process 

 PLANS 
a.  Do any adopted plans call for the development 

of bicycle or pedestrian facilities on, crossing or 
adjacent to the proposed facility/project?  If yes, 
list the applicable plan(s). 

      

b.  Is the proposed project consistent with these 
plans? 

      

 POLICIES, DESIGN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES 
a.  Are there any local, statewide or federal policies 

that call for incorporating bicycle and/or 
pedestrian facilities into this project?  If so, 
have these policies been followed? 

      

b.  If this project includes a bicycle and/or 
pedestrian facility, have all applicable design 
standards or guidelines been followed?   

      

 REVIEW 
  If there have been BPAC, stakeholder and/or 

public meetings at which the proposed project 
has been discussed, what comments have been 
made regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations? 

      

III. The Project 

 PROJECT SCOPE 
  What accommodations, if any, are included for 

bicyclists and pedestrians in the proposed 
project design? 

      

 HINDERING BICYCLISTS/PEDESTRIANS 
a.  Will the proposed project remove an existing 

bicycle or pedestrian facility or block or hinder 
bicycle or pedestrian movement?  If yes, please 
describe situation in detail. 

      

b.  If the proposed project does not incorporate 
both bicycle and pedestrian facilities, or if the 
proposed project would hinder bicycle or 
pedestrian travel, list reasons why the project is 
being proposed as designed. 

•  Cost (What would be the cost of the bicycle 
and/or pedestrian facility and the proportion of 
the total project cost?) 

      

•  Right‐of‐way (Did an analysis lead to this 
conclusion?) 

      

• Other (Please explain.) 

      

 CONSTRUCTION PERIOD 
  How will access for bicyclists and pedestrians 

be maintained during project construction? 

      

 ONGOING MAINTENANCE 
  What agency will be responsible for ongoing 

maintenance of the facility and how will this be 
budgeted? 

      
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX C 

Public Involvement Documentation 



Title First Last Representing

Mr. Pinky Kravitz Boardwalk Committee

Mr. Wilbur Banks Atlantic City Human Services

Ms. Patricia Seif Atlantic City Police Department

Mr. John Hunt AtlantiCare Foundation

Mr. Michael Lea AtlantiCare Foundation

Mr. Barry Caldwell Atlantic City Board of Education

Mr. William England Atlantic City Engineering Department

Mr. Jim Fundenberg Bike Advocate

Mr. Graydon Newman Cross County Connection

Ms. Susan Ney Thompson Casino Reinvestment Development Authority

Mr. Brian Thomas Chelsea Neighborhood Association

Mr. Herman Zatt Chelsea Neighborhood Association

Ms. Betty Lewis Westside Neighborhood Protective Association

Ms. Andra Williams Bungalow Park Civic Association

Ms. Alma Johnson Venice Park Civic Association

Ms. Barbara Gilliam Venice Park Civic Association

Ms. Libbie Wills First Ward Civic Association

Ms. Teresa Thomas South Jersey Traffic Safety Alliance

Mr. Tim Chelius South Jersey Transportation Planning Organization

Mr. Edward O'Connor New Jersey Division of Highway Traffic Safety

Mr. Mike Johnson

Mr. John Everest

Mr. Jim Kutch

David Heller

Patrick Farley Cross County Connection

Ms. Jennifer Marandino SJTPO

Ms. Cyndi Steiner NJ Bike Walk Coalition

Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Invitee list



SAVE THE 
DATE 

AAttllaannttiicc  CCiittyy   
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

Local Technical Assistance 
 

 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Atlantic City has a goal to increase the use and safety of bicycle and pedestrian travel in the City. 
With assistance from the New Jersey Department of Transportation – Office of Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Programs (NJDOT-OBPP), Atlantic City Department of Planning is conducting a study to 
develop a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.   
 
As part of this study, we would like to invite you to take part in the Project Steering Committee to 
assist in providing: 
 

• Direction of project mission and goals  
• Insight into the issues and needs of walking and biking in the City  
• Information regarding related project and programs, points of contact and existing resources 
• Feedback to results and recommendations  

 
As a member of the Steering Committee, you will be asked to serve as a project ambassador to 
endorse and promote the project and plan, and attend two (2) Meetings during this study.   The first 
meeting is scheduled for Friday November 18th at 10:30am in Room 208 at City Hall.  This meeting 
will lay the groundwork for the project team to begin their work.  At the second meeting, the project 
team will share the results and preliminary recommendations. 
 
We look forward to having you as a part of the Steering Committee.  If you are unavailable to 
attend, please feel free to send a representative from your agency/department.  If you have any 
questions please contact Denise Chaplick, Project Manager at denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com or 
973-776-8634.  Please RSVP to Denise no later than Tuesday November 15th. 
 

 
 

 

PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE 

Friday November 18, 2011 

10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 

Room 208, City Hall, Atlantic City, NJ  

SAVE THE DATE 
FRIDAY 

NOVEMBER 18, 2011 
10:30 a.m., Room 208, City Hall 

 

mailto:denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com�


AAttllaannttiicc  CCiittyy  BBiiccyyccllee  aanndd  PPeeddeessttrriiaann  PPllaann  
Local Technical Assistance Program 

 

 

    

Steering Committee Meeting #1 
Friday, November 18, 2011 

10:30 AM – 12:00 PM 
Room 208, City Hall 

Atlantic City, NJ 
 

 

AGENDA 

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
 

10:30 AM 

2. Purpose of Meeting 
 

 NJDOT Local Technical Assistance 

 Introduce Project 

 Gain Local Insight 
 

3. Presentation – Benefits of Biking & Walking 
 

4. Vision & Goals Exercise 
 

5. Review Scope of Work  
 

10:40 AM 
 
 
 
 
10:45 
 
11:00 
 
11:15 

 1 Year Schedule  

 Review Preliminary Network  

 Feedback & Insight 

 

  

4. Next Steps 
 

11:45 AM 

 Public Meeting #1 (Project Needs/Issues) 

 Assessment & Analysis  

 Steering Committee Meeting #2 (Results & Recommendations) 
 
 
 
 

 



AAttllaannttiicc  CCiittyy  BBiiccyyccllee  aanndd  PPeeddeessttrriiaann  PPllaann  
Local Technical Assistance Program 

 

 

    

 

SCOPE OF WORK 

 

 

 

Task 1 – Data Collection 

 Travel Patterns 

 Relevant Studies/Complimentary Programs 

 Crash Data Assessment 

 

Task 2 – Network Development 

 Identify barriers to biking and walking  

 Identify opportunities for improvement  

 Other issues plan should address (i.e., education) 

 Sidewalk Inventory and Assessment 

 Bicycle Compatibility Assessment 

 Intersection Assessment 

 Regional Connections 

 Complete Street Policy 

 

Task 3 – Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation 

 Boardwalk Inventory and Assessment (May, June, July) 

 

Task 4 – Conceptual Improvements 

 Conceptual Schematics 

 

Task 5 – Public Outreach  

 2 Steering Committee Meetings 

 2 Public Meetings  

 2 Press Releases 

 

Task 6 – Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

 Summary of Work and Recommendations 

 

Task 7 – Bicycle Route Map 

 

Task 8 – Project Management 
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Project: Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan S.O. No: 2010 SDA787B, T.O. #9 
Date: November 18, 2011 Time: 10:30 am – 12:30 pm 
Place:   Atlantic City, City Hall By:       L. Fryc/D. Chaplick 
Purpose: Steering Committee Meeting #1 

 
Attending: 
Name Representing Email 
Keith Mills Atlantic City Planning & Development kmills@cityofatlanticcity.org 
Bill England Atlantic City Engineer wengland@cityofatlanticcity.org 
Sgt. Donald Benninger Atlantic City Police Department dbenninger@acpolice.org 
Patricia Seif Atlantic City Police Department pseif@acpolice.org 
John Everest Atlantic County John_everest@aclink.org 
Michael Lea AtlantiCare Michael.lea@atlanticare.org 
Libbie Wills First Ward Civic Association wlibbiew@aol.com 
Mike Johnson Venice Park Civic Association mfj2005@comcast.net 
Barbara Gilliam Venice Park Civic Association  
Jim Rutala Rutala Associates jmrutala@comcast.net 
Pinky Kravitz Media Personality & Chairman of Boardwalk Committee pinkykrav@aol.com 
Jim Fundenberg Bike Advocate  

Debra Kingsland 
NJDOT - Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
(NJDOT-OBPP) 

debbie.kingsland@dot.state.nj.us 

Denise Chaplick Michael Baker Jr. Inc. (Baker) denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com 
Layla Fryc Michael Baker Jr. Inc. (Baker) lfryc@mbakercorp.com 
  

 
The meeting began with Debbie Kingsland welcoming everyone to the first Steering Committee (SC) Meeting 
for the Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – Local Technical Assistance Program. Ms. Kingsland 
introduced herself and explained that the NJDOT Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs have awarded 
the City of Atlantic City consultant services through their Local Technical Assistance Program.  Through this 
program the City will work with one of the NJDOT contracted consultants, Michael Baker, Jr. (Baker) to 
develop a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan for the City. Debbie then introduced the consultant team of Denise 
Chaplick and Layla Fryc from Baker.  
 
Ms. Chaplick started the meeting by asking attendees to introduce themselves and identify what agency or 
community group they represented.  Denise then gave an overview of the meeting agenda and outlined the 
meeting purpose, where we will introduce the project to the Steering Committee and gain insight regarding 
specific needs and concerns that should be addressed.  
 
Denise then reviewed a brief presentation, created by Rutgers Alan M. Voorhees Transportation Center, 
about the benefits of biking and walking, and why this project is important on a variety of fronts. Concluding 
the presentation there were several comments including: 
 

• Pinky Kravitz expressed his concern that there have been several studies already completed, but 
limited funding to implement the plans.  Mr. Mills explained that the Bike/Pedestrian Plan would 
assist the City with obtaining future funding. 
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• Mr. Kravitz said that Atlantic City is limited with roadways that could be provided with bicycle 

facilities. Atlantic Avenue, Pacific Avenue, Baltic Avenue are some of the roadways that will bring a 
challenge to installing bicycle lanes on them. The boardwalk might be the only roadway for bicyclists.  

• Barbara Gilliam shared a story of how her daughter bikes to work and how this helped her save on 
gas and increase her level of physical activity.  She said her daughter had concerns of passing large 
groups of people on the sidewalk while riding. 

• Jim Fundenberg, an avid cyclist, indicated that he felt riding in the streets of Atlantic City is very 
dangerous.  He only rides in the street down the center lane of Atlantic Avenue.  Jim mentioned the 
city should incorporate bike lanes like the City of Philadelphia. 

• Keith Mills said that there are bicyclists who currently ride throughout the City’s roadways, but not 
safely. 

• Ms. Chaplick responded to Mr. Kravitz and Mr. Mills’ comments by saying that the purpose of the 
project is to create solutions to the bicycle and pedestrian deficiencies that Atlantic City is dealing 
with.  

 
Denise asked the group to identify specific issues they feel are of concerns for bicyclists and pedestrians in 
the City. They indicated the following: 
 

 Issues 
• Lack of bicycle parking 
• Bicycles overtaking pedestrians 
• Pent up demand for biking in City to Casino’s for employees 
• Debris along roadways  

 
Next, Denise led the group through an exercise to develop a vision statement for the project, to envision 
what Atlantic City should look like in the future under ideal conditions for bicycling and walking. They 
indicated the following: 
 

 Vision  
• All users exist together (share the road) 
• All users are educated, aware, and practice rules of the road 
• Drivers and bicyclist respect pedestrian right-of-way  
• Bicycle license program 
• Ample bicycle parking is available (especially for commuters) 
• Speed limit for bicycles, especially on the boardwalk 
• Clean roadways and sidewalks  
• Increase in the number of people who bike to work and shop 
• Bicyclists use accessories such as bells, baskets, and lights 
• Bicyclists wear bright clothing and helmets 
• Biking is used as an economic development tool 
• Biking and walking is considered as family activity 
• Biking and walking facilities are in good condition 
• Children are educated in the rules of the road (School programs – bike czar) 
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The results will be used to provide input on needs of bicyclists, and create a vision statement that will guide 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
 
Denise then gave a brief overview of the project Scope of Work, which included: 1) Data Collection, 2) 
Network Development, 3) Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation, 4) Conceptual Improvements, 5) Public Outreach, 
6) Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, 7) Bicycle Route Map, and 8) Project Management.  Denise explained that, as 
part of this work, we will be identifying a preliminary preferred network as identified by the City staff, 
community members, and recommendations made by the consultant team.  Denise presented the 
preliminary network which included streets and intersections recommended during the initial Project 
Scoping Meeting.  Denise then asked the Steering Committee to confirm the identified corridors and make 
recommendations for additions and/or modifications to the network. The Steering Committee made the 
following recommendations: 
 

Preliminary Network Additions 
• Connecticut Avenue 
• Martin Luther King Boulevard 
 
Intersection Additions 
• Pacific Avenue and Mississippi Avenue 
• Pacific Avenue and Georgia Avenue 
• Pacific Avenue and Arkansas Avenue 
• Pacific Avenue and Missouri Avenue 
• US 30 and Grammercy Avenue 
• Mississippi Avenue and Fairmount Avenue 
• Arctic Avenue and Georgia Avenue  
• Mississippi Avenue and Arctic Avenue 

 
Denise explained that part of our work will be to collect and review existing studies and plans that are 
relevant to the project, and asked the Steering Committee to provide insight for additional data sources and 
community resources or programs that should be included as part of the project. 
 
