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APPENDIX A
Greater Kansas City Bikeways Plan

Public Involvement
WIKIMAP RESULTS 
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This m
ap is provided "as-is" for inform

ational
purposes and no guarantee is m
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accuracy of the m

ap or data.
Plot date 6/9/2014.

£¤ 69

£¤ 169

£¤ 69

£¤ 40

£¤ 73

£¤ 24

£¤ 169

£¤ 40

£¤ 24
£¤ 24

£¤ 169

£¤ 71

£¤ 24

£¤ 69

£¤ 50

£¤ 40

£¤ 56

£¤ 169

£¤ 71

§̈¦ 70

§̈¦ 35

§̈¦ 435

§̈¦ 435

§̈¦ 435

§̈¦ 35

§̈¦ 670

§̈¦ 29

§̈¦ 70

§̈¦ 635

§̈¦ 70

§̈¦ 470

§̈¦ 35

CLAYCOMO

EXCELSIOR
SPRINGS

GLADSTONE

GRAIN
VALLEY

GRANDVIEW

GREENW
OOD

HARRISONVILLE

KEARNEY

LAKE
LOTAW

ANA

LAKE
W

INNEBAGO

LAW
SON

LIBERTY

LONE
JACK

LOUISBURG

MERRIAM
MISSION

HILLS

NORTH
KANSAS

CITY

OAK
GROVE

PAOLA

PECULIAR

PLEASANT
VALLEY

ROELAND
PARK

RAYMORE

OSAW
ATOMIE

W
ESTON

LANSING

LEAVENW
ORTH

PLATTE
CITY

RIVERSIDE

SMITHVILLE

W
EATHERBY

LAKE

RAYTOW
N

PARKVILLE

PRAIRIE
VILLAGE

LEE'S
SUMMIT

DE SOTO

KANSAS
CITY, MO

INDEPENDENCE

SUGAR
CREEK

EDW
ARDSVILLE

SHAW
NEE

OLATHE

GARDNER

EDGERTON, KS

LENEXA

LEAW
OOD

SPRING
HILL

ARCHIE

BASEHOR

BELTON

BONNER
SPRINGS

BUCKNER

BLUE
SPRINGS

KANSAS
CITY, KS

OVERLAND
PARK

GARDEN
CITY

PLEASANT
HILL

TONGANOXIE

M
A

R
C

 R
EG

IO
N

A
L B

IK
EW

AYS PLA
N

: M
ap Series 6 - W

ikiM
ap D

esired B
icycle D

estination Points

£¤ 40

£¤ 40
£¤ 69

£¤ 69

£¤ 24

£¤ 169

£¤ 69

£¤ 69

£¤ 169 £¤ 24

£¤ 71

£¤ 40

£¤ 40

§̈¦ 70

§̈¦ 35

§̈¦ 70

§̈¦ 29

§̈¦ 435

§̈¦ 435
§̈¦ 435

§̈¦ 35

§̈¦ 635

§̈¦ 470

§̈¦ 670

§̈¦ 35

FAIRW
AY

GLADSTONE

MERRIAM

MISSION

MISSION
HILLS

NORTH
KANSAS

CITY

ROELAND
PARK

W
ESTW

OOD
W

ESTW
OOD

HILLS

RIVERSIDE

PARKVILLE

PRAIRIE
VILLAGE

KANSAS
CITY, MO

SHAW
NEE

OLATHE

LENEXA

LEAW
OOD

AVONDALE

KANSAS
CITY, KSOVERLAND

PARK

D
escription

These m
aps display user input from

the M
A

R
C

 R
egional B

ike P
lan

W
ikiM

ap. W
ikiM

aps are online
interactive m

aps that allow
 users to

enter routes or points on a m
ap and

subm
it com

m
ents about the route or

point they entered. R
ather than

displaying all of the indivudual data
points that w

ere entered into the
W

ikiM
ap, these m

aps display a
generalized view

 of specific types of
com

m
ents.

The m
ap on the left displays the full

M
A

R
C

 planning area and the m
ap

on the right displays the cental
portion of the planning area in m

ore
detail.

The colored lines indicate w
here

com
m

ents w
ere entered on the

W
ikiM

ap. The darker the line, the
greater num

ber of com
m

ents that
w

ere received in that corridor.

A
: M

A
R

C
 Planning A

rea
B

: C
entral M

A
R

C
 Planning A

rea

Service Layer C
redits: C

opyright: ©
2013 E

sri, D
eLorm

e, N
AV

TE
Q

Service Layer C
redits: C

opyright: ©
2013 E

sri, D
eLorm

e, N
AV

TE
Q



15

APPENDIX B 
Greater Kansas City Bikeways Plan
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Barriers and Gaps Analysis 

Crash Data Analysis
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: April 29, 2014 
To: Aaron Bartlett, MARC 
From: Kevin Luecke & Tom Huber 
Project: MARC Regional Bikeway Plan 
Re: Task 2: Bicycle Barrier & Network Gaps Assessments 

16 North Carroll Street, Suite 730 
Madison, WI 53703 

608.663.8080 
www.tooledesign.com 

 
 

 

This memo and the attached maps are intended to provide an overview of physical barriers to bicycling in the Mid‐ 
America Regional Council (MARC) planning area as well as gaps in the existing and planned bikeway network. 
This memo has been updated from the original memo (4/11/2014) to include assessments of the bikeway 
crossings of U.S. Highway 69 and highways K‐7 and K‐10 in Kansas. 

 
Barrier Assessment 

 
 

Physical barriers can make or break a bicycle trip for a variety of reasons. Physical barriers such as challenging 
bridge crossings can deter bicyclists from making a trip to a specific destination because they are intimidated by 
the traffic they encounter. Barriers such as rivers can add unreasonable distance to trips if safe and comfortable 
crossings are not provided at regular intervals. For the purposes of this project, physical barriers to bicycling are 
divided into three primary categories: topographical barriers (hills), water barriers (rivers), and roadway barriers 
(freeway crossings); each barrier type is examined in more detail below. Assessing barriers at the regional level 
often presents a different picture than done at the local level. At the regional level, a much larger area is examined 
and the likelihood for barriers increases. Bicyclists traveling longer distances on regional routes will be more apt to 
encounter major barriers and will plan their routes with these barriers in mind. Map 1 displays the existing and 
proposed bikeways within the MARC planning area. 

 
Bridge Ratings 

 
 

The MARC planning area contains nearly  3,500 bridges,  of which 600 carry or pass over existing, planned, 
or proposed bikeways. The National Bridge Inventory (NBI) provides data about these bridges, but 
unfortunately not in a manner than can easily be used to rate each bridge’s bikeability. The NBI does not 
contain information about the presence of bicycle facilities or the width of shoulders or lanes on bridges, 
primary pieces of data for assessing bicycling conditions. The NBI does contain sidewalk data, but not in an 
easily usable format. Additionally, the NBI does not present any information about streets under each bridge; for 
example, if a bikeway runs under a freeway bridge, the NBI only provides information about the freeway bridge, 
and not the conditions of the underpass. Given this, the NBI data cannot be used to construct a Bicycle Level 
of Service (BLOS) rating formula for bridges in the planning area within the limits of the project scope. 

 
Because data from the NBI cannot be used to easily create a BLOS for these bridges, each bridge must be 
manually inspected using aerial photography. Since this is a time consuming process, bridge analysis for this 
project will be limited to all bridge crossings of the Missouri and Kansas Rivers and bikeway bridge or underpass 
crossing of limited access freeways. These bridges are rated using the scale shown in Table 1. The rating scale is 
somewhat objective, but provides a good idea of how “bikeable” a bridge is. 
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Table 1: Bridge "bikeability" rating criteria 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional considerations for bridge ratings: 

• A bridge that contains freeway interchange ramps will have its rating reduced at least one category 

• A bridge with high traffic volumes for the number of lanes may have its rating decreased one or more categories 

• A bridge with low traffic volumes for the number of lanes may have its rating increased one or more categories 
 
 

Topographical Barriers 
 

 

Topographical barriers to bicycling are primarily steep or lengthy hills, with the most extreme conditions being 
a combination of the two. Every bicyclist has their own threshold for hills and that threshold will vary widely. Hills 
can be overcome with multiple gears, but exertion by the bicyclist is still necessary. Generally, any grade of more 
than five percent can deter bicycling, especially if the hill continues for more than a city block (500’). Even 
grades of less than five percent can cause problems if the grade continues for more than a quarter mile. 
Although most people react most negatively to the exertion required by the uphill grade, some bicyclists are 
also unnerved about steep downhill segments and the hard braking often required. 

 
The Kansas City metro area has gently rolling terrain with moderate hills throughout the region. However, there 
are some significant hills rising up from the Missouri River flood plain. Because the geography of the region is 
relatively consistent, with rolling hills throughout the eight‐county area, topography is not considered a major 
barrier to bicycling and is not a significant factor in regional bikeway route selection for this plan. 

 
Water Barriers 

 
 

Water barriers in the Kansas City metro region are primarily rivers and streams. A number of large lakes exist 
within the planning area, but they are not in the heavily urbanized areas and tend to serve as destinations for 
bicyclists rather than barriers. The region also has a large network of streams; these minor waterways are 
frequently bridged, and do not typically serve as major barriers to bicycling. Additionally, many of these minor 
waterways have had shared use paths constructed within their corridors, thereby serving to increase bikeway 
connectivity throughout the region. Only bridge crossings of the Missouri and Kansas Rivers were considered for 
the purposes of this analysis; all crossings of those rivers were examined, regardless of the occurrence of an 
existing or planned bikeway on them. The water crossings that were examined are displayed on Map 2. 

 
The metro area is divided by two major rivers. The larger of the two rivers is the Missouri River, which runs roughly 
west to east across the northern one third of the developed area. The Missouri River and its floodplain serve as a 
very significant barrier to bicycling: the river has relatively few crossings, and most of those crossings carry high 
volumes of motor vehicle traffic. Additionally, the river’s floodplain is quite wide, which results in lengthy bridge 
spans. Crossings of the Missouri River from the western edge to the eastern edge of the planning area are briefly 
described in Table 2. 

Rating Criteria 
A Separated path on both sides of the bridge or as standalone span 
B Separated path on one side of the bridge or sidewalks on both sides 
C 6’ wide or wider shoulder or bike lane 
D 4’ to 6’ wide shoulder or bike lane and/or sidewalk on one side of bridge 
E Wide outside travel lane and/or shoulder less than 4’ wide 
F No accommodations, no room for bikes 



19

 

 

Table 2: Bridge crossings of the Missouri River within the MARC planning area from west to east 

 

 

 

The Missouri River is approximately 88 miles long within the MARC planning area. As noted in Table 1, there are 
only 10 crossings of the river in this area (not including a number of railroad bridges), four of which do not permit 
bicycles. This limits bicyclists to only six crossings of the Missouri over 88 miles: 

 
• Metropolitan Avenue at Leavenworth: The bridge has only two lanes (one in each direction) and no 

shoulders; conditions for bicyclists are extremely poor and not considered suitable based on the roadway 
configuration and volume of traffic. 

• U.S. Highway 69: Although the bridge is technically open to bicycle traffic, the volume of traffic 
combined with narrow travel lanes and long spans make it not feasible for bicycle use. 

• U.S. Highway 169: Although the bridge is technically open to bicycle traffic, the volume of traffic 
combined with narrow travel lanes and long spans make it not feasible for bicycle use. 

• Heart of America Bridge in Kansas City, Missouri: The bridge has a two‐way, 10 foot wide shared use 
path on the east side of the bridge. Connections to the path are from surface streets on both ends of the 
bridge. Conditions on the bridge itself are very good for bicyclists, and connections to the path are 
reasonably good for a large portion of the bicycling population. 

• North Chouteau Trafficway Bridge from Kansas City, Missouri, to North Kansas City: The bridge has 
an 8 foot wide sidewalk or shared use path on each side of the bridge. Connections to the 
sidewalks/paths are from surface streets on both ends of the bridge. Conditions on the bridge itself are 
very good for bicyclists, and connections to the sidewalk/paths are reasonably good for a large portion of 
the bicycling population. 

