Junction

A section in which we look in more detail at traffic and traffic engineering challenges facing public services. This time, we are focusing on the new Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator (formerly Signing for the Bicycle).
Drawing and designing for bicycle traffic

Theo Zeegers, traffic consultant 

The end of April saw the launch of CROW publication 230 entitled ‘Ontwerpwijzer fietsverkeer [Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator), probably better known to you under its old name ‘Signing for the bicycle’ (CROW 74). The new name refers to the totally updated reprint. If we compare both versions, the similarities are obvious, but so too are the differences. In this article, I will try to explain the main similarities and differences. For those who are not familiar with the old version: it is a handbook for designing bicycle infrastructure. 

Design

The first thing you notice is the difference in design: the new handbook is smaller in format, entirely in line with the new CROW house style. You will also see that the provision sheets from the ASVV 2004 (the handbook about traffic provisions within the built-up area) have been used: in separate sheets presenting various technical specifications with drawings. In contrast to the ASVV, the provision sheets are bundled per chapter. They are easy to find through the light blue background colour and the blue coloured triangle at the top. 

Why a new version? 

After thirteen years, the last version was now obviously very outdated. In 1993, for example, cyclists coming from the right did not have right of way, scooters were still allowed free access to the bicycle path, Sustainably Safe was in its infancy, there was one entire roundabout where cyclists had priority, bicycle theft was a natural phenomenon and not a social problem, the bicycle parker and the Fietsberaad (bicycle consultancy) did not yet exist and people leaped excitedly from their cars to take pictures of the only horizontal cyclist. Furthermore, users complained that it was difficult to navigate the handbook and that the text was sometimes ‘unfunctionally ideological’. 

What has remained? 

The same premises remain. The five main demands (cohesion, directness, attractiveness, safety, comfort) are still there. The great advantage of this approach is that it is no longer necessary to quote arguments at each other (‘rather a stopping cyclist than a dead cyclist’): a good bicycle infrastructure fulfils all five main aims. However, these five aims are less evidently used as a hanger for the rest of the book. The trinity function-form-use also appeared in the old version, but it now receives more emphasis. Correctly in my opinion; the five main aims are a handy reminder, but function-form-use is fundamental to any design. The layout of the rest of the book is more or less unchanged, although the chapter division has changed slightly. 

What has changed? 

‘What has happened to the diagram on page 80?’ is often the first question I hear. There used to be a diagram on this page showing when car and bicycle traffic should be separated or not. Well, the short answer is that this diagram is now on page 108, although it does look different (see Table 1). Other important changes are shown in Table 2 on the next page. The difference in diagrams on page 80 (old) and 108 (new) is mainly that in the new recommendation, the bicycle intensity is important for the choice: separate or mix. In the old diagram, only the variables of the car traffic (intensity and speed) were important.  This is because the old diagram was based on safety, while the new situation also includes comfort and bicycle flows. Other differences: the new diagram is based on the road categories of Sustainably Safe and the areas overlap slightly: in the transition zones, several good solutions are possible. 

Within the streets in 30 km/hour areas where there are no separate bicycle provisions, the question is then whether you choose a tight or a spacious profile. A tight profile is preferred, but is only satisfactory in a limited number of meetings between bicycles and cars. On page 112 there is a graph showing the application areas of tight and spacious profiles. A number of new diagrams have also been drawn up for junctions (see pages 195 and 200). Furthermore, the section about traffic lights has been totally updated, including the norms for waiting times and stopping opportunities. Figure 23 on page 205 has an assessment based on the easily measurable entities ‘stopping opportunity’ and ‘average waiting time when stopping’. These therefore replace the old table and errors and inconsistencies. 

Substantially new is the idea of the bicycle street as a standard solution in streets with many cyclists and little vehicle traffic (the box at the top right of the diagram on page 108). A description of bicycle streets is included in the provision sheets 12-15. Another new idea is bicycle (suggestion) lanes (page 125). The Design Indicator defines two kinds: the lane which only leaves room for single file cycling and one which leaves room for double file cycling. The first is preferable, but is only adequate for a limited intensity of vehicle traffic (less than 300-400 motor vehicles/hour). In fact this is the same discussion as with the choice between a tight and a spacious profile in a 30 km/hour area. The information about the foundations of bicycle paths has also been updated. Provision sheet 72 on page 325 describes a foundation which is resistant to tree roots. When laying the foundation, rubble is used directly underneath the asphalt from which the fine particles have been filtered out. The air in the rubble layer prevents the growth of roots and allows the water (also a cause of tree root growth) to drain away. In terms of construction, this is a good solution. So now we have the long desired ‘floating bicycle path’. 

Experiences 

The Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator is a handbook, not a bible. I hope that you will be able to use it as well as think about it. You can also use the handbook as a source of collective experiences of bicycle traffic experts. But don’t ignore your own experiences! You know your own town with its own conditions and culture best. I look forward to hearing your experiences with the design indictor. It is bound to contain errors, some trivial, some annoying. For example, on page 221 there are give-way markings in a 30 km/hr area, which is naturally not allowed. If you find any other errors, I may contact the CROW to see if it will issue an erratum. 

INFO 

All departments and sub departments have received a free copy of the Design Indicator, intended as a department copy. Please keep this copy in the department and pass it on to their successors when active members leave. It is also possible to order additional copies at a reduced price. They will then cost 45 Euros plus postage. These can be ordered from kuipers@cyclistsbond.nl or from Postbus 2828, 3500 GV Utrecht. 

Table 1
Diagram road sections within the built-up area (Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator page 108).

	Car Traffic
	Bicycle network category

	Road category
	Maximum speed car traffic (km/hour)
	Intensity car traffic (mvt / day)
	Basic network (< 750 cyclists / day
	Bicycle route (500-2500 cyclists / day
	Main bicycle route (> 2000 cyclists / day

	Driveway
	30
	1-2500
	Mixed traffic

Bicycle path or bicycle lane
	Bicycle street

	
	
	200-500
	
	Bicycle path or bicycle lane

	
	
	>4000
	
	

	Area access road
	50
	2 x 1 lane
	Not relevant
	Bicycle path or parallel road

	
	
	2 x 2 lanes
	
	

	
	70
	
	Scooter path or parallel road


Table 2
The position of diagrams and graphs in Signing for the Bicycle (old) and Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator (new)

	Subject
	Signing for the Bicycle
	Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator 

	Mix/separate
	80
	108 (within the built-up area)

122 (outside the built-up area)

	Width of cycle paths
	85
	173 (bicycle paths)

175 (scooter paths)

	Tight/spacious profile
	96-97
	112

	Diagram junctions
	166
	195 (area access road-driveway

200 (area access roads)

	Traffic lights
	204
	204-206
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