The Scope of Work includes an assessment of the Boardwalk.  The Steering Committee was asked if it is best 
to postpone the assessment until the peak season (June, July, August) for accurate data collection.  
 

• Mr. Kravitz said that the boardwalk assessment should be one of the first priorities. Mr. Kravitz 
suggested contacting Don Guardian to obtain existing bicycle and pedestrian volumes on the 
boardwalk. He also mentioned that the High School is located on US Route 40, which is an unsafe 
route to walk or bike on.  An off-road path should be considered, which was recommended as part of 
a previous study.  

• Mr. Kravitz highlighted the boardwalk time restrictions for bicyclists as follows: 
 May 30 – September 15:  6am – 10am 
 September 16 – May 29:  6am – 12pm  and  4pm – 6pm 

• Jim Rutala asked if boardwalk bicycle time restrictions could be extended during the summer from 
10am to 12pm.  Mr. Kravitz said that the high volume of tourists in the summer come to Atlantic City 
around 10am to use the beach/boardwalk area. Extending the time for bicyclists could bring more 
issues. 
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Denise distributed crash statistics prepared by Patricia Seif of the Atlantic City Police Department. Ms. Seif 
provided an explanation of the tables and touched on the highlights of each.  She indicated that there was 
Pedestrian Enforcement Program conducted by the Police Department in 2008.  The program took place for 
five months from May to September.  She explained that the program began with warnings and then 
ticketing jaywalkers and other pedestrian related offenses.  Patty indicated that the statistics show a slight 
decrease in pedestrian crashes during the time of the enforcement program; however, crashes returned to 
normal after the program was completed.  Patty also noted that there is a big draw for families bringing their 
bikes to the shore in order to ride. 
 
Other Comments 
• Mr. Kravitz suggested talking to Susan Ney Thompson from the Casino Reinvestment Development 

Authority (CRDA) regarding the widening projects on Connecticut Avenue and Massachusetts Avenue. 
The City would like to install bike lanes. He also suggested contacting AtlantiCare to determine if they 
track bicycle and pedestrian crashes that are not reported to the police. The hospital might have reports.  

• Ms. Kingsland asked Mr. Mills if plans and documents are available for the resurfacing projects that are 
underway.  

• Mr. Kravitz said that eliminating parking near residential areas to install bicycle lanes might be an issue 
for residents. Free parking lots should be built if street parking needs to be eliminated. He added that 
bike racks are needed on the boardwalk and in parking garages.  

• Ms. Seif suggested restriping the crosswalks from a Standard crosswalk to a Ladder crosswalk for 
pedestrians and vehicles to clearly see the markings.  

• Mr. Kravitz suggested extending Ventnor Avenue to the municipal border. He also said that there are 
many upcoming developments in Atlantic City such as expanding the aquarium at Garden’s Basin near 
the lighthouse.  Garden Pier will be renovated, a high diving horse will be installed on the pier, and the 
beach will be widened. Lisa Cartmear, executive director of Atlantic City Alliance should be contacted 
regarding the developments.  

 
Next Steps/Schedule 
Ms. Chaplick described the next steps in the study would include: 

 Public Meeting #1  
 Assessment & Analysis 
 Steering Committee Meeting #2 (Results and Recommendations) 
 

Ms. Chaplick asked where the best place would be to hold the public meeting. The attendees suggested that 
the Convention Center would be the best place.  Advertizing for the meeting could be done through flyers, 
radio, television Channel 2, emails, press release, council meetings, and group neighborhoods.  
 

• Mr. Kravitz suggested contacting Jeff Vasser from Atlantic City Convention and Visitor regarding the 
public meeting.  
 
 

The meeting then concluded with attendees being thanked for their time and input. 
 

 
Handouts at Meeting: 

 
Agenda, Vision Statement Exercise, Scope of Work, Preliminary Network 

 



 
 
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:  

 
 
 

CITY OF ATLANTIC CITY 

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTER 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN 

  
 

Atlantic City, NJ – July 13, 2012 – The City of Atlantic City is preparing a Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan.  The planning study is sponsored by the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs and is being completed with the 
assistance of Michael Baker Jr., Inc.  
  
The planning study will evaluate existing conditions for biking and walking on select roadways 
to establish a preliminary network.  The study will make recommendations to improve safety, 
access, and mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians in Atlantic City. The final product of this 
study will be a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan which will serve as a guide for the City and as a 
resource to obtain funding for the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
 
The City will hold a Public Information Center on Tuesday August 14th, 2012 from 5:00 PM to 
8:00 PM at the Atlantic City Convention Center, Room 314.  The purpose of the meeting is to 
receive insight and feedback from the public on the data collection, analysis, and potential 
recommendations of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Residents and workers of Atlantic City are 
encouraged to attend and provide input to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Representatives from 
the City of Atlantic City, NJDOT, and consultant team will be available to discuss details of the 
plan.     
   
 
For additional information, contact: 
  
Denise Chaplick, Michael Baker, Jr., Inc. 
(973) 776-8634   
Denise.Chaplick@mbakercorp.com 
  
Joseph Powell, NJ Department of Transportation 
Joseph.Powell@dot.state.nj.us 



The City of Atlantic City is preparing a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
The Plan is sponsored by the New Jersey Department of
Transportation, Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs and is
being completed with the assistance of Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

The planning study will evaluate existing conditions for biking and
walking and propose recommendations to improve safety, access,
and mobility in Atlantic City. The final product of this study will be a
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan which will serve as a guide for the City
and as a resource to obtain funding for the implementation of
bicycle & pedestrian improvements.

You are cordially invited to attend a Public Information Center on
Tuesday August 14th, 2012 between 5:00 PM and 8:00 PM at the
Atlantic City Convention Center, Room 314. Please join us to hear
more about the details and results of data collection, analysis, and
potential recommendations of the Plan and provide us with your
thoughts. Your input is very important!

For additional information, contact:

Denise Chaplick, Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.
(973) 776‐8634

denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com

Or

Joseph Powell, NJ Department of Transportation

Joseph.Powell@dot.state.nj.us

Lorenzo T. Langford, Mayor

The City of     Atlantic City
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan



Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Local Technical Assistance Program 

 

 

    

Public Information Center 
Tuesday August 14, 2012 

5:00 PM – 8:00 PM 
Atlantic City Convention Center 

 Room 314 
 

AGENDA 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
 

 

2. Purpose of Meeting 
 Present Results of Assessment 

 Review Preliminary Recommendations 

 Document Public Feedback 

 
3. Data Collection 

 Travel Patterns 

 Relevant Studies 

 Crash Data Assessment 

 
4. Network Development 

 Preliminary Network 

 Sidewalk Inventory and Assessment 

 Bicycle Compatibility Assessment 

 Intersection Assessment 

 Identify opportunities for improvement  

 
5. Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation 

 Boardwalk Inventory and Assessment 

 
6. Preliminary Recommendations  

 
7. Feedback 

 
8. Next Steps 

 Advance Recommendations and Final Plan 

 Present Final Recommendations 
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Project Memorandum 
 

TO:   Joe Powell, Project Manager 

   NJDOT-OBPP 

 

  
FROM:  Denise Chaplick, 

   Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

 

DATE:  August 31, 2012 
 
RE: Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

Public Information Center (PIC) (held Aug. 14, 2012) 
 

 
Meeting Attendees  

 

Jim Kutch CRDA jkutch@njcrda.com 

John Boyle Bike Coalition of Greater Philadelphia john@bicyclecoalition.org 

Libbie Wills 1st WCA  

Keith Mills Atlantic City Planning kmills@cityofatlanticcity.org 

Daryl Bulthuis Boardwalk Committee Atlantic City Arts Foundation daryljohn@me.com 

Jean Antolini Atlantic City resident nikkynine@comcast.net 

Candice Dias SJTPO cdias@sjtpo.org 

Sherrie Kendall Resident/Boardwalk Hall shrrknd@aol.com 

Walt Dickerson Atlantic County resident walt_dickerson@hotmail.com 

Bruce Mcleod Resident ssbn609@comcast.net 

George Loza City of Brigantine george.loza@verizon.net 

Roberta Musci  robertadeanne@gmail.com 

Emily Previti Press of Atlantic City epreviti@pressofac.com 

Joseph Powell NJDOT-OBPP joseph.powell@dot.state.nj.us 

Debbie Kingsland NJDOT-OBPP debbie.kingsland@dot.state.nj.us 

William Riviere NJDOT-OBPP william.riviere@dot.state.nj.us 

Layla Fryc Michael Baker Jr., Inc. ffryc@mbakercorp.com 

Denise Chaplick Michael Baker Jr., Inc. Denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com 

 

A Public Information Center (PIC) was held on Tuesday August 14, 2012 from 5:00PM to 8:00PM at the Atlantic 

City Convention Center to review the findings, results, and preliminary recommendations of the Atlantic City 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and document the feedback of the general public.  The materials presented included a 

summary of existing conditions which included the preliminary bicycle and pedestrian network, existing sidewalk 

inventory, existing bicycle compatibility assessment, crash data analysis, and schematic graphic highlighting 

intersections with the highest pedestrian crashes.  Supporting documentation was also made available for attendees 

to review how bicycle and walking has been integrated elsewhere around the country.  The documentation also 

included national guidelines and policies endorsing biking and walking, including the Atlantic City Complete 

Streets policy.   

 

Several preliminary concepts were also presented for review and comment.  The concepts showed examples of 

how to address existing bicycle and pedestrian deficiencies.  The concepts included facilities such as bike lanes, 

shared lane markings, center medians, curb extensions, and boardwalk striping.   
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Additionally, a slideshow highlighting facts of the existing conditions and example facilities of proposed concepts 

were available for viewing during the time of the meeting. 

 

Attendees were able to review presentation materials and ask questions of consultants, NJDOT representatives, 

and Atlantic City representatives.  They were able to make comments and document their feedback by leaving a 

comment card behind, writing on the flip charts, or following up with the project team via e-mail.  The comment 

period will be open for two weeks after the PIC, ending Tuesday August 28
th
.    

 

Below is a summary of comments received during the PIC: 

• Atlantic City needs an implementation plan (Task Force?). 

• Atlantic City is making the boardwalk its center focus and we cannot get to any of the “must see” events 

without a car. 

1. Duality – 3D Movie 

2. Air Show 

3. The Pier 

4. Cafés and Restaurants 

5. Beach Bars 

6. Fireworks 

7. Casinos 

• The boardwalk is key, it’s the heart.  Licensing bikes could be an option.  Perhaps a secondary bike/wheel 

chair lane could be provided over top of the dunes.  This could protect dunes and impedes growth to 

dunes. 

• Make Arctic Avenue 2-way with bike lanes. 

• Provide a bike loop around the City. 

• Provide access via bike to Marina District. 

• I like the separated bike lane. 

• I want 24 hour access with my bike on the boardwalk/beach. 

• Provide better lighting. 

• Eliminate parking instead of a traffic lane on Atlantic Avenue. 

• Provide bike parking in shopping areas. 

• Increase/improve traffic enforcement. 

• Integration of transit facilities, train station/bus terminals.  Bike lanes should be integrated into the grid 

with a focus on transit mobility. 

• Provide a loop around Longport, Margate, Ventnor, AC Boardwalk to Gardener’s Basin, to Maryland Ave, 

to Baltic, to Winchester along Bay Ave. 

• Atlantic City could be a great place to cycle. The AC Boardwalk itself is the greatest surface in the 

County.  Presently, conditions are not good. Cycling hours are not good on the boardwalk, and off 

boardwalk conditions are terrible. Get bike lanes ASAP. 