 
 

1 2010 ADT refers to the Average Daily Traffic volume (the total number of vehicles) and is based on the MARC Travel Demand Model. Figures 
have been rounded to the nearest hundred. These figures should be considered as estimates and should be calibrated against known traffic 
counts to provide for a higher level of accuracy. 

 
Map 

ID 

 

 
Name 

 
2010 
ADT1

 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or Sidewalk 
Shoulder or Path 

 
Bridge 
Rating 

 

 
Comments 

1 Metropolitan 15,700 2 No No F No bicycle accommodations; 
 Avenue      narrow lanes 

2 I‐435 (West) 20,100 6 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; wide 
       shoulders provided 

3 I‐635 43,200 4 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; wide 
       shoulders provided 

4 U.S. Highway 69 21,000 4 No No F Narrow lanes; bicycle travel 
       technically permitted 

5 U.S. Highway 169 62,500 4 No No F Narrow lanes; bicycle travel 
       technically permitted 

6 Heart of America 11,900 5 No Yes B 10’ wide, two‐way shared use path 
 Bridge      on east side of bridge 

7 I‐29 / I‐35 105,200 7 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; narrow 
       shoulders 

8 N. Chouteau 13,300 4 Shoulder Yes A 8’ shared use path on each side of 
 Trafficway      the bridge 

9 I‐435 (East) 45,601 6 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; narrow 
       shoulders 

10 Missouri Highway 
291 

36,200 4 Shoulder No F Wide shoulder exists on the 
western (southbound) span; bicycle 
travel technically permitted 
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• Missouri Highway 291 in Sugar Creek: The bridge has a 10 foot wide shoulder on the southbound span, 
but no shoulder on the northbound span. Conditions on the southbound span are reasonably good for 
experienced road bicyclists, with connections to the rural road network on either side of the span. There 
is no bicycle accommodation for northbound bicyclists. 

 
Given the paucity of crossing opportunities of the Missouri River for bicyclists, additional crossings will likely be 
recommended in the final plan. 

 
The Kansas River also cuts west to east across the planning area, merging with the Missouri River at the Kansas‐ 
Missouri state line. The Kansas River and its floodplain are not as wide and have more frequent crossings than the 
Missouri River. Crossings of the Kansas River from the western of the planning area to the Missouri River are 
briefly described in Table 3. 

 
Table 3: Bridge crossings of the Kansas River within the MARC planning area from west to east 

 

 
Map 

ID 

 

 
Name 

 
2010 
ADT2

 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or Sidewalk 
Shoulder or Path 

 
Bridge 
Rating 

 

 
Comments 

11 Wyandotte Street 12,700 2 No No F Narrow lanes 
12 North K‐7 Highway 26,800 4 Shoulder No C 8’+ shoulder on each side of the 

       bridge 
13 I‐435 45,100 6 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; wide 

       shoulders provided 
14 K‐32 Highway 26,600 5 No No F Very narrow shoulders 

 (West)       
15 I‐635 54,600 7 Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; wide 

       shoulders provided 
16 K‐32 Highway (East) 6,500 4 No No 
17 U.S. Highway 69 28,700 4 Shoulder No E Narrow shoulder exist on each side 

       of the bridge 
18 South 12th Street 820 2 No Sidewalk D 5’ sidewalk on west side of bridge 
19 U.S. Highway 169 15,700 4 No Sidewalk D 5’ sidewalk on east side of bridge 
20 Kansas Avenue 2,0003

 4 No No E Narrow lanes, no shoulders 
21 I‐670 72,100 4+ Shoulder No NA Bicycles not permitted; wide 

       shoulders provided 
22 Central Avenue 5004

 4 No No E Narrow lanes, no shoulders 
23 North James Street 5,9005

 2 No No D Wide lanes (15’+) 
24 I‐70 56,500 7+ Shoulder Path A Shared use path is carried on lower 

       level of the eastbound bridge span 
 

The following bridges listed in Table 2 allow bicycle access: 
 

 

• Wyandotte Street in Desoto: The bridge has two lanes (one in each direction), with essentially no 
shoulders on either side; conditions for bicyclists are acceptable for experienced road cyclists, and poor 
for most general bicyclists given the lane configurations and the length of the bridge. 

 

 
 

2 2010 ADT refers to the Average Daily Traffic volume (the total number of vehicles) and is based on the MARC Travel Demand Model. Figures 
have been rounded to the nearest hundred. These figures should be considered as estimates and should be calibrated against known traffic 
counts to provide for a higher level of accuracy. 
3 ADT based on National Bridge Inventory data due to uncertainty in MARC Travel Demand Model figures.  
4 ADT based on National Bridge Inventory data due to uncertainty in MARC Travel Demand Model figures.  
5 ADT based on National Bridge Inventory data due to uncertainty in MARC Travel Demand Model figures. 
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• North K‐7 Highway from Shawnee to Bonner Springs: The bridge has two spans with two lanes and a 
wide outside shoulder on each span. Bicyclists must cross entrance/exit ramps on the north side of the 
bridge that may be challenging. Conditions are generally good for experienced bicyclists who are 
accustomed to riding with significant traffic. 

• K‐32 Highway (West) in Kansas City, Kansas: The southbound bridge span has two travel lanes with an 
extremely narrow shoulder that is unsuitable for bicycling. The northbound bridge span has three travel 
lanes with an extremely narrow shoulder that is unsuitable for bicycling. Bicycling conditions are 
extremely poor in both directions. Given traffic volumes, an opportunity may exist to convert the third 
travel lane on the northbound span to a barrier‐separated two way shared use path. 

• K‐32 Highway (East) in Kansas City, Kansas: The bridge is a single span with four travel lanes. 
Extremely narrow shoulders exist, but are not suitable for bicycling. Given the traffic levels, confident 
road cyclists may be comfortable using the bridge, but it is largely unsuitable for most bicyclists. An 
opportunity may exist to reduce the number of travel lanes and provide bicycle lanes on the bridge. 

• South 12th  Street in Kansas City, Kansas: The bridge has two travel lanes with relatively low traffic 
volumes. A five foot wide sidewalk exists on the west side of the bridge. Confident cyclists may feel 
comfortable using the travel lanes, but the majority of bicyclists will likely utilize the narrow sidewalk. 

• U.S. Highway 169 in Kansas City, Kansas: The bridge has two spans with a total of four lanes. Very 
narrow shoulders exist on each span that are not suitable for bicycling. A five foot wide sidewalk exists on 
the east side of the bridge and is likely the only suitable accommodation for most bicyclists. The sidewalk 
connects to surface streets on either end of the bridge. 

• Kansas Avenue between Kansas City, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri: Four lane bridge with no 
shoulders or sidewalks. Traffic levels are unknown. Bridge is likely unsuitable for all but the most 
confident bicyclists. 

• Central Avenue Viaduct Bridge between Kansas City, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri: Four lane 
bridge with no shoulders or sidewalks. Traffic levels are low. Given traffic levels, bicycling conditions 
should be good for most adult bicyclists. An opportunity may exist to stripe bike lanes or buffered bike 
lanes on the bridge. 

• North James Street between Kansas City, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri: Two lane bridge with 
moderate traffic levels. Bridge has wide travel lanes (15’+), but no shoulders or sidewalk. 

• I‐70 Lewis and Clark Viaduct Bridge between Kansas City, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri: A 
shared use path open to bicycle and pedestrian traffic is carried on the lower level of the eastbound 
bridge span. Conditions are good for bicyclists on the path. 

 
Approximately 50 miles of the Kansas River flows through the MARC planning area. Although the Kansas River 
has more crossing opportunities for bicyclists than the Missouri River, most of the crossings provide a low level of 
service for bicyclists, and, in general, only the most skilled and confident bicyclists will be willing to use the on‐ 

street crossings. The sidewalks on the South 12th and South 7th Streets bridges provide crossing opportunities for 
less confident bicyclists and youths, but are narrow and are not ideal for use as bikeways. The only good crossing 
of the Kansas River for most bicyclists is the shared use path under the I‐70 bridge. 

 

 
Freeways 

 
 

Freeways and major highways can present a significant barrier to bicycling where the roadway is grade‐separated 
from the rest of the street network. Grade‐separated freeways serve as a barrier in three ways. First, they break 
up the existing street network and typically have relatively infrequent crossings; these limited crossings may force 
bicyclists  to  ride  significant  distances  to  access  a  crossing  of  the  highway.  Second, the limited crossings of
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freeways often carry high traffic volumes, and may have interchanges that are difficult or hazardous for bicyclists 
to navigate. Third, the limited crossings of freeways are often bridges or underpasses that were not originally built 
with bicycle or pedestrian accommodations, and often lack the space to add such accommodations. 

 
Table 4 presents details about each existing, planned, and proposed bikeway crossing of a freeway within the 
planning area. The following freeways were examined for bikeway crossings: 

 

• I‐29 
• I‐35 
• I‐435 
• I‐470 

• I‐635 
• I‐70 
• US 71 
• US 69 

• K‐7 
• K‐10 

 

The details in Table 4 include the name of the crossing, the freeway being crossed, the status of the bikeway 
(existing, planned or proposed), the 2010 traffic volume and number of lanes on the bikeway, the presence of a 
shoulder, bike lane, sidewalks, or a path, and the rating assigned to each crossing. The basis for the ratings are 
described in Table 1, although a level of subjectivity was introduced to the ratings when viewing each crossing on 
aerial photographs. Planned MetroGreen bikeways were not evaluated as it is assumed that they will be grade‐ 
separated paths that do not interact with the freeway being crossed. Map 3 displays the crossings in the planning 
area that were evaluated. 

 
Table 4: Bridge crossings of the freeways within the MARC planning area from west to east 

 

 
Map 

ID 

 

 
Name 

Cross BW  
2010 
ADT6

 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or 
Shoulder 

 
Sidewalk 
or Path 

 

 
Rating 

 

 
Comments 

25 N Bethel Ave I‐29 P 180 2 Shoulder No D Narrow shoulders; low 
         ADT 

26 NW Tiffany I‐29 E 25,100 4 Shoulder No E Freeway underpass 
 Springs Pkwy         

27 NW Barry Rd I‐29 E 17,800 10 No Sidewalk E Freeway underpass 
28 NW 72nd St I‐29 E 32,500 5 Shoulder No D Wide shoulders through 

         freeway underpass 
29 Southern 

Platte Pass 
I‐29 E 45,00 6 Shoulder Path C Path on one side of 

underpass; lots of ramp 
crossings 

30 SUP I‐29 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
31 NW Vivon Rd I‐29 P 4,800 4 No No E Freeway underpass 
32 NE Davidson I‐29 E 10,200 4 No No E Freeway underpass 

 Rd         
33 Plattsburgh I‐35 P 300 2 Shoulder No B Very low volume 

 Rd        underpass 
34 N 291 Hwy I‐35 P 39,700 4+ No No F High volume overpass 
35 N Flintlock Rd I‐35 E U U U U NA New road; does not 

         appear on aerials 
26 I‐435 I‐35 E U U U U NA Cannot determine 

         where future bikeway 
         might be located 

 
 
 

 

6 2010 ADT refers to the Average Daily Traffic volume (the total number of vehicles) and is based on the MARC Travel Demand Model. Figures 
have been rounded to the nearest hundred. These figures should be considered as estimates and should be calibrated against known traffic 
counts to provide for a higher level of accuracy. 
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Map 

ID 

 
 

Name 

 
Cross 

 
 

BW 

 
2010 
ADT 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or 
Shoulder 

 
Sidewalk 
or Path 

 
 

Rating 

 
 

Comments 
37 N Brighton I‐35 E 18,400 4 No Sidewalk C Sidewalk on both sides, 

 Ave        but only on bridge 
38 N Chouteau I‐35 P 7,700 4 No No E Freeway underpass 