• Provide 24 hour access for bikes on boardwalk. 

• Atlantic Avenue bike lane should be next to curb for safety reasons. 

• The loop in NE Inlet is a good idea when boardwalk is completed. 
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Below is a summary of comments received in the two weeks following the PIC: 

• There is plenty of room on the boardwalk for a 24/7 bike path.  Every weekend I have to go from my 

house in Ventnor in the opposite direction of AC to have breakfast and shop because it's after 10 a.m. and I 

can't go to AC.  People in Ventnor travel everywhere on bikes, we just can’t go to AC.  Please make a path 

on the boardwalk! 

• It's insane to allow bicycles on the sidewalk. 

• Pacific Avenue: Reduce traffic lanes from 4 to 3, install median safety island and fencing where 

appropriate, create cut-outs and shelters for jitney stops, limit crosswalks to one side of intersection, 

implement crossing signals, co-ordinate traffic signals. 

• Atlantic Avenue (Uptown): Eliminate center turning lane, create an urban transit system such as a 3.5 mile 

streetcar project, install median safety island and fencing where appropriate, and limit bus traffic (e.g., 

Commonwealth Avenue in Boston). 

• Atlantic Avenue (Downbeach): coordinate all traffic signals, blinking yellow lights during low traffic 

times, pedestrian cross-walks limited to one side of intersection. 

• Boardwalk (Uptown): Build 24/7 bike and jogging path on ocean side of dunes, limit bike access on 

Boardwalk to mornings only, electronically signal when bikes are not allowed, strictly enforce prohibition, 

extend bike and jogging path to Gardner�s Basin, implement Wi-Fi hot spots under the Boardwalk. 

• Boardwalk (Downbeach): study hourly traffic flow, then limit bicycle access to high flow times only, re-

configure stairs from beach so pedestrians can stand on landing to check for cross-traffic (and vice versa.) 

• Cycle Track on Atlantic Ave would be tremendous.  

• Like the idea of opening up the lightly used north end of the Boardwalk to 24 hour bike access. 

• The Brigantine Bridge has a narrow sidewalk on the ocean side that empties out into a grassy area and 

guardrail. A connection to the street grid should be a high priority.  

• Connect Brigantine Bridge and Marina to the 24-hour loop via Maryland or Virginia Avenue. 

• No connection over Albany Ave. bridge - looks wide enough for bike lanes with lane narrowing. 

• Connect path in Horace Bryant Park with the sidepath on Renaissance Point Blvd.  

• Bike parking design standards, bike parking proposed locations, and bike parking ordinance needs to be 

part of the plan. 

• Baltic/Arctic street pair should be considered if the Atlantic Avenue cycle track proves to be not feasible. 

Alternatively Arctic Ave. could be considered for conversion to a two way street. 

• Bike lane striping should be made part of the City and County resurfacing program. 

• A bicycle and pedestrian task force should be appointed by the City to implement the plan. 

• A path along railroad tracks or expressway then splitting out to Route 30 and Route 40. 

• A path along Route 30 set back away from traffic which will continue to Horace Bryant Park and connect 

to Atlantic City via the Walk. 

• To connect to Brigantine, crossing Grammercy Avenue at light going along Access Road (past the 

Humane Society) to Brigantine-Borgata Waterfront Park and Harrah’s Baywalk, which takes you to 

Brigantine Bridge.  

• Distribute badges for boardwalk off hours or path along dunes. Path built over top of the dunes protects 

dunes from people walking over and impedes growth, therefore not having to groom. People going to the 

beach from casinos walk under bike path. 

 

Following the comment period, the project team will make necessary changes based on the public feedback, and 

the approval of the City and NJDOT.  Once approved, preliminary concepts will be finalized and prepared as part 

of a Draft Final Report.  The final recommendations will be presented in a public forum prior to concluding the 

Final Plan.  

 



Project 
Steering 
Committee #2 

AAttllaannttiicc  CCiittyy   
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

Local Technical Assistance 
 

 
  

 

 
Please join us for the second Steering Committee meeting for the Atlantic City Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan on Thursday June 21st at 10:30 am in Room 208 at City Hall. The meeting will 
review the following results: 
 
Data Collection 

• Travel Patterns 

• Relevant Studies 

• Crash Data Assessment 

• LAB Bicycle Friendly Scorecard 
 
Network Development 

• Preliminary Network 

• Sidewalk Inventory and Assessment 

• Bicycle Compatibility Assessment 

• Intersection Assessment 

• Identify barriers to biking and walking  

• Identify opportunities for improvement  

• Other issues the plan should address (i.e., education) 
 
Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation 

• Boardwalk Assessment 
 
Next Steps 

• Recommendations 

• Public Meeting 

 
Your feedback will be critical as the project moves forward toward recommendations. We look 
forward to having you attend.  If you are unavailable to attend, please feel free to send a 
representative from your agency/department.  If you have any questions please contact Denise 
Chaplick, Project Manager at denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com or 973-776-8634.  Please RSVP to 
Denise by Monday June 18th. 

Steering Committee 
Meeting #2 

SAVE THE DATE 
THURSDAY JUNE 21, 2012 

10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 
Room 208, City Hall 

mailto:denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com�
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Steering Committee Meeting #2 
Thursday June 21, 2012 
10:30 AM – 12:30 PM 

Room 208, City Hall, Atlantic City, NJ 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
 

10:30 AM 

2. Purpose of Meeting 
• Review Preliminary Results 
• Feedback 
 

3. Data Collection 
• Travel Patterns 

• Relevant Studies 

• Crash Data Assessment 

• LAB Bicycle Friendly Scorecard 

 
4. Network Development 

• Preliminary Network 

• Sidewalk Inventory and Assessment 

• Bicycle Compatibility Assessment 

• Intersection Assessment 

• Identify barriers to biking and walking  

• Identify opportunities for improvement  

• Other issues plan should address (i.e., education) 

 
5. Boardwalk Utilization Evaluation 

• Boardwalk Inventory and Assessment 
 

6. Feedback  
 

10:40 AM 
 
 
 
10:45 AM 
 
 
 
 
 
11:00 AM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11:35 AM 
 
 
11:45 AM 

7. Next Steps 12:15 PM 

• Recommendations 
• Public Meeting 

  

 



 
 
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:  

 
 

CITY OF ATLANTIC CITY 

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTER 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN 

  
 

Atlantic City, NJ – February 4, 2013 – The City of Atlantic City is preparing a Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan.  The planning study is sponsored by the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs and is being completed with the 
assistance of Michael Baker Jr., Inc.  
  
The planning study will evaluate existing conditions for biking and walking on select roadways 
to establish a preliminary network.  The study will make recommendations to improve safety, 
access, and mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians in Atlantic City. The final product of this 
study will be a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan which will serve as a guide for the City and as a 
resource to obtain funding for the implementation of bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 
 
The City will hold a Public Information Center on Wednesday, March 13th, 2013 at 5:00 PM 
during a regularly scheduled Council Meeting in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 1301 
Bacharach Boulevard, Atlantic City, NJ 08401. The public will have an opportunity to review 
project materials prior to the Council Meeting, which will be located on the 2nd floor of the City 
Hall beginning at 3:00 PM.  
 
The purpose of the meeting is to receive insight and feedback from the public on the proposed 
recommendations of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Residents and workers of Atlantic City are 
encouraged to attend and provide input to the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.  Representatives from 
the City of Atlantic City, NJDOT, and consultant team will be available to discuss details of the 
plan.     
   
For additional information, contact: 
  
Denise Chaplick, Michael Baker, Jr., Inc. 
(973) 776-8634   
Denise.Chaplick@mbakercorp.com 
  
Joseph Powell, NJ Department of Transportation 
Joseph.Powell@dot.state.nj.us 



The City of Atlantic City is preparing a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. 
The Plan is sponsored by the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs and is 
being completed with the assistance of Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 
 
The City will hold a Public Information Center on Wednesday, March 
13th, 2013 at 5:00 PM during a regularly scheduled Council Meeting 
in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 1301 Bacharach Boulevard, 
Atlantic City, NJ 08401. The public will have an opportunity to 
review project materials prior to the Council Meeting, which will be 
located on the 2nd floor of the City Hall beginning at 3:00 PM.  
 
The purpose of the meeting is to receive insight and feedback from 
the public on the proposed recommendations of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan.  Residents and workers of Atlantic City are 
encouraged to attend and provide input to the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan.  Representatives from the City of Atlantic City, 
NJDOT, and consultant team will be available to discuss details of 
the plan.  

For additional information, contact: 
Denise Chaplick, Michael Baker, Jr., Inc. 

(973) 776-8634 
denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com 

Or 
Joseph Powell, NJ Department of Transportation 

Joseph.Powell@dot.state.nj.us 
 

Lorenzo T. Langford, Mayor 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 

The City of   
Atlantic City 



Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Local Technical Assistance Program 

 

 

    

Public Information Center #2 
Wednesday, March 13, 2013 

3:00 PM  
2nd Floor, Council Chambers  

City Hall, Atlantic City 
  

AGENDA 

Poster Session (2nd Floor Lobby) 
Project Overview 

 Open Discussion of Project Materials 

 Review Draft Recommendations 

 Document Public Feedback 
 

 
3:00 PM – 4:45 PM 

Council Meeting Consultant Presentation (Council Chambers) 
 
Intro/Background 

 LTA Program 

 Complimentary Efforts 
 

Review of Existing Conditions & Project Findings 
 Crash Data  
 Sidewalks  
 Bicycle Compatibility 
 Intersections 

 
Summary of Priority Recommendations 

 Pedestrian Safety 

 Bike Facilities 

 Boardwalk 

 Programs  

 Complete Streets 
 

Next Steps 
 Draft and Final Plan 

 
Questions 

5:00 PM – 5:30 PM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Local Technical Assistance Program 

 

 
    

Steering Committee Meeting #3 
Tuesday December 4, 2012 

11:00 AM – 1:00 PM 
Council Chambers, City Hall, Atlantic City, NJ 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. Welcome and Introductions 

 
11:00 AM 

2. Purpose of Meeting 
• Review Draft Recommendations 
• Document Steering Committee Feedback 
 

3. Background 
• City’s Complete Street’s Policy 
• Complimentary Efforts (CRDA Tourism Master Plan, etc.) 
• Existing Conditions 
• Crash Data Assessment (with more detail) 
 

4. Recommendations 
• Sidewalks (US Route 40) 
• Bicycle Compatibility  
• Conceptual Layout 
• Detailed Descriptions 

 
5. Boardwalk Recommendations 

• Allocate Space 
• Underpass 
• Separate Facility 
• Hours of Bike Access 
• Data Collection Needs 

 
6. Bike Route Map Review 
 
7. Next Steps 

• Public Meeting (Date/Location?) 
• Draft & Final Plan 

11:10 AM 
 
 
 
11:15 AM 
 
 
 
 
 
11:30 AM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12:15 PM 
 
 
 
 
 
12:30 PM 
 
12:45 PM 
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Project:  Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan  S.O. No:  2010 SDA787B, T.O. #9 
Date:  December 4, 2012  Time:  11:00 am – 1:00 pm 
Place:    Atlantic City, City Hall  By:        Layla Fryc 
Purpose:  Steering Committee Meeting #3 

 
Attending: 
Name  Representing  Email 
Keith Mills  Atlantic City Planning & Development  kmills@cityofatlanticcity.org 
John Everest  Atlantic County  john‐everest@aclink.org 
Libbie Wills  First Ward Civic Association  wlibbiew@aol.com 
Jim Kutch  CRDA  jkutch@njcrda.com  
Jim Rutala  Rutala Associates  jmrutala@comcast.net 
John Boyle  Bicycle Coalition   john@bicyclecoalition.org 

Joseph Powell  NJDOT ‐ Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs 
(NJDOT‐OBPP)  joseph.powell@dot.state.nj.us 

Denise Chaplick  Michael Baker Jr., Inc. (Baker)  denise.chaplick@mbakercorp.com 
Layla Fryc  Michael Baker Jr., Inc. (Baker)  lfryc@mbakercorp.com 
   
 

The meeting  began with  Joe  Powell welcoming  everyone  to  the  third  and  last  Steering  Committee  (SC) 
Meeting  for  the Atlantic City Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan – Local Technical Assistance Program. Mr. Powell 
introduced himself and explained that  the NJDOT Office of Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs have awarded 
the  City  of  Atlantic  City  consultant  services  through  their  Local  Technical  Assistance  Program.    He  then 
handed over the meeting over to Denise Chaplick. 

Ms.  Chaplick  started  by  mentioning  the  purpose  of  the  meeting,  which  is  to  review  the  conceptual 
recommendations and get  feedback  from  the attendees. She pointed out  that  the  conceptual  layouts are 
ideas and not detailed plans. Ms. Chaplick discussed the top five priority recommendations below, given to 
attendees as a handout.  

 
1. Improve  pedestrian  safety  at  high  crash  locations,  with  a  focus  on  Atlantic  Avenue  & Michigan 

Avenue and Atlantic Avenue & Missouri Avenue. 
 Remove dual turning lanes 
 Reduce crossing distance 
 Provide exclusive walk signal 
 Remove pedestrians from conflict with turning traffic using pedestrian bridge (pedestrian bridge 

should be integrated into existing architecture, but open to the street) 
 

2. Provide exclusive bike facilities within the street network using bike lanes and shared lanes. 
 

3. Increase access to the Boardwalk for bicyclists. 
 Remove restricted hours (enforce good behavior) 
 Delineate area for bicyclists on Boardwalk using striping 
 Test separate facility using temporary mats 
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4. Develop  a  consistent  and  ongoing  education  and  enforcement  program  to  increase  drivers, 

pedestrians, and bicyclists behavior to obey the rules of the road and promote: 
 Vehicles stop for pedestrians 
 Pedestrian cross at intersections 
 Bicyclist ride with traffic 

 
5. Implement Complete Streets Policy – Prioritize pedestrian and bike access to major destinations 

 The Walk 
 Convention Center 
 Badger Field 
 Gardner’s Basin 
 Bu and Train station 
 Cross town connections 

She then walked through the displayed boards which  included existing conditions and proposed conceptual 
recommendations: 

 Denise discussed the Existing Bicycle Compatibility map highlighting the results as 16% most suitable, 
11%  moderately  suitable,  and  73%  least  suitable  for  bicycling.    The  proposed  bicycle  facilities 
compatibility  as  follows 21% most, 49% moderately  suitable,  and 30%  least  suitable  for bicycling.  
She distributed the Proposed Bicycle Compatibility Matrix and explained that a significant increase in 
bicycle  compatibility  could  be  accomplished  by  restriping  to  integrate  bicycle  facilities.    She  also 
noted that certain trade‐offs would need to occur, such as lane reductions or reduction in on‐street 
parking in order to integrate the proposed bicycle facilities and that further study would be required 
to finalize proposals.  

 With regards to the existing sidewalk condition, Ms. Chaplick said that Atlantic City has a fair to good 
sidewalk network with the exception of missing sidewalk on Route 40 west of West End Avenue. 

 Denise explained the concept of Atlantic Avenue where the bike  lane  is adjacent to the curb with a 
three foot buffer between the bike  lane and the parking  lane. She said that this concept  includes a 
road diet where the travel  lanes are reduced to one  lane  in each direction with a combined center 
turn  lane  and median.    The median would  also  include  a  low  fence with  landscaping  to  prevent 
pedestrians  from  crossing mid‐block.  Jim  Rutala  asked  about  the  AADT  on  Atlantic  Avenue  and 
Denise  told him  it was around 19,000  in 2009.  She  then passed around a  study documenting  the 
results  of  a  road  diet  implemented  in  San  Francisco, which  resulted  in  a  reduction  in  pedestrian 
crashes, reduced speeds, and maintained traffic flow. 

 Denise explained the second option on Atlantic Avenue places the bike lane between the travel lane 
and parking lane. She pointed out that quite a few people at the PIC meeting preferred the previous 
alternative because they preferred to have the bike lane separated from the travel lane.  

 The conceptual layout on Pacific Avenue was then discussed. Libbie Wills asked Denise if we collected 
the number of bicyclists on Pacific Avenue. Denise said that an actual bike count was not performed 
on Pacific Avenue due to the limit of the scope. 

 Denise presented the concept on Baltic Avenue and pointed out that this road was not part of the 
original preliminary network because  it was  later added  for  the 24 Hour Loop  instead of Madison 
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Avenue. A  two‐way cycle  track  is  recommended on Baltic Avenue, which  is a one‐way street.   The 
recommendation would require the reduction of parking lane on one side. Joseph Powell mentioned 
that  quite  of  few  bikers  currently  ride  against  traffic  on  one‐way  streets  and  thinks  the 
recommendation on Baltic Avenue should address that  issue. Keith Mills was concerned about how 
the bus stops can be  integrated on Baltic Avenue along with  the cycle  track. Denise prefers not  to 
recommend  the bus stop on  the same side as  the cycle  track.  John Boyle said  that residents along 
Baltic Avenue would most likely prefer to reduce a travel lane than a parking lane.  Denise indicated 
that the bus stops can be  integrated on the far side of the  intersections at the end blocks and  is a 
design detail that can be refined during later phases.  

 Ms. Chaplick then discussed the concepts on Ohio Avenue and Virginia Avenue. She also explained 
the  different  on‐road  bicycle  facilities  that  could  be  recommended  such  as  Sharrows,  striped 
shoulder, and a designated bike lane.  

Denise concluded presenting the conceptual boards and pointed out that the Proposed Bicycle Compatibility 
Matrix has cross‐sectional recommendations for every corridor within the preliminary network.  

Ms. Chaplick then discussed the recommendations on the Boardwalk by pointing out the two options on a 
displayed board  the allocated center area  for bikes only. She mentioned  that specific  locations with major 
concerns were not identified on the Boardwalk due to lack of bicycle and pedestrian crash data. Denise also 
said that there were no major conflict points at the intersection of the Boardwalk and its side streets because 
in most cases there is a ramp and vehicles are not allowed to approach the Boardwalk. However, in case of a 
conflict a highly visible hatched area could be recommended as shown on the displayed boards. Keith Mills 
said that there are quite a few pedestrians that walk in the center of the Boardwalk and he was wondering if 
the  bike  lanes  could  be  placed  on  the  outer  part  of  the  Boardwalk.  Denise would  not  recommend  that 
because  there  are many  stores  and beach  access  along  the  sides with  the most pedestrian  activity.  John 
Boyle said that temporary planters could be installed to prevent pedestrians from walking in the designated 
bike  lanes. Keith asked  if  it  is worth starting to document bicycle and pedestrian crashes on the Boardwalk. 
Denise  said  that  it  is  absolutely worth  it  because  it would  help  distinguish  the  locations  of  conflict  and 
identify specific issues on the Boardwalk and help with the recommendation designs. Even if there were no 
injury involved between the bicycle and pedestrian crash on the Boardwalk, it is still beneficial to document 
the crash. Also, bicycle and pedestrian volumes should be documented.  This could be done by either having 
someone manually  count  the  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  or  by  video monitoring. Documenting  bikers  not 
wearing  helmets,  riding  in  the wrong‐way  or  on  the  sidewalks  could  easily  be  collected with  the  video 
monitoring.  

Jim Rutala asked possible recommendations regarding Safe Routes to School and Transit to apply for grants. 
Denise said that there are schools along Arctic Avenue and recommendations could be done such as painted 
crosswalks, bulb outs, pedestrian crossing warning signs, etc. Regarding transit, buses should pull more into 
the curb. John Boyle said that as a biker in Philadelphia, he does not like the bus/bike lane on Chestnut Street 
because  it functions more as a travel  lane than a bike  lane. He added that enforcement should be made to 
vehicles parked in bus stop area.  

Keith Mills asked if a bike lane could abruptly end on Baltic Avenue near Fairmont Avenue. Denise said that it 
could, but  it could also transition  into a different bicycle facility such as Sharrows especially  if the volumes 
are  low. Keith  is concerned that during major events, there would be more traffic congestion  if travel  lanes 
were reduced to accommodate bike  lanes. Denise said that designing corridors for events that happen few 
times a year is not ideal and some people who attended the PIC meeting would prefer to ride their bikes to 
those events instead of driving in traffic.  
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Ms. Chaplick discussed the Bike Route map. She said that the Bike Route map  is primarily done to educate 
users about the laws of biking and walking and showing the existing bicycle conditions on the roads.  
 
Denise discussed the date and time of the next Public Information Center to present the recommendations. 
Keith Mills  recommended being part of  the next CRDA community event which will  take place on  January 
24th, 2013 at 5:00 pm. The tentative date and time will still need to be confirmed. 
 
Denise thanked everybody for coming to the meeting. 
 
 
Next Steps/Schedule 
 

 Public Information Center 
 Draft and Final Plan 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX D 

Related Articles and Miscellaneous Press 

























 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX E 

Local Technical Assistance Scope Approval Form 





 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

Bicycle Facilities Design 



 

 
 

 

 Description of Bicycle Facility Recommendations 
NJDOT’s Planning and Design Guidelines for Bicycle Compatible Roadways and Bikeways outline various types of 
on-road bicycle facilities that were considered for Atlantic City’s roadway network.  Bicycle facilities were 
determined based on existing roadway attributes, such as pavement width, parking provisions, traffic volumes, 
posted speed limit, etc.).These facilities have been successfully applied on urban and suburban roadway 
networks throughout the US in attempts to better accommodate bicycle travel. The following is a description of 
common bicycle facilities: 
 

Bike Lane 
Bicycle lanes are designated travel lanes for exclusive 
or preferential use by bicyclists, and are typically 5 to 
6 feet in width.  Bicycle lanes are often located on 
roadways in urban settings with moderate to high 
vehicular traffic volumes, moderate to high posted 
speeds and permitted or designated on-street 
parking. According to the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices, bicycle lanes must include the words 
“bike lane” or the bike lane symbol; they may be 
accompanied by bike lane signs. Studies have shown 
that bike lanes have many safety benefits, and one 
study concluded that they were the safest type of 
bike facility. They decrease the number of bicyclists 
riding on the sidewalk, and they increase the 
compliance of bicyclists with traffic controls. 
 
Bike lanes are generally the most preferred type of 
on-road bicycle facility.   
 

 

Paved Shoulders 
A paved shoulder accommodates bicyclists on the 
roadway shoulder adjacent to vehicular travel lanes.  
Paved shoulders can be located on urban or rural 
roadways with moderate to high vehicular traffic 
volumes and moderate to high posted speeds.  Paved 
shoulders for bicyclists typically range in width from 4 
to 6 feet, and are occasionally supplemented with 
‘Share the Road’ warning signs.   Shoulders are used 
in a variety of circumstances.  Bicyclists appreciate 
them because they indicate an area of roadway in 
which motorists normally do not encroach.  On 
roadways where 5-foot bike lanes cannot be fit, 3- to 
4-foot shoulders can sometimes be striped.  Studies 
show that on roadways without on-street parking, the 
effect of shoulders is similar to bike lanes.   

 



 

 
 

Shared Lane 
A shared lane accommodates bicyclists and motorists 
in the same travel lane.  Shared lanes can be located 
on roadways with low vehicular traffic volumes and 
low posted speeds, and are occasionally 
supplemented with ‘Share the Road’ warning signs.  
Wide outside travel lanes (ideally 14 feet) are often 
desired for shared lane facilities.   

 

 

Shared Lane Markings 
In locations where space is constrained and bike lanes 
cannot be accommodated, shared lanes are 
proposed.  Shared lanes are used mutually by cars 
and bikes.  Under these conditions, it is 
recommended that Shared Lane Marking, also 
referred to as sharrows, are incorporated to reinforce 
this shared use. 
 
Informally referred to as “sharrows,” shared lane 
markings are a sub-category of shared lanes; bicyclists 
shared the road with motorists, but markings guide 
bicyclists with lateral positioning, unlike the typical 
shared lane.  The sharrow markings comprise two 
chevrons together with a bicyclist symbol, with the 
center of the chevron marked 11 feet from the curb 
on streets with parking, and 4 feet from the curb on 
streets without parking.  These markings are placed 
after intersections and spaced at intervals of at least 
every 250 feet.  They should be accommodated by 
“Bicycles May Use Full Lane” signs (MUTCD R4-11).  
They are particularly recommended for use on urban 
streets with on-street parking where bike lanes 
cannot be accommodated.  They are a relatively new 
marking, having just been approved for inclusion in 
the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD).  Initial studies show a number of safety 
benefits of sharrows.  In one study in San Francisco, 
sharrows were shown to reduce sidewalk riding by 
35% and the number of wrong-way bicyclists by 80%.  
They also were demonstrated to increase the 
distance between bicyclists and passing cars and 
parked cars.1   
 

 

                                           
1 San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, San Francisco’s Shared Lane Pavement Markings: Improving Bicycle Safety, 1984. 