 Trafficway         
39 SUP I‐29/35 P NA NA NA Path A Power line path 
40 SUP I‐29/35 P NA NA NA Path A Levee path 
41 SUP I‐29/35 E NA NA NA Path A Levee path 
42 5th St I‐29/35 P U U U U NA Cannot determine 

         where future bikeway 
         might be located 

43 E I‐29/35 E 8,400 4 No Sidewalk C Sidewalks on both sides 
 Independence        of bridge 
 Ave         

44 E 11th St I‐35/70 E 5,300 3 No Sidewalk B Sidewalks on both sides 
         and wide outside lane 

45 E 12th St I‐35/70 E U 3 No Sidewalk B Sidewalks on both sides 
         and wide outside lane 

46 E 19th St US 71 E U 2 No Sidewalk B Wider lanes 
47 The Paseo US 71 E 23,700 4 No Path B Path on one side of 

         bridge 
48 Vine St US 71 E U 2 No Sidewalk B Lower volume, wide 

         lanes, sidewalks both 
         sides of street 

49 E 29th St US 71 E U 2 No Sidewalk C Underpass with ramps 
50 E 49th St US 71 E 14,200 2 Shoulder Sidewalk B Wide shoulders and 

         sidewalks both sides 
51 Emmanuel US 71 E 25,000 4 No Sidewalk C Sidewalk both sides; no 

 Cleaver II Blvd        space on street 
52 SUP US 71 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
53 E Meyer Blvd US 71 E 13,100 6 No Sidewalk B Sidewalks both sides 
54 Blue River Rd US 71 P U 4 No No E 
55 E Bannister US 71 E 20,000 4 Shoulder No D 8’ shoulders 

 Rd         
56 Bike‐Ped US 71 E NA NA NA Path A Stand alone bike‐ped 

 Bridge        bridge 
57 E Red Bridge 

Rd 
US 71 E 12,000 6 Shoulder Sidewalk B 6’ shoulders and 

sidewalks on both sides 
of street 

58 Longview Rd US 71 E U 2 No Sidewalk B Wider lanes on bridge 
         and sidewalks on both 
         sides 

59 Blue Ridge Rd US 71 P U 6 No No F 
60 SUP US 71 P U U U U NA Cannot determine 

         where future bikeway 
         might be located 

61 E 150 Hwy US 71 E 24,600 8 Shoulder Path E Path on one side of 
         underpass; numerous 
         ramp crossings 

62 SUP US 71 P U U U U NA Cannot determine 
         where future bikeway 
         might be located 
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Map 

ID 

 

 
Name 

 

 
Cross 

 

 
BW 

 
2010 
ADT 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or 
Shoulder 

 
Sidewalk 
or Path 

 

 
Rating 

 

 
Comments 

63 E 171st St US 71 P 28,700 5 Shoulder No E Wider shoulder, but 
         busy with ramps 

64 Kaw Dr I‐70 P 2,000 4 No No C Lower traffic volumes 
65 Grand Blvd I‐70 P 3,700 5 No Sidewalk B Wide sidewalks on both 

         sides; lower ADT 
66 Charlotte St I‐70 E U 4 No Sidewalk B Sidewalk both sides; 

         appears to have low 
         ADT 

67 The Paseo I‐70 E 15,600 6 No Sidewalk C Sidewalk both sides; 
         narrow lanes 

68 Woodland I‐70 E U 2 No Sidewalk B Low traffic surface 
 Ave        street 

69 Chestnut Ave I‐70 E 11,000 2 No Sidewalk C Busier two lane street 
70 SUP I‐70 E NA NA NA Path A Bike‐Ped overpass 
71 Van Buren I‐70 P 9,200 6 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk on one side 

 Blvd         
72 SUP I‐70 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
73 Blue Ridge I‐70 E 19,500 6 Shoulder Sidewalk D Narrow shoulders on 

 Cutoff        both sides of bridge; 
         sidewalk on one side 

74 Blue Ridge I‐70 E 2,900 3 Shoulder No C 6’+ shoulders on both 
 Blvd        sides of bridge 

75 Little Blue I‐70 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
 Trace Trail         

76 S Little Blue 
Pkwy 

I‐70 E 14,800 6 Shoulder Path & 
Sidewalk 

B Shared use path on one 
side of bridge; sidewalk 
on other side; shoulders 
both sides 

77 NW Woods I‐70 E 21,100 6 No No F No shoulder or space for 
 Chapel Rd        bicycles 

78 NW Hwy 7 I‐70 E 48,100 6 No No F Very busy 
79 NE Adams 

Dairy Rd 
I‐70 E 9,500 7 No Path & 

Sidewalk 
B Shared use path on one 

side of underpass; 
sidewalk on other side 

80 E US Hwy 40 I‐470 E 11,000 8 No Path C Path on one side of 
         street 

81 SUP I‐470 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
82 NE Woods I‐470 P 9,800 6 No No F 

 Chapel Rd        
83 83rd St I‐470 E U 7 No Path & 

Sidewalk 
B Path on one side of 

underpass, sidewalk on 
other side 

84 NE Colbern I‐470 P 20,400 4 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders on both 
 Rd        sides of bridge 

85 NW Main St I‐470 P U 2 No No B Very low volume 
         underpass 

86 SUP I‐470 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
87 SUP I‐470 E NA NA NA Path  Unable to determine 

         where path may cross 
88 View High Dr I‐470 E 10,000 4 No No E 
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Cross 

 

 
BW 

 
2010 
ADT 

 
Total 
Lanes 

Bike 
Lanes or 
Shoulder 

 
Sidewalk 
or Path 

 

 
Rating 

 

 
Comments 

89 Raytown Rd I‐470 E 5,700 5 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders on 
         bridge 

90 James A Reed I‐470 E 2,000 4 No Sidewalk B Sidewalk both sides, low 
 Rd        volume 

91 Blue Ridge Rd I‐470 E 20,500 4+ No Sidewalk E Sidewalk on one side 
92 NE Vivon Rd I‐435 E U 5 Shoulder No D Wide shoulders on both 

         sides of underpass 
93 NE 53rd Ter I‐435 E U 2 No Sidewalk C Sidewalk on one side; 

         low volume, wider lanes 
94 NE 48th St I‐435 E 12,900 4 No No E 
95 Birmingham I‐435 P U 2 No Path A Levee path 

 Levee Rd         
96 Riverfront Rd I‐435 P U 2 No Path A Riverfront path 

 Path         
97 SUP I‐435 P NA NA NA Path A Riverfront path 
98 SUP I‐435 P NA NA NA Path A Rail corridor path 
99 SUP I‐435 P NA NA NA Path A Rail corridor path 
100 E 67th St I‐435 E U 2 No Sidewalk B Sidewalk both sides, low 

         volume, wider lanes 
101 E Gregory I‐435 E 5,300 3 No No E 

 Blvd        
102 Oldham Rd I‐435 E 600 2 No No C Very low volume 
103 E 87th St I‐435 E 25,800 4 No Path & C Sidewalk on one side, 

       Sidewalk  path on the other 
104 E Bannister I‐435 P 22,800 8 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk on one side 

 Rd         
105 Hickman Mills I‐435 E U 4 No Path & B Sidewalk on one side, 

 Dr      Sidewalk  path on other 
106 Grandview Dr I‐435 P 7,600 2 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
107 SUP I‐435 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway Path 
108 Holmes Rd I‐435 E 30,000 6+ No Sidewalk E Sidewalk on one side 
109 SUP I‐435 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway Path 
110 Mission Rd I‐435 E 2,900 4 No Path & B Sidewalk on one side, 

       Sidewalk  path on other 
111 SUP I‐435 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway Path 
112 Roe Ave I‐435 E 13,200 6+ No Path B Path carried on separate 

         structure 
113 Nall Ave I‐435 E 31,600 8 No Sidewalk D Sidewalks both sides 
114 Lamar Ave I‐435 P 3,800 2 No Sidewalk B Sidewalk on both sides 

         and wide lane 
115 Antioch Rd I‐435 P 45,000 9 No Sidewalk D Sidewalks both sides 
116 Indian Creek I‐435 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 

 Trail         
117 Quivira Rd I‐435 P 49,100 9 No Sidewalk D Sidewalks both sides 
118 Santa Fe Trail I‐435 P 1,300 2 No No D Lower traffic volumes 

 Dr         
119 W 95th St I‐435 E 2,400 4 Shoulder Path B Wide shoulders and 

         path on one side 
120 W 79th St I‐435 E 18,200 2 No Path B Path on one side 
121 Renner Rd I‐435 E 6,800 4 Shoulder No D Narrow shoulders 
122 Midland Dr I‐435 E 9,500 4+ Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
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Rating 

 

 
Comments 

123 Johnson Dr I‐435 E U 4 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
124 Holiday Rd I‐435 E 5,500 4 No No E 
125 Parallel Pkwy I‐435 E U 6 No Sidewalk D Poor sidewalks on both 

         sides 
126 SUP I‐435 P NA NA NA Path A Riverfront path 
127 NW 120th St I‐435 P U 2 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
128 SUP I‐435 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
129 N Woodland I‐435 P 1,500 3 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 

 Ave         
130 NE 108th St I‐435 E U 2 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
131 NE Soccer Rd I‐435 E 3,000 2 Shoulder Sidewalk B Sidewalk both sides and 

         shoulders 
132 Wyandotte St I‐35/70 E 2,200 3 No Sidewalk B Sidewalk both sides 
133 W 14th St I‐35 E U 2 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk on one side; 

         narrow lanes 
134 Southwest I‐35 E 1,100 4 No Sidewalk C 

 Blvd        
135 Summit St I‐35 E 12,000 2 No No C Wide lanes 
136 Southwest I‐35 E 2,200 4 No No C 

 Blvd        
137 SUP I‐35 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
138 Southwest I‐35 E 5,800 2 No No C 

 Blvd        
139 SUP I‐35 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
140 SUP I‐35 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
141 SUP I‐35 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
142 Antioch Rd I‐35 P 2,600 5 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk one side 
143 W 87th St I‐35 E 53,900 8 No Path & C Path on one side, 

 Pkwy      Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
144 W 95th St I‐35 P 27,100 6 No No F 
145 Pflumm Rd I‐35 P 6,300 2 No Sidewalk D Narrow lanes; sidewalk 

         on one side 
146 W 119th St I‐35 E 34,900 8 No Sidewalk D Sidewalks one side, 

         heavy traffic 
147 W 127th St I‐35 E 10,400 6 No Path & B Path on one side, 

       Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
148 S Ridgeview I‐35 E 13,100 4 Shoulder Sidewalk B Narrow shoulders and 

 Rd        sidewalk both sides 
149 E 151st St I‐35 E 9,000 6 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk on one side 
150 S Lone Elm I‐35 E 1,500 6 Bike Path & A Bike lanes, path on one 

 Rd     Lane Sidewalk  side, sidewalk on other 
151 W 159th St I‐35 E U 2 Shoulder Path B Shoulders on roadway 

         and path on one side 
152 W 167th St I‐35 P U 2 No No C Gravel road; very low 

         traffic 
153 S Clare Rd I‐35 E U 2 No No D Very narrow bridge 
154 SUP I‐635 E NA NA NA Path A Riverfront path 
155 SUP I‐635 P NA NA NA Path A Riverfront path 
156 Georgia Ave I‐635 P 2,300 2 No Sidewalk C Sidewalk both sides; 

         wider lanes on bridge 
158 Levee Rd I‐635 P U NA No No A Levee path 
157 Kaw Dr I‐635 P U 4 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
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* U = Unknown        E = Existing P = Planned/Proposed 
 

In general, bridge and underpass bikeway crossings of freeways in the MARC planning area rate very poorly for 
bikeability, unless it is a crossing of a grade‐separated path and a freeway. Bikeway crossings tend to occur at 
bridges or underpasses that serve as freeway interchanges, which typically have high traffic volumes and speeds. 
Additionally, interchange crossings often require crossing multiple ramps, which may not be controlled by a 
signal. Even if a shared use or bike lanes are provided at these crossings, they will likely provide a poor experience 
for the majority of bicyclists. When designating future bikeways in the Kansas City area, every effort should be 
made to utilize non‐interchange crossings of freeways rather than crossings that involve an interchange. 
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Comments 

159 Merriam Dr I‐635 P 1,800 4 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk one side 
160 W 87th Pkwy US 69 E 44,716 9 No Path & D Path on one side, 

       Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
161 W 91st St US 69 P 8,265 3 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk one side 
162 W 95th St US 69 P 29,118     Unable to assess due to 

         outdated imagery 
163 W 103rd St US 69 P 8,115 6 No Path & C Path on one side, 

       Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
164 SUP US 69 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
165 SUP US 69 E NA NA NA Path A Indian Creek Path 
166 W 132nd St US 69 E U 2 No Path & B Path on one side, 

       Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
167 SUP US 69 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
168 W 139th St US 69 P U 2 No No C Very narrow underpass, 

         but low traffic 
169 W 143rd St US 69 P 7,120 4 No Path & B Path on one side, 

       Sidewalk  sidewalk on other 
170 SUP US 69 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
171 S Hospital Dr K‐7 E U 2 Shoulder No B Wide shoulders; low 

         traffic 
172 Baptiste Dr K‐7 E U 4 Shoulder No C Wide shoulders 
173 SUP K‐7 P NA NA NA Path A Separated path 
174 College Blvd K‐7 P 5,063 5 No Sidewalk D Sidewalk one side 
175 Unknown K‐7 P NA NA NA NA ‐ Unknown future 

         crossing 
176 Prairie Star 

Pkwy 
K‐7 E 6,930 3 No No D Bridge may have been 

reconstructed since 
imagery updated 

177 W 83rd St K‐7 E U 5 No No E 
178 W 75th St K‐7 E 3,500 NA No No F At grade crossing; flex 

         post barriers blocks 
         through movement 

179 SUP K‐7 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
180 W 55th St K‐7 E 13,660 4+ No Sidewalk E Large RAB with 

         sidewalk on one side 
181 SUP K‐10 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
182 Cedar Creek K‐10 P U No No No B Low volume rural road 

 Rd         
183 SUP K‐10 P NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 
184 Kill Creek K‐10 E NA NA NA Path A Streamway path 

 Path         
185 Edgerton Rd K‐10 P U 2 Shoulder No C Wider shoulders 
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This document is exempt under discovery or admission under 23 USC § 409. The collection of safety data in the 
Kansas City region is encouraged to actively address safety issues on regional, local and site-specific levels. 
Congress has enacted a law, 23 USC § 409, which prohibits the discovery or admission of crash and safety data 
from being admitted into evidence in a federal or state court proceeding. This document may contain wording, 
charts, tables, graphs, lists and diagrams for the purpose of identifying and evaluating safety enhancements in the 
Kansas City region. These materials are protected under 23 USC § 409. Congress’ rationale behind 23 USC § 409 is 
that safety data is compiled and collected to help prevent future crashes, injuries and deaths on our nation’s 
transportation system. 

MARC Regional Bikeways Plan 
Crash Data Summary 
 
Bicycle Safety Hot Spots 
Four years of bicycle crash data were used to analyze crash trends in the MARC region (including Cass, 
Clay, Jackson, and Platte counties, MO and Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and Wyandotte counties, KS). 
This bicycle crash analysis presents an overview of regional crash trends identifying temporal and 
demographic characteristics associated with crashes, as well as a more detailed spatial analysis to 
identify hot spots where bicycle crash densities are concentrated. The actual identification of hot spots 
follows this spatial analysis.  

The overview of regional crash trends includes such data as injury severity, time of crashes, lighting 
conditions, and roadway conditions. Additionally demographic information such as age and sex of 
bicyclists is included.  These region wide statistics allow for setting specific crash reduction goals and 
tracking long term progress toward these goals. 

The spatial analysis looks at the location of bicycle crashes with respect to population density, 
employment density, automobile trips and environmental justice factors. Graphics representing each of 
these considerations are included in this document.  

Bicycle crash hot spots represent locations where the number of bicycle crashes is abnormally high for 
the expected level of bicyclists’ exposure. While bicyclists’ exposure is difficult to directly measure (in 
terms of miles of bicycling occurring), some surrogate measures have been used for similar hot spot 
analyses. For this plan, we propose using the number of bicycle crashes per the number of daily auto 
trips originating in each Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) to identify the hot spots. GIS spatial analysis tools are 
used to identify bike crash hot spots.  
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Regional Bicycle Crash Trends 
Bicycle crash trends were analyzed for the study counties for the four year period of 2009 – 2012. Crash 
data were obtained from MARC staff. The dataset is made up of a combination of Missouri data and 
Kansas data. Data for crashes and individuals were reviewed for each jurisdiction. Not all fields were 
available for each jurisdiction.  

Yearly Bicycle Crashes 

Five hundred ninety (590) 
bicycle crashes occurred 
in the study region over 
the study period.  

Findings 

When comparing bicycle 
fatality data in Kansas, 
Missouri, and the MARC 
study area, it is clear that 
each has a lower percent of 
total fatalities compared to 
the national average with no 
distinguishable trend from 
year to year. 

In examining bicycle fatalities 
compared to population 
data, rates are also generally 
lower than the national 
average with no 
distinguishable trend from 
year to year. 

Thus, overall the MARC area 
would seem to have a better 
safety record than the overall 
United States as a whole.  

Year 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 4-Year 
Average 

Bicycle 
Crashes 

139 136 148 167 590 148 
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Injury Severity 

Most of the bicycle crashes 
reported resulted in minor 
injuries.1 Minor injuries account 
for 58% of all the injuries. 
Slightly more than 1% of the 
injuries were fatal.   

Note that five separate events 
resulted in an injury to the 
motor vehicle operator 
involved: these injuries are 
considered in the graphics 
presented to the right and 
throughout this report.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Crash severity was noted differently in each state database. Both states reported fatal crashes. For the purposes 
of this report Serious and Disabling crashes are shown as Serious. Minor and Non-Disabling are shown as Minor. 
PDO and Possible Injury are shown as Possible. Some crashes had no code for injury severity; these are included in 
the Possible category.  

Bicyclist Injury Severity 
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Weekday Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
Bicyclist Crashes 58 93 80 105 93 86 75

Day of Week 

The number of crashes on weekdays is higher than on weekends.  Several factors may contribute to this 
trend. Utilitarian riders are more prevalent on weekdays; that is bicyclists are riding during rush hours in 
higher traffic volumes than on weekends.  Weekday utilitarian riders also may choose routes they would 
otherwise avoid if riding for recreational purposes. Additionally, weekend riding is frequently 
recreational, occurring during lower traffic periods, and on roadways that are more comfortable for 
bicycling. 

 

 

Bicyclist Injury by Weekday 
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Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Bicycle Crashes 12 24 28 55 99 80 62 68 55 57 33 17

Month of Year 

The number of bicycle crashes by month shows a clear trend. Fewer bicycle crashes occur in colder 
months. This is likely tied to a reduction in bicycling activity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bicyclist Injury by Month 
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Time of Day 

 

 

A vast majority of crashes occurred between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM.  There appears to be a 
slight peak in the morning between 7:00 and 9:00 AM. This would coincide with the morning commute 
period. The crashes increased from 2:00 PM to 5:00 PM, at which point crashes decreased into the later 
hours of the day. Crash volumes drop off significantly at 8:00 PM.  There were more than three times 
the number of crashes in the afternoon as compared to the morning.  This is likely due to higher 
volumes of automobiles and bicyclists present during afternoon hours: commuters, after school 
bicyclists, and early evening recreational riders.  

 

 

 

Morning 12:00-12:59 1:00-1:59 2:00-2:59 3:00-3:59 4:00-4:59 5:00-5:59 6:00-6:59 7:00-7:59 8:00-8:59 9:00-9:59 10:00-10:59 11:00-11:59 Total
Number of Crashes 2 2 1 3 2 1 9 23 23 15 32 21 134

Afternoon 12:00-12:59 1:00-1:59 2:00-2:59 3:00-3:59 4:00-4:59 5:00-5:59 6:00-6:59 7:00-7:59 8:00-8:59 9:00-9:59 10:00-10:59 11:00-11:59 Total
Number of Crashes 34 29 35 57 67 79 58 46 23 21 6 1 456

Bicyclist Injury by Time of Day 
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Age2,3 

Data show that young 
bicyclists, particularly those in 
their preteen years, are more 
likely to be involved in crashes 
than older bicyclists. The 
number of bicycle crashes 
decreases generally steadily 
with age (with a somewhat 
steeper decline in the 30-39 
age range).   

The same trend is present for 
different bicycle crash 
severities, though individual 
severities are somewhat more 
variable by age. 

 

 

 
                                                           
2 Age, sex, and contributing cause data are from a different database than the other categories. This database is 
person-based rather than crash-based and includes a slightly lower overall number of crashes (583 versus 590). 
3 The Kansas database is based on crash year rather than crash date, so some ages may be one year off of actual. 
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Sex 

Data show that males were much more likely to be involved in bicycle-related crashes than females, as 
they represented more than five times as many crashes as females did from 2009-2012. Males also 
sustained significantly more serious injuries and fatalities than females.  

 Bicyclist Injury Severity by Sex of Bicyclist 
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 Bicyclist Contributing Circumstance4 

During the study period 167 bicyclist injuries were associated with an identified contributing 
circumstance on the part of the bicyclist. Most prevalent among the specific contributing circumstances 
were failure to yield the right of way, inattention, disregard of traffic control devices, and improper 
crossing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
4 Contributing circumstance data are for Kansas only and exclude crashes in which the field was not entered. This 
represented 40% of the crash dataset. 
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Driver Contributing Circumstance 

Driver-related contributing circumstances were somewhat less prevalent overall (135 total reported) 
than for bicyclists, and included many of the same items among the most prevalent.  
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Road Surface Condition Dry Wet Snow Ice Mud, Dirt, Sand Unknown
Number of Crashes 457 111 5 8 7 2

Weather Type No Adverse Conditions Rain Unknown Other
Number of Crashes 564 17 8 1

Bicycle Crashes by Weather Condition 

 

Weather Conditions 

A vast majority of bicycle 
crashes occurred during 
clear, cloudy, or otherwise 
non-adverse weather 
conditions. Only three 
percent of crashes occurred 
during rain, one percent 
during unknown or non-
recorded conditions, and 
only one single incident 
involving any other kind of 
weather conditions.  This 
trend would be consistent 
with expectations: a lesser 
volume of bicyclists during 
bad or undesirable weather 
conditions.   

 

Road Surface Condition 

Most bicycle crashes, 78%, 
occurred on dry roads and 
19% occurred on wet 
roads.  All other road 
surface conditions 
including, snow, ice, mud, 
dirt, and sand account for 
only three percent of 
crashes.  Again, this 
suggests a reduction in 
volume of bicyclists during 
undesirable conditions.

Bicycle Crashes by Road Surface Condition 
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Light Condition Daylight Dark: Street Lights On Dark: No Street Lights Other/Unknown
Number of Crashes 500 74 6 10

Facility Type 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total 4-year Avg.
Local Roadways 123 129 132 154 538 135
Other 18 14 19 18 69 17

Facility Type
Total 

Crashes
Total 

Injuries
Possible 
Injuries

Minor 
Injuries

Serious 
Injuries

Fatalities

Local Roadways 522 538 150 313 72 3
Other 68 69 11 40 14 4
Sum 590 607 161 353 86 7

Light Conditions 

Most bicycle crashes, 
85%, occurred during 
daylight conditions: this 
includes dawn and dusk.  
The second most 
number of crashes 
occurred during dark 
lighting conditions with 
streetlights on.  The 
remaining three percent 
of crashes occurred 
during dark lighting 
conditions with no 
street lights and 
other/unknown 
conditions.  This 
suggests a higher volume of bicyclists during daylight hours. 

Facility Type 

The majority of bicyclist injuries, 
about 89%, occurred on local 
roadways.  Sixty-nine of the 607 total 
injuries occurred on “other” facilities 
including US highways, interstate highways, and 
facilities which are part of the state highway 
system.  There was a slight jump in local 
roadway injuries in 2012.  There are slightly 
more injuries, 607, than bicycle crashes, 590, 
because some events resulted in injuries to 
multiple parties.  Crashes which resulted in only 
property damage or those which reported no 
injuries were considered under the “Possible 
Injuries” category. 