 

 
 

Bike Path 
Bike paths (often referred to as shared use paths, 
since they accommodate a variety of non-motorized 
users, especially pedestrians) are bikeways that are 
physically separated from motorized traffic by an open 
space or barrier.   
 
 
 

 

 

 

Innovative Bicycle Facilities 
In certain situations, traditional bicycle facilities (e.g., bicycle lanes) may not achieve desired results due to the 
nature of the existing roadway network. For this reason, the application of innovative facilities can be utilized to 
make important connections that would otherwise be unavailable through traditional means.  

 
The National Association of City Transportation Officials (NATCO) Urban Bikeway Design Guide provides details 
for innovative bicycle facility treatments that are not directly referenced in the current versions of the AASHTO 
Guide to Bikeway Facilities or the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).  The Federal Highway 
Administration has recently posted information regarding approval status of various bicycle related treatments 
not covered in the MUTCD, including many of the treatments provided in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide. All of the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide treatments are in use internationally and in many cities 
around the US. 

 
Advance Stop Line “Bicycle Box” 
The Advance Stop Line or “Bicycle Box” is a roadway 
treatment developed to provide cyclists with the space 
to position themselves for turning movements at 
signalized intersections. This treatment marks an area 
for bicyclists in front of stopped vehicles at signalized 
intersections. Similar to High Visibility Bicycle Lanes, 
current applications use a contrasting surface color to 
mark the entire area occupied by the bicycle box and to 
enhance visibility.  A prominent example of this 
treatment currently in use and under evaluation is in 
Portland, Oregon.  
  

 
 
 
 

Bicycle Boulevard 
A Bicycle Boulevard is a roadway on which bicycle 
travel receives priority over vehicular traffic. Typical 
applications are found on local roadways with low 
volumes, which are intended to serve as low-speed 
“arterials” for bicycle travel. Bicycle boulevards 
typically include bicycle route signage and other 
physical diversions that allow for the passage of 
bicycles, and discourage or slow vehicular through 
traffic. Intersecting streets are usually stop controlled, 
giving full right-of-way to the travelling bicyclist. 
  

 
 

Source: BikePortland.org 

Source: BIKESAFE 



 

 
 

Buffered Bike Lane 
Buffered bike lanes are conventional bicycle lanes 
paired with a designated buffer space separating the 
bicycle lane from the adjacent motor vehicle travel 
lane and/or parking lane. A buffered bike lane is 
allowed as per MUTCD guidelines for buffered 
preferential lanes (section 3D-01).  
 
In several locations, where ample width is available a 
buffer has been introduced along with a bike lane.  
The buffer provides an added separation between the 
bike lane and vehicular travel lane.  A buffer is 
preferred by lesser skilled cyclists when higher 
volumes and speeds are present.  The buffer also 
provides added space for cyclists to keep out of the 
door zone when on-street parking is present. 
 

  

  Two-Way Cycle Track 
Two-way cycle tracks (also known as protected bike 
lanes, separated bikeways, and on-street bike paths) 
are physically separated cycle tracks that allow bicycle 
movement in both directions on one side of the road. 
Two-way cycle tracks share some of the same design 
characteristics as one-way tracks, but may require 
additional considerations at driveway and side-street 
crossings. 
 
A two-way cycle track may be configured as a 
protected cycle track at street level with a parking lane 
or other barrier between the cycle track and the motor 
vehicle travel lane and/or as a raised cycle track to 
provide vertical separation from the adjacent motor 
vehicle lane. 
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Education and Enforcement Resources 







Why develop a walking school bus?
Studies show that fewer children are walking and biking to 
school, and more children are at risk of becoming overweight. 
Changing behaviors of children and parents require creative 
solutions that are safe and fun.

Implementing a walking school bus can be both. 

What is a walking school bus?
A walking school bus is a group of children walking to school 
with one or more adults. If that sounds simple, it is, and that’s part 
of the beauty of the walking school bus. It can be as informal as two families taking turns walking their 
children to school to as structured as a route with meeting points, a timetable and a regularly rotated schedule of 
trained volunteers. 

A variation on the walking school bus is the bicycle train, in which adults supervise children riding their bikes to school. 
The flexibility of the walking school bus makes it appealing to communities of all sizes with varying needs. 

Parents often cite safety issues as one of the primary reasons they are reluctant to allow their children to walk to 
school. Providing adult supervision may help reduce those worries for families who live within walking or bicycling 
distance to school.

Starting simple
When beginning a walking school bus, remember that the program can always grow. It often makes sense to start 
with a small bus and see how it works.  Pick a single neighborhood that has a group of parents and children who 
are interested. It’s like a carpool—without the car—with the added benefits of exercise and visits with friends and 
neighbors. For an informal bus:

1. Invite families who live nearby to walk. 
2. Pick a route and take a test walk. 
3. Decide how often the group will walk 

together. 
4. Have fun!

When picking a route,  

answer these four questions:
1.	Do	you	have	room	to	walk? 

Are there sidewalks or paths? 
Is there too much traffic?

2.	 Is	it	easy	to	cross	the	street?
3.	Do	drivers	behave	well? 

Do they yield to walkers? 
Do they speed?

4.	Does	the	environment	feel	safe? 
Are there loose dogs? 
Is there criminal activity?

 
For more help identifying walkable routes, use the Walkability Checklist 
that can be found at www.walktoschool.org/buildevent/checklists.cfm. 

Starting a walking school bus: 

  the basics
C

hester, VT

Apex, N
C

www.walktoschool.org    www.saferoutesinfo.org



Reaching more children
Success with a simple walking school bus or a desire to be more inclusive may inspire a community to build a more 
structured program.  This may include more routes, more days of walking and more children.  Such programs require 
coordination, volunteers and potential attention to other issues, such as safety training and liability.  The school 
principal and administration, law enforcement and other community leaders will likely be involved. 

			First,	determine	the	amount	of	interest	in	a	walking	school	
bus	program.		Contact	potential	participants	and	partners:
Parents and children Principal and school officials
Law enforcement officers Other community leaders

					Second,	identify	the	route(s).
The amount of interest will determine the number of walking routes.
Walk the route(s) without children first.

        Third, identify a sufficient number of adults to 
supervise	walkers.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommend 
one adult for every six children. If children are age 10 or older, 
fewer adults may be needed. If children are ages 4 to 6, one 
adult per three children is recommended.

          Next, finalize the logistical details.
Who will participate?

How often will the walking school bus operate? Will the bus 
operate once a week or every day?

When do children meet the bus? It’s important to allow 
enough time for the slower pace of children, but also to 

ensure that everyone arrives at school on time.

Where will the bus meet children—at each child’s home or at a few meeting spots?

Will the bus operate after school?

What training do volunteers need?

What safety training do children need? See “Walking School Bus: Guidelines for talking to children about pedestrian 
safety” at http://www.walkingschoolbus.org/safety.pdf.

												Finally,	kick-off	the	program.
A good time to begin is during International Walk to School Month each October. Walk and look for ways to encourage 
more children and families to be involved. Have fun!

For more detailed instructions on how to organize a walking school bus, go to:
How to Organize a Walking/Cycling School Bus, Go for Green Canada, http://www.goforgreen.ca/asrts.  Pick 
“English,” then “Tools and Resources.”

The walking bus: A safe way for children to walk to school, Friends of the Earth UK, http://www.foe.co.uk/
campaigns/transport/resource/parents.html    

Walking School Bus - A Guide for Parents and Teachers, VicHealth Australia, http://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au. Select 
“Local Government,” then “Walking School Bus.” Scroll to bottom to find link to download the guide.

KidsWalk-to-School Guide, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/
kidswalk/resources.htm 
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Wheeled Sport/Bike Rodeo Resources  

Rodeos are an effective and fun way to involve children, parents, and community members in the safety 
aspects of bicycling and other wheeled sports.  A rodeo typically involves simulating real life riding situations 
and teaches children and their parents how to enjoy their wheeled activities safely.    

Riders must have a properly fitted helmet to participate in this event and some rodeos include a helmet fitting 
station.  Some rodeos also feature an inspection center where participants can make sure their bikes, 
skateboards, scooters or skates are in good working condition. Volunteers, bike shop owners or police officers 
can perform these inspections. There may also be safety presentations, exhibits and give-aways.  Some 
communities also include a “drivers licensing” booth and a bike registration center. Often, this is followed by a 
ride through an obstacle course, utilizing cones or chalk, where children can practice safe riding.  

Organization and planning are important for a successful rodeo.  Community partners can be utilized as 
volunteers to plan and publicize the event, and to help out on the day of the rodeo.  

The following is an example of how to set up a rodeo in your town.  For assistance in organizing a wheeled 
sport rodeo, you may also contact your local Safe Kids chapter, AAA or State Farm Insurance office.   
 
 
 

 

 



Reprinted Material from 
Safe Routes to Schools Rodeo Manual

 

Safe Routes to Schools Rodeo Manual is a Program of the Transportation Authority of Marin 
and created by the Marin County Bicycle Coalition

What is the Bicycle Rodeo? 
The goal of the Rodeo is to teach children the importance of seeing, being seen, and remaining in control, at all 
times when riding a bike. This is achieved through a series of bike handling drills and the simulation of traffic 
situations. This activity is a follow up activity to two classroom lessons focusing on helmet usage, basic safety 
strategy, laws and regulations. 

What do I need? 
You must bring a bike, helmet, water, snack, hat and sunscreen. 

Managing Students 
The students arrive excited and ready to participate but are easily distracted because there is so 
much happening at once. Participation in the rodeo is a privilege, we explain this at the beginning 
of the event and we are very clear about the behavior we expect.  You should not tolerate disruptive 
or disrespectful behavior. Students respond well to “Time Outs” where they are off their bikes until 
allowed to participate again. Consult lead staff or school teacher for additional support if unsafe or 
disruptive behavior continues 

Communication Tips 
 
 Require Respect for yourself as an instructor and for one another as students. Do not tolerate or 
 ignore disrespectful behavior. Use the specific language “I expect you to respect me/one another”. Don’t 
 allow disruptive students to ruin the event for everybody. “Participating in the rodeo is a privilege and 
 riding on your own is an important responsibility”. . 

 Be enthusiastic, use this as a tool to engage them. Build on their enthusiasm. 

 Set high performance standards. Many children genuinely lack confidence and this can be a valuable 
 confidence building experience. Many youth think these exercises are too easy. If you explain the 
 stations correctly and provide them with feedback that is positive and encouraging, you can challenge 
 their ability. If they are working hard they won’t get bored and they will be easier to manage. 

 Keep an open ear. Youth are constantly being told what to do by adults, so keep an ear open to what 
 they have to say. You must balance being firm and clear with your expectations and instructions with 
 being welcoming and friendly. 

 Breathe! Especially when total chaos breaks out; smile and remember to BREATHE! Think about what 
 needs to happen and act to make sure that it does. Ask for help. Improvisation is healthy. 

 Modeling. You should model (on bike) what you want them to do. 

 Ask a lot of questions. Rather than telling them, ask them, prompt them to provide the answers about 
 how and why we do things. 



What is my job? 

1. Set up and Break down. 
You may need help loading and unloading the rodeo supplies and setting up the stations. All four  
stations and the orientation/debriefing area are set up as described below. You must place a white  
sandwich sign with the name of the station beside each of the four courses. Students will gather  
for start and finish of rodeo in a central area from which  other stations are visible.  
Notes: After deciding on the general layout, first chalk the slalom course, then chalk Safetyville.  
Incorporate the van/trailer into the Safetyville course and leave it parked. Leave Safetyville  
materials in van until course is chalked. Remove equipment for other stations and continue setup.  
During orientation: if there is a large number of scooters- keep them in the same group.

a. Initial Orientation with Students. 
When students initially gather there will be a large number of bicycles needing minor adjustments. We 
will need your help with pumping up tires, checking brakes, adjusting seats and helmets and other details. 
Someone will be assigned to help students that don’t have bikes and helmets. Safe Routes to Schools has 
extra bikes and helmets to lend out. Staff will be responsible for sizing the students for the right bikes. 
Two students can share a bike but not a helmet. Please remember to work quietly during these tasks as 
other instruction will be happening concurrently. 

b. Running the Stations 
Each station has specific teaching objectives. Use this manual to orient yourself with these objectives. 
Every teacher has his or her own style and ways of communicating with youth.  Don’t be hard on 
yourself the first few times explaining the stations. This manual will explain how many volunteers you 
need for your station and what to expect them to do. Just remember that keeping it simple and modeling 
instructions on your bike will always help. 

Super Slalom
Set up The course consists of a circuitous chalk line, which winds and turns tightly then opens up into straight 
away sections. The line crosses itself at several points creating intersections. Think of a triple figure 8. Use 
arrows at crossings to indicate the direction riders should follow. The chalk line is outlined by traffic cones. The 
traffic cones are placed far enough apart that any child should be able to navigate the course while remaining 
between the cones. Traffic signs (supported by sawhorses) are placed to the left and right of the course so that 
students can use their peripheral vision to read them. 
On separate section, place railroad crossing bars perpendicular to direction of rider. 





Teaching Points: 
Peripheral Vision Demonstration. Have students hold their hands out in front of them at shoulder level and 
wiggle their index finger and thumb. They are easy to see in front of us. We are used to seeing this way, but we 
are going to learn about how much we can see on either side.  Have students look forward while moving their 
arms at shoulder level out to the side. Find out how far you can hold your arms out to the side and see your 
wiggling fingers. This side vision is called Peripheral Vision. Explain that is “what we see out of the corners of 
our eyes”; we can see things without looking directly at them. Use this vision to help you read the street signs 
(out loud) on either side of the course and to watch for things out on the road. We always want to focus on 
where we are going, so instruct them to follow the chalk line but also to be aware of the other riders, they must 
avoid collisions at each intersection and avoid running into the rider ahead of them. 

Crossing at Intersections.  Students will need to slow down where the paths cross. The goal is to take 
turns. Explain that slowing or stopping to let someone else go ahead is the best way to stay safe and the 
kind, courteous thing to do.  The Concept of “Yield” or surrendering your right of way will be introduced in 
Safetyville.  

Crossing Rail Road Tracks is an important skill. Start the course with the railroad track section closed off. 
After students are comfortable with the triple figure 8 course, open the RR section. The railroad track unit 
can be turned over and the height adjusted or surface to be crossed changes from metal to wood to increase or 
decrease the difficulty of crossing. Initially angle the railroad tracks to be perpendicular to the slalom course 
line. As the course is being run, they will get used to crossing on this angle.  Later on, change the orientation of 
the tracks and have students adjust their crossing angle to be perpendicular. Feed the riders onto the course one 
at a time, several seconds apart. 

Volunteer Jobs  Volunteers can be used to clean up knocked over cones and to help students navigate 
through intersections . 

Things to watch for: 
Talk to the riders, offering positive and encouraging feedback but holding riders to the goals of  
the exercise. Keep the riders at a safe speed and do not allow passing. Replace cones when they  
get knocked over.  

Instructions:
Ride the course once and demonstrate.
The object is to follow the chalk line drawn on the blacktop with 
their front wheel. Cones are set up to mark the course and they must 
stay within the cones. Keeping their tire right on the line will be very 
difficult (impossible actually) to do, but everybody should be able to 
stay within the cones. As riders practice this course, suggest that they 
pick up their speed 

Super Slalom Course Objectives:
Bike handling
Smooth stopping
Peripheral vision
Yielding to cross traffic
Navigating obstacles (railroad Tracks)



Turtle Race
Set Up 
The course consists of 6 (or more) lanes about 3 feet wide and 75 feet in length. Mark the start, middle and 
finish with medium sized cones. You will need at 21 cones for 6 lanes. It helps students to mark lane numbers 1-
6 in front of the cones.  This station will need the red, yellow and green poly/plastic dots. 

Teaching Points  
Power Pedal: Starting from a stop with your pedal up in a 2 o’clock position gives cyclist a strong start. 
Demonstrate what a “scooter step” looks like and contrast it to a strong “power pedal position”.  
 • Staying in your lane is the most important thing because you never want to swerve out in front of a car

Things to watch out for: 
If a child is having difficulty going slow without swerving into other lanes, encourage them to put down their 
feet if they have to. 
 

Instructions for stage one, Turtle Race; how slow can you go? 
Ask the riders if they find it harder to control their bikes at slower speeds. They 
will most likely agree. Explain that this is a balance exercise, that we want them

 

to practice controlling their bikes at slow speeds. *. The objective for kids on 
scooters is to coast as much as possible, pushing off with their foot the least 
amount of times. Group all the scooters in the same heat.

 • The last person across the finish line is the winner  
 • Try not to put your foot down and stay in your lane.  
 • Start the riders by blowing the whistle, coach the riders, offering positive 
    and encouraging feedback and challenging them to stay in their lanes. 
    Cheer the riders enthusiastically 

Turtle Race Station 
Objectives:
Balance and control when 
riding slowly
Quick stopping
Shoulder check



Instructions for stage two, Braking 

Explain that now that we have mastered straight-line riding we will be adding a new challenge, this time they 
can pick up some speed but the marshal will be standing at the end of the lanes and will hold up a ”stoplight” 
There are three circles, red, green and yellow. Review what each color means at a stoplight. As they ride down 
the lane they must do what the card means. (Slow down for yellow, stop for red or keep going for green.) 

Teaching Points: 

	 •	Breaking evenly to keep from going over the bars 
	 •	Shifting your weight back, over the rear wheel to maintain control 

Instructions for stage three, Shoulder Check 
Increase the challenge by looking over your shoulder while riding in a straight line. Model this by riding up the 
lane and scanning back to the right and the left without swerving. Explain that the natural tendency when we 
look back is to swerve in the direction we are trying to see. When riding on the street this can put you in the 
path of traffic. This exercise is easiest if students can take one hand off the handlebars when peering behind 
them. 

Riders proceed down the lane one at a time, the Marshal stands behind the rider and randomly calls out either 
“check right” or “check left” and holds up one of the big red, yellow or green colored circles which tells to 
slow, stop, or keep riding. 

Volunteer Jobs 
Volunteers can be used as cheerleaders and to help kids move from the end of the race back to the starting 
point efficiently and safely. 



Quick Turn/Fast Dodge Set up 
The course consists of a starting chute marked with chalk and/or cones.  One at a time students will cycle 
toward a Course Marshall who will direct them to turn either left or right. Students will cycle around a 
perimeter cones and ride over a teeter-totter obstacle on their way back to the student line to try it again. An area 
of at least 100 feet by 40 feet is suggested; it works best when riders have the opportunity to build up speed. 

Instructions stage for stage one, Basic Route: 
Instruct the riders to line up at the top of the course (designated by the 
sandwich board) and ride through the marked chute toward the Marshal at the 
other end of the course, just as the rider reaches them they will direct the rider 
to turn right or left. Instruct them to then ride out between the marker cones 
and circle back to the top of the chute and repeat the drill. 
Demonstrate this. Encourage them to build up speed as they become 
comfortable with the activity. Have students ride the teeter-totters on the return 
trip, as they are comfortable. 

Quick Turn/Fast Dodge 
Objectives 
Quick decision making 
Fast turning 
Balance and control 
Dodging an obstacle 
(optional)



Instructions for stage two, the Chute (optional)

Instructions for stage three, the Rock Dodge (optional)

Teaching Points: 
• Why is it more dangerous to hit something with the front wheel but not such a big deal if you 

roll over something with the rear wheel? 
Hitting something with the front wheel affects steering, the rear does not steer. Hitting things causes 
flats. 

• Why is it more dangerous to get a flat on your front tire? 
A front flat makes it harder to control because you are steering with the front. A rear flat is not so bad 
because our weight is over the rear and this helps to stabilize the bike. 

Volunteer Jobs 
It is extremely useful to have one or two volunteers at this station. Since the course is long, it is 
useful to have the instructor starting kids at the chute and providing feedback near the teeter-totters. A 
volunteer can act as the marshal signaling the turn directions to students. It is useful to have someone 
stationed at the chute to pick up cones and fix the teeter-totter, etc. 

On the way from the Marshall create a small chute 1’ x 2’ 
Instruct students to ride through the chute on their return to the top. 
Demonstrate this. 

Place the obstacle in the center of the chute. Instruct the students to 
continue to stay within the chute but flick their front wheel around the 
obstacle. Demonstrate this. This practices dodging road hazards like 
glass and rocks.

1’ 
wide  

2’ 
wide

Object to 
avoid



Safetyville Set up Safetyville is the most complicated course in this program. Please consult the picture below. 
Use the chalk cart and props to set up a street course as pictured below. The basic idea is to create a course, 
simulating traffic patterns.  Each intersection is a little different. Some have a barrier that covers a stop sign, 
others encourage yielding and communication among bikers/drivers. Rules of the Road are reinforced by giving 
bikers a Ticket/time out when they break the rules.



Teaching Points 
 • Teach students hand signals. 
 • Review stopping at edges and looking Left, Right and Left and using hand signals. 
 • Introduce the concept of “Yield.” It means to surrender of give up your right of way.  When you see the 
 Yield sign you let other people go first unless there is no one there. At intersections you yield to 
 pedestrians and the other riders who were there first. 
 • Pedestrians have the right of way (right to go first) at intersections. Pedestrians can practice in the 
 marked crosswalk areas. 

Volunteer Jobs  
Volunteers can be used as police officers in this course. They should be placed at intersections to reinforce the 
use of hand signals and looking left, right and left before proceeding through intersections. Students can be used 
as pedestrians at cross works to reinforce the idea of pedestrian right of way. 

Instructions 
Instruct the students to line up behind each other in groups of three. They will 
be pulling out of their driveway and entering into the

 
roadway. The student on 

the left hand column will turn left out to the driveway, the student on the right 
column will turn right out of the

 
driveway and the center column will cross the 

road and continue
 
straight. Tell the students that Safetyville is a place where 

bikes get to Judgment and Bike take over the road,. Since bicycles and cars 
are both vehicles, bikes need to follow all the rules of the road. Students will 
get a ticket (placed into the middle of the route for 1 minute) if they break a 
rule.

 • All students will demonstrate peeking around the fence barriers and looking left, right, left before 
 pulling into the course 
 • At stop signs and intersections, students should demonstrate appropriate hand signals and yielding 
 practices. They should also practice looking left, right and left before proceeding through the 
 intersections 
 • Students can get a ticket for speeding and passing.

Safetyville Objectives:
Learning to hand signal
Practice stopping at edges
Learning to yield
Judgement and Bike 
Handling Skills
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The Highway Safety Information System 

(HSIS) is a multi-State safety database 

that contains crash, roadway inventory, 

and  traffic volume data for a select group of 

States. The participating States— California, 

Illinois,  Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, North 

Carolina, Ohio, Utah, and Washington—were 

selected based on the quality of their data,  

the range of data available, and their ability to 

merge the data from the various files. The HSIS 

is used by FHWA staff, contractors,  university 

researchers, and others to study current  highway 

safety issues, direct research efforts, and evaluate 

the effectiveness of accident countermeasures. 

Evaluation of Lane Reduction 
“Road Diet” Measures on Crashes

Summary report

Research, Development, and Technology 
Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center
6300 Georgetown Pike . McLean, VA 22101-2296

This Highway Safety Information System (HSIS) summary replaces an earlier one, Evaluation
of Lane Reduction “Road Diet” Measures and Their Effects on Crashes and Injuries 
(FHWA-HRT-04-082), describing an evaluation of “road diet” treatments in Washington and 
California cities. This summary reexamines those data using more  advanced study techniques 
and adds an analysis of road diet sites in smaller urban communities in Iowa.

Aroad diet involvesnarrowingoreliminatingtravellanesonaroadwaytomakemore
roomforpedestriansandbicyclists.(1)Whiletherecanbemorethanfourtravel lanes
beforetreatment,roaddietsareoftenconversionsoffour-lane,undividedroadsinto
threelanes—twothroughlanesplusacenterturnlane(seefigure1andfigure2).The
fourthlanemaybeconvertedtoabicyclelane,sidewalk,and/oron-streetparking.In
otherwords,theexistingcrosssectionisreallocated.Thiswasthecasewiththetwo
setsof treatments in thecurrent study.Both involvedconversionsof four lanes to
threeatalmostallsites.