Bicycle Injuries by Facility Type 

Bicycle Crashes by Light Condition 
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Crash Location 

The Kansas and Missouri datasets report location information at different levels of detail. In the 
datasets, 45% of the Kansas area crashes occurred at intersections versus 76% in Missouri, but the latter 
figure may include intersection-related crashes, which represent another 25% of the Kansas crashes. 
Injury severity does not appear to vary significantly based on this variable. 
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Area Type 

Missouri data include a code for the crash area type, urban versus rural. The vast majority of crashes 
during the study period occurred in urban areas. Although the sample size of rural crashes is small (18), 
serious and fatal injuries are more commonly associated with rural crashes (33%) than with urban 
crashes (16%).  This could be due to higher speeds on rural roadways.  
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Alcohol/Drug Related 

The Kansas database includes crashes flagged for drug or alcohol involvement (bicyclist or motorist). 
Incidence is very low, with only two crashes (of 243 total) associated with alcohol and one associated 
with drugs.  
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Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region,               
2009-2012 

Spatial Analysis 
In addition to the tabular analysis of 
bicycle crash data, a geographical 
analysis of MARC’s regional planning 
boundary area was conducted. 

Using ArcMap and GIS coordinates, 
bicycle crash locations (shown as dots) 
were mapped around the Kansas City 
area including events in Cass, Clay, 
Jackson, and Platte Counties, MO and 
Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and 
Wyandotte Counties, KS. 

Crash densities were also mapped 
(shown by colored hot spots) with a 
focus on the majority of crashes 
located in the downtown region of 
Kansas City.  A large concentration of 
crashes occurred in the core of the 
metropolitan area with events 
generally decreasing relative to 
distance from downtown.   

The highest concentration of crashes 
was located in northwestern Jackson 
County, MO.  Notable high crash 
concentrations also include the areas 
around Independence, Lee’s Summit, 
Gladstone, Raytown, and Grandview, 
MO; the two former cities being the 
fourth and sixth largest cities in 
Missouri, respectively.  Notable high 
crash concentrations in Kansas 
include the cities of Leavenworth, 
Overland Park, and Olathe.  Many of 
these cities are located near major 
highways, suggesting a relatively 
high volume of bicyclists and motor 
vehicles.
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Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region, 2009-2012, 
Population Density 

Generally, regions with high 
population densities also had high 
bicycle crash concentrations.   

Regions in central downtown Kansas 
City with the highest number of 
bicycle crashes often had a 
corresponding high population 
density.  Areas with large 
concentrations of population and 
employment surrounding activity 
centers generally have higher traffic 
and bicyclist volumes.  This may 
indicate why the highest 
concentration of bicycle crashes 
occurred in the downtown area. 

Similarly, areas on the outer edges of 
central downtown with high 
population densities also had a 
correspondingly high number of 
bicycle crashes.  This trend can be 
seen visually in the areas with higher 
crash densities that are separated 
from the downtown cluster. 
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There appears to be a correlation 
between vehicle ownership and 
bicycle crashes. Those areas with a 
high density of zero (motor) 
vehicle households have increased 
densities of bicycle crashes. This is 
likely due to an increase in 
exposure resulting from the need 
to use bicycles for transportation.   

Detailed of crash locations in the 
Kansas City Region 

Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region, 2009-2012, 
Zero Vehicle Households per Mile 
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Analysis by TAZ 

Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) are 
relatively small areas of land use activity 
that serve as the primary unit of analysis 
for travel demand models. They are 
used to predict where trips begin and 
end using MARC’s travel-demand model. 
This is a mathematical model — taking 
into account traffic volumes, land use, 
roadway type, and population — that 
predicts travel patterns and trip 
generation statistics for particular 
geographic areas throughout the region.  

The following series of maps integrates 
the TAZ data with bicycle crash data.  

TAZ’s are identified by land use. It 
should be remembered that the daily 
auto trips per TAZ vary widely across the 
MARC region. Some TAZ’s generate 
none while the maximum is more than 
84,000  trips per day.  

  

Auto Trips per TAZ in the Kansas City Region, 2009-2012,  
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One method of identifying high 
crash locations is to compare the 
bicycle crashes to some measure 
of exposure. For example, auto 
trips per TAZ could be used to 
represent overall travel demand. 
This graphic represents the 
bicycle crashes per 1,000 auto 
trips per TAZ with the bicycle 
crash locations represented by 
red dots.  

  

Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region, 2009-2012, 
per Auto Trips per TAZ 

Detailed of crash locations in the 
Kansas City Region and Bicycle 
Crashes per 1,000 Daily Auto 
Trips 
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Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region, 2009-2012, 
Population – Employment Density 

A more comprehensive measure 
of exposure might be the 
combination of population and 
employment – or activity centers. 
This map shows a very strong 
correlation between activity 
centers and bicycle crashes.   
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Bicycle Crash Locations in the Kansas City Region, 2009-
2012, Environmental Justice Tracts 

Environmental justice is defined 
by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) as “the 
fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people 
regardless of race, color, 
national origin, or income with 
respect to the development, 
implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies.” 
As the metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) for the bi-
state Kansas City region, MARC 
is federally mandated to 
incorporate environmental 
justice into its planning and 
programming activities. In terms 
of regional transportation 
planning, this means that no 
group of people — racial, ethnic 
or socio-economic — should 
receive unfair treatment or bear 
a disproportionate share of 
negative environmental 
consequences as a result of 
decisions made by MARC.  

A map of the bicycle crashes 
over environmental justice 
tracts and the table below suggest such a correlation between socio-economic conditions and bicycle 
crashes. It is worth noting that fatal and serious injury crashes are not as highly correlated with 
environmental justice-identified areas. 

Bicycle Crashes, 2009-2012 
 EJ Areas Non-EJ Areas Total 
Bicycle Crashes 251 339 590 
Percent Bicycle Crashes 42.5% 47.5% 100.0% 
Serious Injury Bicycle Crashes 27 66 93 
Percent Serious Injury Bicycle Crashes 29.0% 71.0% 100.0% 
Population 620,937 1,347,932 1,968,869 
Population Percentage 31.5% 68.5% 100.0% 
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Bicycle Crashes per 1,000 Auto Trips by TAZ, 2009-2012, 
Environmental Justice Tracts 

The environmental justice 
tracts are shown coincident 
with the plot of crashes per 
1,000 auto trips by TAZ. This 
further suggests a correlation 
between socio-economic 
conditions and crash 
propensity. However, this may 
be partially a function of those 
areas having a higher density of 
bicycling trips. 
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Bicycle Crashes per Trip Origins by TAZ, 2009-2012,               
Hot Spot Analysis 

Hot Spot Analysis 
A specific hot spot analysis 
involves identifying locations 
with a statistically high 
number of crashes for a given 
characteristics. For this 
project, a hot spot analysis 
was conducted to determine 
whether or not there are 
locations that have 
abnormally high (or low) 
concentrations of bicycle 
crashes. The analysis was 
conducted comparing bicycle 
crashes per TAZ trip origins.  
The majority of the hot spots 
were located in Kansas City 
and southeast toward the 
Mission and Shawnee areas.  

No locations were located 
that showed “cold spots” to 
the 95 or 99% confidence 
levels. 90% confidence cold 
spots were located around 
Wyandotte County Lake Park 
and near the Kansas 
Speedway area. 
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Potential Crash Countermeasures 
Potential crash countermeasures 
include infrastructure and behavior 
based interventions to reduce crashes, 
fatalities, and injuries. Often this 
approach is referred to as a 4E approach 
to safety: Engineering, Enforcement, 
Emergency Response, and Education.  

Other Es have been suggested as well.5 

One that stands out as an important 
consideration is Evaluation.   

Evaluations 

The crash countermeasures discussed 
below are general – based upon area-
wide statistics. Their broad application 
should reduce crashes. Area-wide 
statistical analysis should help 
determine if the countermeasures, 
when implemented, are having 
generally the desired effect.  

A thorough review of the details of 
crashes – crash types and causation – would inform an approach that would implement specific 
countermeasures on specific hot spot corridors targeted at specific populations. Subsequent evaluations 
would allow for the determination of whether or not the countermeasures are reducing the types of 
crashes they are intended to address.  

Evaluations tell you if you are making progress.  Such information can lead to more funding for crash 
reduction programs.  Additionally, evaluations indicate which programs are most effective. This can help 
you better direct your resources. Evaluations can also help influence decision makers, affected agencies, 
and the public of the efficacy of your bicycle safety program. 

Engineering Countermeasures 

When one thinks of countermeasures that can improve pedestrian safety, the first thing that usually 
comes to mind is to build more facilities. Such recommendations, coupled with improving the geometry 
or operations of existing facilities, are essentially engineering countermeasures; they result in changes 

                                                           
5 Equity – looking at marginalized populations; Environment – addressing emissions and health care costs; 
Economics – addressing costs associated with crashes. We feel these can be addressed under the other 4Es. 

1 The Four E’s as described in the Destination Safe 2013 Pedestrian Crash 
Analysis 
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to infrastructure. But when one considers infrastructure countermeasures, one should consider more 
than just those specifically targeted at bikes and consider complete streets and improved communities. 

Bicycle Facilities 

Bicycle facilities such as bike lanes can improve bicyclists’ compliance with traffic laws and result in more 
predictable behavior by motorists and bicyclists. Bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, shared lane markings, 
cycle tracks, and separated bike facilities can improve bicyclists’ comfort and, if properly designed, 
safety. 

Traffic control devices should be reviewed to ensure they address the needs of bicyclists. Traffic signal 
detection should be responsive to bicyclists’ presence. Pavement markings should be non-slip. 
Wayfinding signs for bicyclists (Bike Routes) can encourage more bicycling while providing bikes 
information of lower (motor vehicle) speed and lower volume routes.  Roadways with high incidence of 
wrong-way riding, wrong way bike (R5-1b) could be installed. 

Roadway lane striping should be maintained to be highly visible during the daytime and at night. 
Research suggests that improving the roadway striping reduces all crashes because drivers are able to 
devote less attention to maintaining lane position and are better able to observe more of what is 
occurring within the environment. 

As shown in the previous section, a significant number of bicycle crashes occurred at night. Lighting 
along many roadways in the MARC area is sporadic at best. Even where street lighting exists, it is often 
not uniform. Dark areas intermixed with very bright areas can make bicyclists even harder to see than in 
areas where lighting levels are lower but uniform. 

Compliance with average maintained 
illuminance and illuminance uniformity ratios 
(Lavg/Lmin, Lmax/Lmin) as specified in AASHTO 
design guidelines should be attained. 
Luminance is the measure of light reflected off 
the roadway surface, measured in candelas per 
square meter (cd/m2). Special emphasis should 
be placed on evaluating crash hot spots for 
substandard lighting and upgrading lighting 
along the study corridors in accordance with 
AASHTO. 

It is also important to note that lighting must 
be designed to illuminate the entire travel way, 
including the roadway, bike lanes, paths, and 
sidewalks. Failure to consider bikeways in the 
lighting design can result in situations where Lighting levels and visibility 
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motorists are not able to see bicyclists before they begin crossing the street. 

Complete Streets 

Complete Streets are intended to provide safe travel conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit 
riders as well as motorists. Complete street treatments include the construction and installation of 
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, bus stops with shelters and related amenities and connections to the sidewalk 
network and crosswalks with pedestrian signals. Additional complete street improvements may include 
pedestrian refuge islands in the median, bike-friendly traffic calming, curb bulb outs (that accommodate 
bikes) and narrower or curvilinear (motor) vehicle lanes. Establishing and applying a complete streets 
policy is one of the most effective methods of reducing the occurrence of bicycle and pedestrian 
crashes. It provides a safe environment for these travel modes through engineering design while 
encouraging motorists to drive more cautiously. 

Livable Community Approaches 

The term “livable communities” is used to describe urban environments where walking, bicycling and 
transit service is safe, comfortable and efficient and where the physical environment offers an 
interesting and unique experience from the standpoint of street, land and building design. Central to the 
livable communities’ concept is the employment of street and land design strategies that encourage 
these travel modes. 

Educational Countermeasures 

Educating motorists and bicyclists in safe driving habits can help reduce the risks of crashes. There are 
numerous educational programs aimed at students. Younger children often participate in bike rodeos. 
Some driver’s education classes should promote safe motorist and bicycle interaction. Unfortunately, 
most motorist and bicyclists are not in a school-type environment where they can have lectures on bike 
safety.  Consequently, other methods must be used to deliver safety messages.  Billboard campaigns 
promoting safe passing distances or same-road-same-rules-same-responsibilities programs have been 
used in numerous jurisdictions around the country.  Working with employers to provide bike commuter 
training is another technique that is often used to educate bicyclists. Driver safety courses for those who 
receive traffic tickets can be used 
to promote bike safety messages. 
Other programs range from 
television and radio news items to 
flyers inserted into utility bill 
envelopes. 

The most common contributing 
cause of bicycle crashes 
(nationwide, local data is 
unavailable) is motorists turning 
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right from a side street or driveway failing to look for traffic coming from their right on the sidewalk. 
Two potential countermeasures may be appropriate to address this behavior:  

• Use horizontal signing and  
• Conduct a public information campaign to heighten awareness.   

Horizontal signing (messages painted on the sidewalk) could be 
used at driveways to alert bicyclists (and pedestrians) and 
could take the form of a pair of eyes looking to the bicyclists’ 
(or pedestrians’) left or some other message that alerts them 
to the dangers of drivers turning right.  Signage like this is 
being recommended to mitigate similar crashes in other parts 
of the country. Such a treatment, if installed, should be 
evaluated for its effectiveness.  

An education campaign including flyers or advertising on bus shelters and/or benches may also be an 
effective way to educate bicyclists that they are riding in a position that is not safe. This sort of campaign 
will also help to remind drivers to be aware of bicyclists riding on the sidewalk. To localize the campaign, 
a photo of the bicyclist riding against traffic and a motorist failing to look to the right could be taken on a 
MARC Roadway. The example below is from Mayport, Florida. 
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Some of these crashes will involve bicyclists riding on the 
roadway against traffic. This is not legal and educational 
campaigns should be supplemented by law enforcement.  

Educational campaigns could also help improve the night 
time visibility of bicyclists.  People often believe 
themselves to be more visible than they are. Bicyclists 
assume that because motorists have headlamps they can 
see bicyclists at great distances. By letting cyclists know 
how hard it is for motorists to see them (possibly 
through a poster campaign), bicyclists may be induced to 
improve their visibility.   

Enforcement Countermeasures 

The effort to enforce the traffic laws as they relate to bicycle safety should be addressed in an overall, 
area wide, coordinated bicycle enforcement campaign.  Sporadic enforcement will not result in 
significant improvements to motorists’ or bicyclists’ behavior and will likely result in resentment of law 
enforcement personnel. Those behaviors to be targeted should be determined at the outset of the law 
enforcement campaign. The following behaviors should be targeted in MARC communities: 

• motorists violating traffic signs and signals (30%);  
 emphasis on illegal turn on red 
 failure to make complete stops at stop signs 

• motorists unsafe passing (emphasis on the 3 ft. passing law) 
• riding at night without lights (13% of crashes); 
• riding on sidewalks in downtown areas;  
• texting or using headphones (14%); and 
• riding against traffic on the roadway (5%). 

These six behaviors were chosen for two reasons. First, they represent particularly hazardous behaviors 
which result in many crashes. Secondly, and very importantly, the enforcement of these behaviors is 
easy to justify to the public. When coupled with (and in fact preceded by) a large scale education 
campaign, the public will understand the importance of the campaign and consequently will accept the 
enforcement activity.  Finally, not all enforcement needs to result in a ticket – many law enforcement 
agencies provide bike lights to cyclists they stop at night. To others they may issue a warning and 
educational materials. 

Enforcement of three-foot laws has been sporadic around the country. Austin, TX has used police 
officers on bikes in a sting operation to ticket drivers violating the three-foot rule; they issued more than 
100 citations. Palm Beach, FL implemented a multimodal law enforcement campaign which included 
enforcement of motorist yielding and passing behaviors resulting in 175 citations and 148 warnings.  
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Motorist speeding is not listed as a contributing cause for any of the bicycle crashes. This does not 
however mean that speed is not a contributing cause of crashes. The probability that a crash will occur 
increases with the speed of motorists. Efforts to reduce motor vehicle traffic speeds will likely have a 
reducing effect on bicycle crashes as well. Targeted speed enforcement should be considered on crash 
hot spot corridors.  

In addition to the need to educate bicyclists and motorists, some targeted training of law enforcement 
may also be appropriate. Some questions that could be covered in this training include: “When is it okay 
for bicyclists to ‘claim the lane?’” “What width constitutes ‘traffic lanes too narrow for a bicycle and a 
vehicle to travel safely side-by-side within the lane’?” “Why is it important for a bicyclist to use 
headlamps and tail lamps?”  “Why is riding against traffic such a problem?” By answering these and 
other similar questions, and discussing what infractions are most likely to lead to bike crashes, cities can 
encourage law enforcement to help promote bike safety by targeting those behaviors most likely to 
result in crashes. Some communities educate local law enforcement through the enforcement agency’s 
standing roll-call meetings, while others send officers to the League of American Bicyclists’ Traffic Skills 
101 courses.  

Another key role enforcement professionals play in reducing bicycle crashes is filling out crash reports. 
By accurately identifying the conditions surrounding crashes and contributing circumstances, law 
enforcement professionals can help transportation professionals identify specific countermeasures to 
prevent future crashes.  

Emergency (Response and Medical Professionals) 

It may seem that emergency responders and medical professionals, because they are involved after a 
crash, are not in a position to prevent crashes.  However, like law enforcement, medical professionals fill 
out reports that describe the reasons for injuries and the severity of injuries. This data, when accurately 
and thoroughly entered into databases such as the National Electronic Injury Surveillance System (NEISS) 
or other hospital discharge or trauma registries, can help researchers identify behaviors that lead to 
crashes or increase their severity.  

Medical professionals also have a significant role to play in educating the public to safe bicycling and 
driving behaviors. They are often called upon to give presentations at schools, civic organizations, or 
other venues where their opinions and advice are given great respect. The respect accorded their 
profession makes them excellent spokespersons for bicycle safety.   
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Survey
Local government practices 

regarding bicycle and 
pedestrian issues

Local government survey primary contact:

First name:

Last name:

Employer:

Department:

Position:

Email address:

We appreciate your participation 
in completing our survey to the 
best of your ability.

Please submit your completed survey by 

Friday, March 28. Simply save and return 

the file by email or, if it is more than 4MB, 

upload it using the file transfer protocol 

(FTP) instructions below. 

Using MARC’s FTP site to upload files:

1. First, go to our FTP site in Internet 

Explorer using this link: ftp://www.

marc2.org/Incoming/RBP Survey

2. Press (and release) the Alt key

3. Select the View menu

4. Select Open FTP Site in Windows 

Explorer. 

Note: You will not be able to rename, 

copy over or delete files once files are 

uploaded by FTP.  

Questions?

Aaron Bartlett 

816-701-8238 

abartlett@marc.org

Thank you for participating in our survey. 

Your information will help advance planning 

for bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 

our region and incorporate more active 

transportation options in our long-range 

planning.

Best regards,

Aaron Bartlett 

Senior Transportation Planner 

Mid-America Regional Council 
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Plans/Polices/Programs

1. Has your community adopted plan(s) that address bicyclists and/or pedestrians needs? Does your 
community have plans underway to address these types of needs?

   Yes

 Check all types of adopted plans or plans under development that address bicyclist or pedestrian needs. If you’d 

like to share additional information such as the URL, space is provided; you may also attach a file or send a 

document by FTP. (see cover sheet)

— optional —

Adopted Underway URL of document or send attachment/document

Bikeway Master Plan

Pedestrian Safety Action Plan

Sidewalk Plan

Comprehensive Plan

Transportation Plan

Parks and Recreation Plan

Greenway Linkage Plan

Trails Plan

Multimodal Corridor Plan

Other plan/document

  No plans underway.

2. Do you have personnel who would manage the following responsibilities? 

Employee name Job title and department Email

On-road Bikeway Planning 

Off-road Trails Planning 

ADA Compliance in ROWs 

Coordination of Education/
Encouragement Programs 

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 1

Optional notes/comments:
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3. Does your community have a community-based advisory committee that meets regularly to address 
issues related to bicyclists and/or pedestrians: 

     Yes

Name of advisory group: Contact name: Email address:

     No

Notes/comments:

Programs

The League of American Bicyclists operates the national recognized Bicycle Friendly Communities program.  The 

program provides a roadmap, hands-on assistance and recognition for states, communities, universities and businesses. 

The BFC program is a tool for states, communities, business and universities to make bicycling a real transportation and 

recreation option for all people.

4. Has your community received a Bicycle Friendly Communities designation?

      Yes, our jurisdiction was awarded the following designation:

Honorable Mention

Bronze 

Silver

Gold

Platinum

No, but our jurisdiction is considering application.

No, but our jurisdiction would like to learn more about the Bicycle Friendly Community program.

No, this is does not apply to this jurisdiction.

The Pedestrian Bicycle Information Center operates the nationally recognized Walk Friendly Communities program. 

The program encourages towns and cities across the U.S. to support safer walking environments. The WFC program 

recognizes communities that work to improve a wide range of conditions related to walking, including safety, mobility, 

access and comfort.

5.  Has your community received a Walk Friendly Communities designation?

      Yes, our jurisdiction was awarded the following designation:

Honorable Mention

Bronze 

Silver

Gold

Platinum

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 2

Other recognition/designation/comments:

Other recognition/designation/comments:
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No, but our jurisdiction is considering application.

No, but our jurisdiction would like to learn more about the Walk Friendly Community program.

No, this is does not apply to this jurisdiction.

6. Does your community perform bicycle/pedestrian counts?
 Yes:

 Our community collects counts for (check all that apply):

       Bicyclists Pedestrians  Not applicable

 We conduct counts  (check all that apply):

   Manually With automated equipment Not applicable

 We collect counts of bicyclists and/or pedestrians in the following locations. (check all that apply):

   Street/midblock Intersections 

    No.

7a.  Does your community have policies to build and maintain any of the following: 

   Optional: Please describe or add comments.

On-road bikeways

     Yes          No

Bikeway way finding, including signs or 

pavement markings

     Yes          No

Off-road and shared use paths

     Yes          No

Sidewalks

     Yes          No

Crosswalks and crossing treatments

     Yes          No

ADA curb ramps

     Yes          No

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 3
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7b. Does your community include maintenance in the Capital Improvements Program (CIP) for any  
of the following?

On-road bikeways Yes No

Bikeway way finding, including 
signs or pavement markings

Yes No

Off roads and shared paths Yes No

Sidewalks Yes No

Crosswalks and crossing 

treatments

Yes No

ADA curb ramps Yes No

8. Does your community use any of the following sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities? 
Please check all items that apply to your community.

Sales tax Street excise tax

County property tax Community Improvement District / CID

Parks tax Subdivision Development Park Fee

Transportation tax Other: 

Policy

9a. Has your community adopted a Complete Street Policy or related policy?

 Yes:

 If you have adopted a complete streets policy, please provide the following information:

City/County Resolution/Ordinance title:

Departmental Procedures or Guidance title:

 No, but we are studying /considering a complete streets policy.

 No, we are not considering a complete street policy.

9b. Does your community require bike parking facilities with development?

 Yes.

 No, but we are considering bike parking requirements.

 No, but we encourage bike parking accomodations.

 No.

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 4
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Engineering

10. Our community uses transportation facility design industry best practices and guidance provided by:
 Please check all that apply.

 KC APWA Best Practices 2012 Local Bikeway Planning and Design Guide 

 NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide 

 NACTO Urban Streets Design Guide 

 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities, 4th Edition 

 AASHTO Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities, 1st Edition 

 Other _____________________________________________________

11. What type of bicycle facilities/accommodations are used in your community?

     Bike Lanes  Green Bike Lanes

     Buffered Bike Lanes  Wide Curb Lanes (width: ______ ft.) 

     Bike Route and Wayfinding Signs  Share Lane Markings

     Share the Road Signs  Paved Shoulder (width: _______ ft.)