Roaddietscanofferbenefitstobothdriversandpedestrians.Onafour-lanestreet,
speeds can vary between lanes, and drivers must slow or change lanes due to
slowervehicles(e.g.,vehiclesstoppedintheleftlanewaitingtomakealeftturn).
In contrast, on streets with two through lanes plus a center turn lane, drivers’
speeds are limited by the speed of the lead vehicle in the through lanes, and
throughvehiclesareseparatedfromleft-turningvehicles.Thus,roaddietsmay
reducevehiclespeedsandvehicle interactions,whichcouldpotentially reduce
thenumberandseverityofvehicle-to-vehiclecrashes.Roaddietscanalsohelp
pedestriansbycreatingfewerlanesoftraffictocrossandbyreducingvehicle
speeds.A2001studyfoundareductioninpedestriancrashriskwhencrossing
two-andthree-laneroadscomparedtoroadswithfourormorelanes.(2)

Undermostannualaveragedailytraffic(AADT)conditionstested,roaddiets
appeared to have minimal effects on vehicle capacity because left-turning
vehiclesweremoved intoacommontwo-way left-turn lane(TWLTL).(3,4)
However,forroaddietswithAADTsaboveapproximately20,000vehicles,
thereisanincreasedlikelihoodthattrafficcongestionwillincreasetothe
pointofdivertingtraffictoalternativeroutes.

Whilepotentialcrash-relatedbenefitsarecitedbyroaddietadvocates,there
hasbeenlimitedresearchconcerningsuchbenefits.Twopriorstudieswere
conductedusingdatafromdifferenturbanizedareas.Thefirst,conducted
by HSIS researchers, used data from treatment sites in eight cities in
CaliforniaandWashington.(5)Thesecondstudyanalyzeddatafromtreat-
ment sites in relatively small towns in Iowa.(6)While the natureof the
treatment was the same in both studies (four lanes reduced to three),
thesettings,analysismethodologies,andresultsofthestudiesdiffered.
Usingacomparisonoftreatedandmatchedcomparisonsitesbeforeand
after treatmentand thedevelopmentofnegativebinomial regression
models, the earlierHSIS study founda6percent reduction in crash
frequency per mile and no significant change in crash rates at the
California andWashington sites. Using a long-term (23-year) crash
historyfortreatedandreferencesitesandthedevelopmentofahier-
archicalPoissonmodelinaBayesianapproach,thelaterIowastudy
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Figure 2. Photo. Three-lane configuration after road diet.

found a 25.2 percent reduction in crash frequency per mile
andan18.8percentreductionincrashrate.Becauseofthese
differences, researchers fromthe NationalCooperativeHigh-
wayResearchProgram(NCHRP)17-25projectteamobtained
andreanalyzedbothdatasetsusingacommonmethodology.(7)
Thissummarydocumentstheresultsofthatreanalysis.

Methodology

Source: Pedestrian Bike Information Center,  
“Road Diets” training module, 2009.

Research Design
The basic objective of this reanalysis effort was to estimate
the change in total crashes resulting from the conversions
ineachofthetwodatabasesandtocombinetheseestimates
into a crash modification factor (CMF). To do this, the
empirical Bayes (EB) methodology described by Hauer was
used.(8) A prediction of what would have happened at the
treatmentsitesintheafterperiodwithouttreatmentisbased
onaweightedcombinationofthefollowingtwofactors:(1)the
frequencyofcrashesonthetreatedsitesinthebeforeperiod
and (2) the crash-frequency predictions from regression
modelsdevelopedwithdatafromsimilaruntreatedreference
sites.Thepredictionofwhatwouldhavehappenedwithout
treatment is thencomparedtowhatactuallyhappenedwith
treatment toestimate the safetyeffectof the treatment.The
methodologycorrectsfortheregressionbias,changesintraffic
volumeatthetreatmentsites,andotherpossibleconfounding
factorsaswellasprovidesamethodforcombiningresultsfrom
different jurisdictions byaccounting fordifferences in crash
experienceandreportingpractice.Detailsofthemethodology
areinappendixCofNCHRP Report 617.(7)

Databases Used
Thetwodatabasesusedwereobtainedfromtheoriginalstudy
authors.Bothdatabasesprovideddataonsitecharacteristics
for treatment and comparison or reference sites and on
crashesandAADTforboththebeforeandafterperiods.

The HSIS study database contained data on treatment and
comparisonsitesobtainedfromlocaltrafficengineersinsix

cities in California—MountainView, Oakland, Sacramento,
SanFrancisco,SanLeandro,andSunnyvale—andtwocities
in Washington—Bellevue and Seattle.(5) The data included
30treatmentsitesand51referencesites.Thereferencesites
werematchedbythelocaltrafficengineertobesimilartothe
treatmentsitesintermsoffunctionalclass,typeofdevelop-
ment,speedlimit,intersectionspacing,andaccesscontrol.

TheIowadatabaseincludeddatafromtheoriginalstudyfor
15treatmentand15referencesitesfromU.S.andStateroutes
insmallurbantownswithanaveragepopulationof17,000.(6)
Thesedatawere supplementedwithadditional information
provided by the Iowa Department of Transportation for
281similarreferencesites.

Asnotedearlier,theroaddiettreatmentwasverysimilarat
thesitesinbothdatabases.All15oftheIowatreatmentsites
involvedconversionfromfourlanestothreelanes,withthe
third lanebeingaTWLTL.Bike laneswere installedinonly
onecase,andparallelparkingwasretainedforasectionwithin
one other site. In the HSIS database, most treatment sites
involvedthesameconversionfromfourlanestothreelanes
asattheIowasites.Atonesite,theafterconditionincluded
araisedmedianandleft-turnpocketsatintersectionsrather
thanaTWLTL.

Table1providesdescriptivecharacteristicsforthetreatment
and control sites from each database. Crash statistics are
alsoprovided.Inbothdatasets,thetreatmentandreference
segmentsweredividedinto“homogeneoussites”foranalysis
purposes,andtheaveragelengthwasapproximately1miinall
cases.IntheIowadata,themeanAADTforthereferencesites
wasapproximatelythesameasforthetreatmentsites,andthe
resultingcrashespermile-yearforthereferencesitesandthe
before-periodtreatmentsiteswereverysimilar.IntheHSIS
data,themeanAADTandthecrashespermile-yearforthe
referencesitesweresomewhathigherthanforthetreatment
sites. However, the AADT range in the reference site data
included theAADT range in the treatment data, making it
suitableforthepredictivemodelsproduced.

Figure 1. Photo. Four-lane configuration before road diet.

Source: Pedestrian Bike Information Center,  
“Road Diets” training module, 2009.
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The EB evaluation of total crash frequency indicated a
statisticallysignificanteffectoftheroaddiettreatmentinboth
datasetsandwhentheresultsarecombined.Table2shows
the results from each of the two studies and the combined
results—theCMFsandtheirstandarddeviations.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of evaluation sites

DatabasE/sitE typE ChaRaCtERistiC MEan MiniMuM MaxiMuM

Iowa Treatment  
(15 sites)

Years before 17.53 11.00 21.00

Years after 4.47 1.00 11.00

Crashes/mile-year before 23.74 4.91 56.15

Crashes/mile-year after 12.19 2.27 30.48

AADT before 7,987 4,854 11,846

AADT after 9,212 3,718 13,908

Average length (mi) 1.02 0.24 1.72

Iowa Reference  
(296 sites)

Years 21.8 5 23

Crashes/mile-year 26.8 0.2 173.7

AADT 8,621 296 27,530

Average length (mi) 0.99 0.27 3.38

HSIS Treatment  
(30 sites)

Years before 4.7 1.8 8.5

Years after 3.5 0.6 8.8

Crashes/mile-year before 28.57 0.00 111.10

Crashes/mile-year after 24.07 0.00 107.62

AADT before 11,928 5,500 24,000

AADT after 12,790 6,194 26,376

Average length (mi) 0.84 0.08 2.54

HSIS Reference  
(51 sites)

Years 7.82 4.50 12.17

Crashes/mile-year 42.19 5.96 169.73

AADT 15,208 1,933 26,100

Average length (mi) 0.95 0.10 3.31

Analysis
Aspreviouslynoted,onecomponentofthepredictionofafter-
period accident frequencies at the treatment sites without
treatmentisaregressionmodeldevelopedusingdatafromthe
untreatedreferencesites.Thismodelisreferredtoasasafety
performance function(SPF). In this study,generalized linear
modelingwasusedtoestimatetheSPFcoefficientsusingthe
software package SAS® and assuming a negative binomial
errordistribution, all consistentwith the stateof research in
developingthesemodels.Examinationofseveralmodelforms
indicatedthatthemostappropriateandusefulmodelsforboth
databasesincludedAADTandsegmentlength.Thefinalmodel
formandcoefficientsdifferedforthetwodatabases.Thefinal
model for the Iowadata is shown inequation1,whereay is
aseriesofyearlycalibrationfactorsdevelopedtoaccountfor
the safety effect of changes other than AADT (e.g., accident
reportingpractices,demography,weather).

Results

ThefinalmodelfortheHSISdataisshowninequation2.The
HSISdatadidnotallowthedevelopmentofyearlycalibration
factors.

Table 2. Results of the EB analysis for the Iowa and HSIS data concerning 4-lane to 3-lane road diets.(5,6,7)

CRash typE stuDiED anD EstiMatED EffECts

statE/ sitE ChaRaCtERistiCs aCCiDEnt typE nuMbER of 
tREatED sitEs

CMf  
(stanDaRD DEviation)

Iowa: Predominately U.S. and State routes within 
small urban  areas (average population of 17,000) 

Total crashes 15 (15 mi) 0.53 (0.02)

California/Washington: Predomin ately corridors 
within suburban areas surrounding larger cities 
(average population of 269,000)

Total crashes 30 (25 mi) 0.81 (0.03)

All sites Total crashes 45 (40 mi) 0.71 (0.02)

Expected number of accidents per year =  
ay(length)exp(-8.4439)(AADT)1.2917 (1)

Expected number of accidents per year =  
exp(-3.6323)(length)0.7182(AADT)0.5722 (2)
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TheIowadataindicatea47percentreductionintotalcrasheswhiletheHSIS(Californiaand
Washington)data indicatea19percentdecrease—asubstantialdifference.Thesereanalysis
resultsalsodifferfromtheoriginalIowastudyresults(a25percentreduction)andfromthe
originalHSISresults(a6percentreduction).Combiningbothdatasetsresultsina29percent
reductionintotalcrashes.

Theauthors identified two likely reasons the reanalysisdiffered fromtheoriginal Iowa
results.First,thereanalysisinvolvedamuchlargerreferencegroupthanwasavailablein
theoriginalstudy.Second,whiletheresultsoftheoriginalstudyweightedalltreatment
sitesequallyregardlessoflength,thereanalysisresultsprovidedmoreweighttolonger
sites.Whilenotstatedinthereanalysisreport,thedifferenceinthetwoanalysesofthe
HSISdatacouldhaveresultedfromtheuseofimprovedmethodology(theEBmethod)
inthereanalysiseffort.Thismethodologymadeitpossibletouseall30treatmentsites
and 51 reference sites. In the original study, data from only 11 treatment sites and
24 reference sites were used, with the remaining sites being omitted due to small
samplesizesofcrashesbecauseofshortsegmentlengths,shortdataperiods,orlow
averagedailytraffic.

Of more importance than the differences between the original and current
study efforts are the differences between the Iowa and HSIS treatment effects
estimatedinthereanalysiseffort.Thesedifferencesmaybeafunctionoftraffic
volumes and characteristics of the urban environments where the road diets
were implemented. The sites in Iowa ranged inAADT from 3,718 to 13,908
andwerepredominatelyonU.S.orStateroutespassingthroughsmallurban
towns with an average population of 17,000. The sites in Washington and
CaliforniarangedinAADTfrom6,194to26,376andwerepredominatelyon
corridors in suburban environments that surrounded larger cities with an
averagepopulationof269,000.Inaddition,basedonaseparatestudyofone
site in Iowa, there appeared to be a traffic calming effect that resulted in
a4–5 mi/h reduction in 85thpercentile free-flow speed anda 30percent
reduction in the percentage of vehicles traveling more than 5 mi/h over
thespeedlimit(i.e.,vehiclestraveling35mi/horhigher).(9)Thereanalysis
authorsspeculatedthatwhiletherecouldhavebeensignificantdifferences
in speeds between the rural U.S. or State highway approaching a small
townandtheroaddietsection,thiscalmingeffectwouldbelesslikelyin
the largercities in theHSIS study,where theapproaching speed limits
(andtrafficspeeds)mighthavebeenlowerbeforetreatment.