     Bike Boxes  Sidepaths

     Shared Use Paths  Other: ________________________

12. In our community’s developing areas, sidewalks are required for:

Functional Class Sidewalk on  
one side

Sidewalk on 
both sides

Width of 
sidewalk

No sidewalk 
requirements

Major arterial

Minor arterial

Industrial/Commercial collectors

Residential collector

Residential locals

  Does your community community have an adopted a policy for sidewalk snow removal?

 Yes.

Ordinance or policy:

 
 No.

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 5
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Education and Encouragement Programs

13. Does your community have any community-wide programs that educates drivers, cyclists and or 
pedestrians on their rights and responsibilities as road users?

Paid media (radio/TV/billboards)

     Yes                No

Printed materials (maps/tip/bulletins)

     Yes               No

Website/URL:

     Yes                No

Social media:

Facebook URL: __________________

Twitter URL: ____________________

Special events:

     Yes               No

Community classes:

     Yes                No

Optional — Additional programs/comments:

14. Our community promotes: 

The Green Commute Challenge  

(a program of RideShare)

Walk to School Month (October 2014)

      Official proclamation 

      Sponsored events

      Media campaign

      Other _______________________

May Bike Month (2014)

     Official proclamation 

     Sponsored events

     Media campaign

     Other ________________________

National Trails Day (June 7, 2014)

      Official proclamation 

      Sponsored events

      Media campaign

      Other _______________________

Enforcement Programs

15. Does your community have law enforcement or other public safety officers on bikes?

   Yes.

 No.

16. Does your community have local ordinances that address bicycle travel and/or safety?

 Yes. If possible, please provide ordinance number: 

 No.

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 6
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Professional Development 

MARC hosts many webinars and workshops. 

We would like to know what topics are most relevant to you and your staff. Please indicate the relevance of these topics 

for future professional development opportunities. 

High Moderate Low Topics Programs

Walk Friendly Communities, a program of the Pedestrian Bicycle Information 
Center. (PBIC)

Bicycle Friendly Communities, a program of the League of  
American Bicyclist (LAB)

Bicycle Transportation Planning

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety for Law Enforcement

Safe Routes to School Training

Complete Streets Training

Urban Streets Design Guide, a product of the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials (NACTO)  

Urban Bikeway Design Guide, NACTO

Designing Urban Walkable Thoroughfares, a project of Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE)

Pedestrian Safety Action Plans

Pedestrian Accessibility and ADA

Bicyclists and pedestrians counts 

Other:

Other:

Local government practices of bicycle and pedestrian issues • 7
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B e V i r e o . c o m  

Kansas City 
929 Walnut Suite 700 
Kansas City MO 64106 
816-756-5690 

Omaha 
1111 N. 13th Street Suite 116 
Omaha, NE 68102 
402-553-5485 

Metrics for Local Government Report Card MARC Regional Bikeways Plan   

Below is a selection of the questions from the full MARC “Local Government Practices Regarding 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Issues” survey which was distributed by MARC to all local governments in 
the region. Because response to the full survey was small, the following questions were pulled 
out to cover major topics of interest to MARC, and then local governments were contacted 
directly to answer this subset. Their answers are plotted in a table on the following pages. 

Planning 

1. Does the community have adopted plan(s) that address bicyclists and/or pedestrian needs? 
What types? 
 

Public Involvement 

3. Does your community have a community-based advisory committee that meets regularly to 
address issues related to bicyclists and/or pedestrians? 
 

Project Prioritization 

6. Does your community perform bicycle/pedestrian counts? 
 

Funding 

8. Does your community use any of the following sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities? 
 

Institutionalizing Practices/Complete Streets 

9a. Has your community adopted a Complete Streets policy? 
 

Design of Facilities 

11. What types of bicycle facilities/accommodations are used in your community? 
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METRIC & QUESTION NUMBER BELTON GARDNER GRAIN VALLEY

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted plan(s) that 
address bicyclists and/or pedestrian needs? What 
types?

Yes. The Belton Parks 
Department has developed a 
Master Plan that includes routes 
around the community for trails, 
off-street and bike lanes.

Yes. Adopted Parks and 
Recreation Plan.

Yes. Comprehensive Plan 
Underway, Adopted Trails Plan.

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a community-
based advisory committee that meets regularly 
to address issues related to bicyclists and/or 
pedestrians?

No.

No. The city does have a Planning 
Commission and the parks 
and recreation department is 
governed by the Gardner City 
Council.

No.

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform bicycle/
pedestrian counts?

No. No. No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the following 
sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities?

(None selected).

Other: Many of the bicycle/
pedestrian trails (Madison Street, 
North Center Street, South 
Center Street, Moonlight Road, 
183rd Street, Grand Street) 
were funded through street 
improvement projects. Some 
were done so through  benefit 
districts while others were City/
State funding  sources. 

Sales tax, Transportation tax.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a Complete 
Streets policy?

No, but we are studying/
considering.

No, we are not considering.
No, but we are studying/ 
considering.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your community?

(None selected).

*Under discussion.

Other: Most of our trails are 
asphalt or concrete. Most are 10' 
in width.

Shared Use Paths

Local Government Report Card	 page 1 of 6
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METRIC & QUESTION NUMBER JACKSON COUNTY JOHNSON COUNTY KANSAS CITY, KS

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted plan(s) that 
address bicyclists and/or pedestrian needs? What 
types?

Yes. Adopted Trails Plan.
No. JCPRD does not have a 
plan that deals specifically with 
bicyclist or pedestrian needs.

Yes. Adopted City-Wide Master 
Plan, Adopted Downtown Master 
Plan, Adopted Sidewalk and Trail 
Plan (city-wide).

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a community-
based advisory committee that meets regularly 
to address issues related to bicyclists and/or 
pedestrians?

No. No.
Yes. Healthy Communities 
Infrastructure Action Team (IAT)

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform bicycle/
pedestrian counts?

No. Yes. With automated equipment. No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the following 
sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities?

County property tax.

County property tax.  Other: 
JCPRD's primary fuding source 
is county property tax; revenue 
from other sources is very 
limited.

Other: Typically federal grants via 
matching funds.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a Complete 
Streets policy?

Adopted policy in 2012. (Survey 
response indicated: "No, we are 
not considering.")

No, we are not considering. Yes.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your community?

Bike Lanes, Shared Use Paths.
Shared Use Paths, Other: We 
have bicycle racks at a few 
facilities.

On-Street Bike Lanes, Sharrows, 
Off-Street, Joint-Use Trails.

Local Government Report Card	 page 2 of 6
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METRIC & QUESTION NUMBER LANSING
CITY OF 

LEAVENWORTH
LEAVENWORTH 

COUNTY

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted plan(s) that 
address bicyclists and/or pedestrian needs? What 
types?

Yes. Adopted Comprehensive 
Plan, Adopted Trails Plan.

Yes. Adopted City-Wide Trail 
Master Plan.

No.

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a community-
based advisory committee that meets regularly 
to address issues related to bicyclists and/or 
pedestrians?

No.
Currently we are working with 
LAD on their county-wide trail 
plan, map completed 2013.

Yes. Leavenworth County 
Development Corporation - Trails 
Committee.

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform bicycle/
pedestrian counts?

No. No. No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the following 
sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities?

County property tax. (None selected) No.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a Complete 
Streets policy?

No, we are not considering. No, we are not considering. No, we are not considering.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your community?

Share the Road Signs.
Shared Lane Markings, with 
and without on-street parallel 
parking.

Marked On-Street Bike Routes, 
Multi-Use Trails, Off-Road Bike 
Trails.

Local Government Report Card	 page 3 of 6
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METRIC & QUESTION NUMBER LEAWOOD LEE'S SUMMIT LIBERTY

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted plan(s) that 
address bicyclists and/or pedestrian needs? What 
types?

Yes. Adopted Comprehensive 
Plan, Adopted Other plan/
document (135th Street Corridor 
Plan).

Bikeway Master Plan, Sidewalk 
Plan, Parks and Recreation Plan 
underway.

Yes. Adopted Bikeway Master Plan, 
Adopted Sidewalk Plan, Adopted 
Comprehensive Plan, Adopted 
Transportation  Plan, Adopted 
Parks and Recreation Plan, 
Adopted Greenway Linkage Plan, 
Adopted Trails Plan. 

Pedestrian Safety Action Plan 
underway, Other plan/document 
underway.

Yes. Adopted Comprehensive 
Plan, Adopted Parks and 
Recreation Plan.

Sidewalk Plan underway, Trails 
Plan underway.

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a community-
based advisory committee that meets regularly 
to address issues related to bicyclists and/or 
pedestrians?

Yes. Bicycle Friendly Committee.
Yes. Livable Streets Advisory 
Board.

No.

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform bicycle/
pedestrian counts?

No.
Yes. Bicyclists and Pedestrians. 
Manually. At ntersections.

No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the following 
sources to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities?

(None selected)
Sales tax, Parks tax, Transportation 
tax, Street excise tax, Other: State 
and Federal Aid/Grants.

Parks tax.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a Complete 
Streets policy?

Yes. Leawood Complete Streets 
Resolution #3592

Yes. City Resolution 
10-17

No, but we are studying/
considering.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your community?

Bike Lanes, Share the Road 
Signs, Shared Use Paths, Paved 
Shoulder (4'), Sidepaths.

Bike Lanes, Bike Route and 
Wayfinding Signs, Share the 
Road Signs, Shared Use Paths, 
Wide Curb Lanes (14-16'), Paved 
Shoulder (4-6'), Sidepaths.

Bike Route and Wayfinding 
Signs, Share the Road Signs, 
Shared Use Paths.

Local Government Report Card	 page 4 of 6
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METRIC & QUESTION 
NUMBER MIAMI COUNTY MISSION PAOLA PECULIAR

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted 
plan(s) that address bicyclists and/or 
pedestrian needs? What types?

No.

Yes. Adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.

Parks and Recreation Plan 
underway.

Yes. Adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.

Bikway Master Plan, 
Pedestrian Safety Action 
Plan, Sidewalk Plan, 
Transportation Plan, Parks 
and Recreation Plan, 
Greenway Linkage Plan, 
Trails Plan, Multimodal 
Corridor Plan, Other plan/
document all underway.

Yes. Adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a 
community-based advisory committee 
that meets regularly to address issues 
related to bicyclists and/or pedestrians?

No. No. Yes. Paola Pathways. No.

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform 
bicycle/pedestrian counts?

No.
Yes. Bicyclists. Manually. At 
intersections.

No. No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the 
following sources to develop bicycle/
pedestrian facilities?

Sales tax, County property 
tax.

Sales tax, Street excise tax. (None selected) Parks tax.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a 
Complete Streets policy?

No, but we are studying/
considering

No, but we are studying/
considering

No, but we are studying/
considering

No, we are not 
considering.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your 
community?

Bike lanes, Shared Use 
Paths.

Bike Lanes, Shared Use 
Paths.

(None selected) (None selected)

Local Government Report Card	 page 5 of 6
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METRIC & QUESTION 
NUMBER PLATTE COUNTY OLATHE SHAWNEE

Planning
1. Does the community have adopted 
plan(s) that address bicyclists and/or 
pedestrian needs? What types?

Yes. Adopted Parks and Recreation 
Plan, Adopted Trails Plan.

Yes. Adopted Bikeway Master Plan, 
Adopted Comprehensive Plan, 
Adopted Greenway Linkage Plan, 
Adopted Trails Plan. 

Pedestrian Safety Action Plan 
underway, Sidewalk Plan underway, 
Transportation Plan underway, Parks 
and Recreation Plan underway, 
Multimodal Corridor Plan underway

Yes. Adopted Bikeway Master 
Plan, Adopted Pedestrian Safety 
Action Plan, Adopted Sidewalk 
Plan, Adopted Comprehensive 
Plan, Adopted Transportation  Plan, 
Adopted Parks and Recreation Plan, 
Adopted Greenway Linkage Plan, 
Adopted Trails Plan.

Public Involvement
3. Does your community have a 
community-based advisory committee 
that meets regularly to address issues 
related to bicyclists and/or pedestrians?