Giventhesedifferences,itisrecommendedthatthechoiceofwhichCMF
touseshouldbebasedonthecharacteristicsofthesitebeingconsidered.
IftheproposedtreatmentsiteismoreliketheIowasites(i.e.,U.S.or
State routes with moderate AADTs in small urban areas), then the
47percentreductionfoundinIowashouldbeused.Ifthetreatment
siteispartofacorridorinasuburbanareaofalargercity,thenthe
19 percent reduction should be used. If the proposed site matches
neitherofthesesitetypes,thenthecombined29percentreduction
ismostappropriate.

Discussion and Recommendations

The research combining both databases was conducted by 
Bhagwant Persaud and Craig Lyon of Ryerson University, 

Toronto, Canada, as part of NCHRP Report 617.(7) The full 
study and appendix C can be downloaded from the Web address 

shown in the reference list. References to the initial studies that 
generated the two databases are also included in that list.(5,6) For 

more information about HSIS, contact Carol Tan, HSIS Program 
Manager, HRDS, (202) 493-3315, carol.tan@dot.gov.

visit us on the Web  
at www.tfhrc.gov



 

 

Proven Safety Countermeasures 
 
 
 

 

“Road Diet” (Roadway Reconfiguration) 

The classic roadway reconfiguration, commonly referred to as a “road diet,” involves converting an undivided 
four lane roadway into three lanes made up of two through lanes and a center two‐way left turn lane.  The 
reduction of lanes allows the roadway to be reallocated for other uses such as bike lanes, pedestrian crossing 
islands, and/or parking.  Road diets have multiple safety and operational benefits for vehicles as well as 
pedestrians, such as: 
 
 Decreasing vehicle travel lanes for pedestrians to cross, therefore reducing the multiple‐threat crash 

(when one vehicle stops for a pedestrian in a travel lane on a multi‐lane road, but the motorist in the 
next lane does not, resulting in a crash) for pedestrians, 

 Providing room for a pedestrian crossing island, 

 Improving safety  for bicyclists when bike lanes are added (such lanes also create a buffer space 
between pedestrians and vehicles), 

 Providing the opportunity for on‐street parking (also a buffer between pedestrians and vehicles), 

 Reducing rear‐end and side‐swipe crashes, and 

 Improving speed limit compliance and decreasing crash severity when crashes do occur. 
  
Background 

Midblock locations tend to experience higher travel speeds, contributing to increased injury and fatality rates. 
More than 80 percent of pedestrians hit by vehicles traveling at 40 mph or faster will die, while less than 10 
percent will die when hit at 20 mph or less.  When appropriately applied, road diets have generated benefits to 
users of all modes of transportation, including bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists. The resulting benefits 
include reduced vehicle speeds, improved mobility and access, reduced collisions and injuries, and improved 
livability and quality of life.  When modified from four travel lanes to two travel lanes with a two‐way left‐turn 
lane, roadways have experienced a 29 percent reduction in all roadway crashes.  The benefits to pedestrians 
include reduced crossing distance and fewer midblock crossing locations, which account for more than 70 
percent of pedestrian fatalities.  
 

Road Before  Road After 
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Guidance 

Road diets can be low cost if planned in conjunction with reconstruction or simple overlay projects, since a road 
diet mostly consists of restriping. Roadways with Average Daily Traffic (ADT) of 20,000 or less may be good 
candidates for a road diet and should be evaluated for feasibility.  It has been shown that roads with 15,000 ADT 
or less had very good results in the areas of safety, operations, and livability. Driveway density, transit routes, 
the number and design of intersections along the corridor, as well as operational characteristics are some 
considerations to be evaluated before deciding to implement a road diet.   
 
It is a good practice for someone in an agency to know well in advance of when road reconstruction and overlay 
projects will be initiated so an evaluation can be conducted.   It is important to analyze and understand the 
effects of the proposed change, obtain input from the community stakeholders, and ensure the appropriate 
elements are included in the project.  Improvements to intersection turn lanes, signing, pavement markings, 
traffic control devices, transit stops, and pedestrian and bicyclist facilities may be needed to support this 
concept.  It should be noted that the classic four‐to‐three‐lane road diet is very compatible with single‐lane 
roundabouts. 
 
Key Resources   

Pedsafe:  Pedestrian Safety Guide and Countermeasure Selection System, p. 62  
http://www.walkinginfo.org/pedsafe/pedsafe_downloads.cfm 

Pedestrian Facility User’s Guide: Providing Safety and Mobility, p. 53 
http://drusilla.hsrc.unc.edu/cms/downloads/PedFacility_UserGuide2002.pdf  

Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials, 2004 [Available for purchase from AASHTO]  
https://bookstore.transportation.org/item_details.aspx?id=119 

Pedestrian Road Safety Audits and Prompt List 
http://www.walkinginfo.org/library/details.cfm?id=3955  

FHWA Office of Safety Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety  
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/ 

Road Diet Handbook:  Setting Trends for Livable Streets [Available for purchase from ITE]    
http://www.ite.org/emodules/scriptcontent/Orders/ProductDetail.cfm?pc=LP‐670  

Comparison of empirical Bayes and full Bayes approaches for before‐after road safety evaluations 
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/study_detail.cfm?stid=192  

Crash Reduction Factors for Traffic Engineering and ITS Improvements   
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/study_detail.cfm?stid=23 

The Safety and Operational Effects of Road Diet Conversion in Minnesota 
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/study_detail.cfm?stid=68  

AASHTO Highway Safety Manual (available for purchase) 
http://www.highwaysafetymanual.org/pages/default.aspx  

FHWA Traffic Analysis Toolbox, “Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach”   
http://www.ite.org/emodules/scriptcontent/Orders/ProductDetail.cfm?pc=RP‐036A‐E  

 
FHWA Contacts 

Office of Safety: Tamara Redmon, tamara.redmon@dot.gov, 202‐366‐4077 

FHWA Office of Research: Ann Do, ann.do@dot.gov, 202‐493‐3319 

FHWA Resource Center: Peter Eun, peter.eun@dot.gov, 360‐753‐9551 

FHWA Web site: http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike 
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rounding system of sidewalks.  This requirement is especially important where a pedestrian
path forms part of an accessible route required to provide access to a building, facility or site.

c. Inspection and Maintenance Programs
The adequate maintenance and repair of pedestrian facilities can best be assured through

the adoption of a periodic inspection and maintenance program.  Table 8 presents a sample
inspection and maintenance checklist for pedestrian facilities, outlining possible maintenance
and repair problems and appropriate activities to correct problems.  The frequency with
which facilities should be inspected, and maintenance activities conducted, depends upon the
environment in which the facility is located and the nature of the maintenance activity.

Table 8
Pedestrian

Facility
Maintenance
Requirements Sidewalks and Walkways 1.   Tree roots cracking and

heaving the sidewalk.

2. Section pop-up of vertical
height greater than 13 mil-
limeters (1/2 inch).

3. Cracked or spalling sur-
face and poorly placed
temporary patches.

4. Snow and ice buildup and
ponding from snow melt.

5. Separation of expansion
and construction joints so
that space between adjoin-
ing sections are greater
than 13 millimeters (1/2
inch).

6. Trash, loose sand, oil and
grease on walkways.

7. Materials, signs, vending
machines, etc. restricting
effective sidewalk width.

8. Low hanging tree limbs,
bushes, weeds and other fo-
liage growing into sidewalk
and/or posing obstructions
and sight restrictions.

1.   Remove failed sidewalks, cut
roots and install new side-
walk.  A local arborist should
be contacted prior to remov-
ing large roots.

2. Replace defective section or
provide temporary asphalt
shim.

3. Replace defective sections.

4. Enact and enforce local regu-
lations requiring abutting
land users to perform timely
clearance activity.

Hire private contractor to
clear sidewalk and assess
cost to abutting land users.

5. Fill joint with hardening ex-
pansion compound.

6. Serve notice to abutting land
owners to clean and maintain
sidewalks.

7. Require responsible parties
to remove obstructions.

8. Enact and enforce local regu-
lations requiring abutting
land users to perform timely
clearance activity.

Hire private contractor to
clear sidewalk and assess
cost to abutting land users.

Pedestrian Facility Concern Maintenance Activity



NJDOT Pedestrian  •  Planning and Design Guidelines

69

Operations and Maintenance of Pedestrian Facilities

Chapter 4

Table 8
Continued

1. Curb ramp surface is worn
into a glazed and slippery
surface.

2. Poor drainage causing wa-
ter retention in gutter area.

3. Street rutting causing wa-
ter ponding in crosswalk.

4. Street repaving resulting in
step or transition problem
at bottom of curb ramp.

5. Slippery manhole covers
in crosswalk.

6. Snow and ice buildup and
ponding from snow melt.

7. Stop bar and crosswalk
pavement markings.

8. Separation of expansion
and construction joints so
that space between adjoin-
ing sections are greater than
13 millimeters (1/2 inch).

9. Pedestrians do not have
time to clear roadway
prior to signal change.

1. Debris, trash and loose
sand on shoulder.

2. Snow and ice buildup.

1. Falling objects from overpass.

2. Sparse pedestrian use of
underpasses.

3. Worn step or ramp surfaces.

4. Snow and ice buildup and
ponding from snowmelt.

5. Section pop-up of vertical
height greater than 13 mil-
limeters (1/2 inch).

1. Replace curb ramp.

Texturize surface with shal-
low, transverse grooves.

2. Clean gutter and catch ba-
sin area.

3. Resurface street or cross-
walk area.

4. Repaving contract specifications
should specify a maximum of 6
millimeters (1/4 inch) ver tical
edge between new pavement
and gutter or curb ramp.

5. When manholes must be located
in crosswalk, they should have
slip resistant cover design and be
flush with the surface and visible.

6. A maintenance program
should be developed to en-
sure snow and ice removal.

7. Identify high volume locations
that require additional refur-
bishing activities.

8. Fill joint with hardening ex-
pansion compound.

9. Review pedestrian clearance/
timing plan assuming a maxi-
mum speed of 1.1m (3.5 ft.)
per second plus a tolerance of
2 seconds for reaction time.

Add refuge island in middle of street.

Extend sidewalk to edge of
parking lane.

1. A maintenance program should
be developed to provide for
regular sweeping of shoulders.

2. A maintenance program should
be developed to ensure snow
and ice removal.

1. Enclose overpass with chain-
link fencing.

2. Underpass should be well lighted
to provide a feeling of personal
security.

3. Overlay, replace or texturize to
slip free and unbroken surface.

4. A maintenance program should
be developed to ensure snow
and ice removal.

5. Replace defective section or pro-
vide temporary asphalt shim.

Pedestrian Facility Concern Maintenance Activity

Crosswalks and Curb
Ramps

Shoulders

Overpasses and
Underpasses
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Table 8

Continued

1. Temporary pathways at
work zones are typically
constructed of relatively
inexpensive, short life
materials.

2. Detour pedestrian paths
place greater volumes on
detour roadway.

3. Construction materials
debris in pathway.

4. Changing pedestrian ac-
commodation needs due
to dynamic construction
activities.

5. Damaged traffic barriers.

1. Signs must be readily vis-
ible to pedestrians.

2. Pedestrian signs must be at
a mounting height that can
be read by all pedestrians.

3. Pedestrian signals must
be maintained.

1. The pathway surface should
be frequently inspected.

Pathway surface materials
constructed of wood should
be treated with no slip strips
or surface treatment.

Surface materials with holes,
cracks or abrupt changes in
elevation should be replaced.

2. The detour pathway should
be checked periodically for:

• Adequacy of pedestrian
and vehicular signal timing.

• Proper pedestrian detour
signing.

• Pedestrian traffic hazards.
• Proper motorist information.

3. Require the contractor to
maintain a clear pathway.

4. Perform periodic inspection
to ensure pedestrian informa-
tion needs keep pace with
construction activities.

5. Damaged traffic barriers should
be replaced and their adequacy
reevaluated to ensure pe-
destrian safety.

1. Inspect the signs from the
vantage point of the pedes-
trian who is expected to read
it.  The signs should not be
obscured by other signs or
foliage.

2. If the sign extends into an
accessible route they must
be mounted in accord with
the MUTCD to permit safe
passage under the sign.

Signs mounted on a wall
should be mounted at a height
between 1370 millimeters
and 1675 millimeters (54
inches and 66 inches).

3. Pedestrian signals should
be periodically:
• Inspected for damage due to

turning vehicles. If damaged,
consider back bracketing
the pedestrian assembly.

• Refurbish, including lens clean-
ing and bulb replacement.

Pedestrian Facility Concern Maintenance Activity

Work Zones

Traffic Control Devices

Source:   Planning, Design and Maintenance of Pedestrian Facilities, FHWA, 1989.
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