Yes. Platte County Park Board. No.
Yes. Shawnee Bicycle Advisory 
Board.

Project Prioritization
6. Does your community perform 
bicycle/pedestrian counts?

Yes. (Nothing further selected) No. No.

Funding
8. Does your community use any of the 
following sources to develop bicycle/
pedestrian facilities?

(None selected)
Park sales tax
Other: State and Federal Aid/Grants.

Sales tax, Subdivision Development 
Park Fee.

Institutionalizing Practices/
Complete Streets
9a. Has your community adopted a 
Complete Streets policy?

No, we are not considering. (Unanswered) Yes. Comprehensive Plan.

Design of Facilities
11. What types of bicycle facilities/
accommodations are used in your 
community?

Shared Use Paths (Primarily 
adjacent to our streams, rivers, local 
roadways, and state highways).

Bike Lanes, Bike Route and 
Wayfinding Signs, Share the Road 
Signs, Shared Use Paths.

Bike Lanes, Share the Road Signs, 
Shared Use Paths, Paved Shoulder 
(4')

Local Government Report Card	 page 6 of 6
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APPENDIX C
Greater Kansas City Bikeways Plan

Implementation
Best pracƟ ces and strategies

Peer MPO Interviews

Facility design standards

Eff ecƟ ve PromoƟ on and MarkeƟ ng

Bike-ped counƟ ng recommendaƟ ons

Maintenance of bikeways
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Bicycle and Pedestrian CounƟ ng LocaƟ on RecommendaƟ ons - Mid-America Regional Council Geographic Area

# County City Facility Type / Name
Possible 
Factor 
Group

Possible 
Traffi  c Trend LocaƟ on

1 Cass
City of 
Harrisonville 

ExisƟ ng Bikeway Urban Mixed
Cass County, City of Harrisonville – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Urban / Mixed

2 Cass
City of 
Harrisonville 

Proposed Bikeway Urban Mixed
Cass County, City of Harrisonville - 
Proposed Bikeway – Urban / Mixed

3 Clay
City of Kansas 
City

ExisƟ ng Bikeway (Cliff  
Drive Corridor) 

Urban Mixed
Clay County, City of Kansas City – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway (Cliff  Drive Corridor) 
– Urban / Mixed

4 Clay
City of 
Missouri City 

ExisƟ ng Bikeway 
(Missouri Riverfront 
Trail) 

Rural RecreaƟ onal
Clay County, City of Missouri City – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway (Missouri Riverfront 
Trail) – Rural / RecreaƟ onal

5 Clay City of Liberty
ExisƟ ng Bikeway/on-
street

Urban Mixed
Clay County, City of Liberty – ExisƟ ng 
Bikeway/on-street – Urban / Mixed

6 Clay
City of 
Excelsior 
Springs 

ExisƟ ng Bikeway/
on-street 100th Street 
Corridor 

Urban Commuter
Clay County, City of Excelsior Springs 
– ExisƟ ng Bikeway/on-street 100th 
Street Corridor – Urban / Commuter

7 Clay City of Kearney ExisƟ ng Bikeway/on-
street Urban Mixed

Clay County, City of Kearney – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway/on-street – Urban / 
Mixed

8 Clay City of 
Smithville 

City of Smithville – 
Crow’s Creek Park Urban RecreaƟ onal

Clay County, City of Smithville 
– Crow’s Creek Park – Urban / 
RecreaƟ onal

9 Jackson City of 
Raytown Proposed Bikeway Urban Commuter

Jackson County, City of Raytown 
– Proposed Bikeway – Urban / 
Commuter

10 Jackson City of Kansas 
City Brush Creek  Urban Commuter

Jackson County, City of Kansas City – 
Brush Creek – Urban / Commuter

11 Jackson City of Kansas 
City Proposed Bikeway (40) Urban Commuter

Jackson County, City of Kansas City 
– Proposed Bikeway (40) – Urban / 
Commuter

12 Jackson City of 
Independence

Proposed Bikeway (St. 
Truman Road Corridor) Urban Commuter

Jackson County, City of 
Independence – Proposed Bikeway 
(St. Truman Road Corridor) – Urban / 
Commuter

13 Jackson City of Blue 
Springs ExisƟ ng Bikeway Urban Mixed

Jackson County, City of Blue Springs – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Urban / Mixed

14 Johnson City of Olathe Indian Creek Greenway Urban-
Rural RecreaƟ onal

Stakeholder Input RecommendaƟ on - 
Michael Latka - City of Olathe Parks & 
Rec RecommendaƟ on

15 Johnson City of Olathe Mill Creek Greenway Urban-
Rural RecreaƟ onal

Stakeholder Input RecommendaƟ on - 
Michael Latka - City of Olathe Parks & 
Rec RecommendaƟ on
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Bicycle and Pedestrian CounƟ ng LocaƟ on RecommendaƟ ons - Mid-America Regional Council Geographic Area 
(CONT’D)

# County City Facility Type / Name
Possible 
Factor 
Group

Possible 
Traffi  c Trend LocaƟ on

16 Johnson City of Olathe Rolling Ridge Trail
Urban-
Rural

RecreaƟ onal
Stakeholder Input RecommendaƟ on - 
Michael Latka - City of Olathe Parks & 
Rec RecommendaƟ on

17 Johnson City of Gardner ExisƟ ng Bikeway Rural Mixed
Johnson County, City of Gardner – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Rural / Mixed

18 Johnson City of Gardner Proposed Bikeway Rural Mixed
Johnson County, City of Gardner – 
Proposed Bikeway – Rural / Mixed

19 Johnson City of DeSoto Kill Creek Greenway 
Urban-
Rural

Mixed
Johnson County, City of DeSoto - Kill 
Creek Greenway – Urban-Rural / 
Mixed

20 Johnson Johnson 
County, Spoon Creek Greenway  Rural RecreaƟ onal

Johnson County, Unincorporated 
- Spoon Creek Greenway – Rural / 
RecreaƟ onal

21 Johnson City of 
Overland Park 

Tomahawk Creek 
Greenway Urban RecreaƟ onal

Johnson County, City of Overland 
Park – Tomahawk Creek Greenway – 
Urban / RecreaƟ onal

22 Johnson City of 
Leawood Proposed bikeway Urban Mixed

Johnson County, City of Leawood – 
Proposed bikeway – Urban / Mixed

23 Johnson City of Lenexa On-Street Bike Count Urban Mixed
Johnson County, City of Lenexa – On-
Street Bike Count – Urban / Mixed

24 Johnson City of 
Shawnee Gary L Haller Greenway Urban RecreaƟ onal

Johnson County, City of Shawnee – 
Gary L Haller Greenway – Urban / 
RecreaƟ onal

25 Johnson City of Prairie 
Village Brush Creek Urban Mixed

Johnson County, City of Prairie Village 
– Brush Creek – Urban / Mixed

26 Johnson Mission Hills ExisƟ ng Bikeway Urban Mixed
Johnson County, Mission Hills – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Urban / Mixed

27 Leavenworth City of 
Leavenworth

ExisƟ ng on-street 
bikeway Urban Commuter

Leavenworth County, City of 
Leavenworth – ExisƟ ng on-street 
bikeway – Urban / Commuter

28 Leavenworth City of Lansing ExisƟ ng bikeway Urban Commuter
Leavenworth County, City of 
Lansing – ExisƟ ng bikeway – Urban / 
Commuter

29 Leavenworth City of Bonner 
Springs

Proposed bikeway (hog 
creek extension) Urban RecreaƟ onal

Leavenworth County, City of 
Bonner Springs – Proposed bikeway 
(hog creek extension) – Urban / 
RecreaƟ onal

30 Leavenworth City of Kansas 
City

ExisƟ ng bikeway 
(Georgia Street 
Corridor) 

Urban Commuter
Leavenworth County, City of Kansas 
City – ExisƟ ng bikeway (Georgia 
Street Corridor) – Urban / Commuter
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Bicycle and Pedestrian CounƟ ng LocaƟ on RecommendaƟ ons - Mid-America Regional Council Geographic Area 
(CONT’D)

# County City Facility Type / Name
Possible 
Factor 
Group

Possible 
Traffi  c Trend LocaƟ on

31 Leavenworth
City of 
Edwardsville 

ExisƟ ng bikeway (Kaw 
Levee Trail) 

Urban Commuter
Leavenworth County, City of 
Edwardsville – ExisƟ ng bikeway (Kaw 
Levee Trail) – Urban / Commuter

32 Miami City of Paola 
No Bikeways – On-
Street Bike Count 

Rural Mixed
Miami County, City of Paola – No 
Bikeways – On-Street Bike Count – 
Rural / Mixed

33 PlaƩ e
City of PlaƩ e 
City

ExisƟ ng Bikeway Urban Mixed
PlaƩ e County, City of PlaƩ e City – 
ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Urban / Mixed

34 PlaƩ e  
Tiff any Springs Parkway 
– ExisƟ ng Bikeway

Urban Mixed
PlaƩ e County, Tiff any Springs 
Parkway – ExisƟ ng Bikeway – Urban 
/ Mixed

35 PlaƩ e City of 
Parkville

ExisƟ ng bikeway 
(southern plaƩ e pass) Urban RecreaƟ onal

PlaƩ e County, City of Parkville – 
ExisƟ ng bikeway (southern plaƩ e 
pass) – Urban / RecreaƟ onal

36 Johnson City of Olathe Heritage Trail Urban RecreaƟ onal
Stakeholder Input RecommendaƟ on - 
Michael Latka - City of Olathe Parks & 
Rec RecommendaƟ on

37 Johnson City of Olathe Mahaffi  e Trail Urban RecreaƟ onal
Stakeholder Input RecommendaƟ on - 
Michael Latka - City of Olathe Parks & 
Rec RecommendaƟ on
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(813) 949-7449 
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MARC Regional Bikeways Plan  
Bicycle Facilities Maintenance Overview 
 
Maintenance of Bicycle Facilities  
Maintenance of pavement surfaces is critical to safe and comfortable bicycling. Full width of the travel 
path and shoulders of bicycle facilities should be maintained. Maintenance of on-street bicycle facilities 
should be included with road maintenance. 
 
Construction Measures for Preventative Maintenance  
While regular maintenance activities will be required, some design treatments will help minimize 
maintenance needs:  

• Place public utilities such as manhole covers and drainage grates outside of bikeways.  

• Ensure that drainage grates, if located on or near a bikeway, have narrow openings and that the 
grate openings are placed perpendicular to the riding surface.  

• Design of appropriate cross slopes should help to keep the riding surface clear of debris and 
water.  

 
Vegetation encroaching into bikeways is both a nuisance and a problem. Many vegetative maintenance 
problems can be mitigated during the design and construction of the facility. The following are examples 
of vegetation control methods that may be done before or during construction.  

• Place a tightly woven geotextile or landscape fabric under the asphalt pavement. This method 
may be chosen in sensitive areas where a nonselective herbicide is undesirable. Several brands 
of geotextiles are available. Many provide additional structural support for the asphalt paving as 
well, and may allow reduced pavement thickness.  

• Control undesirable “volunteer” vegetation and noxious weeds during construction.  

• Use root barriers where they are beneficial to prevent root intrusion to the path surface. 
Suckering plants are the ones most likely to come through the path surface.  

• Place a non-selective herbicide under asphalt paving. All applications must be done according to 
label directions. This herbicide will prevent vegetative growth from penetrating the asphalt 
paving for a number of years. Caution is needed in applying non-selective herbicides. They may 
injure nearby trees if their root systems grow into the treated area.  

 
In designing roadways, roads should be designed to allow for snow storage. The roadside should have 
adequate space to place plowed snow so that it does not block a shared use path that may be adjacent 
to the roadway. Separation between road and path allows for snow storage. 
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Figure 1 – Example pathway maintenance 
with a sweeper-vac 

Maintenance Schedule 
Several jurisdictional documents from around the country provide specifics on bikeway maintenance 
schedules. Examples of recommended maintenance tasks and frequencies for those tasks are provided 
in Table 1.  It should be noted that of maintenance schedules used in the development of this table, only 
one was adopted as a standard in its community’s comprehensive plan (Arlington, Virginia). That 
document did not include all of the listed tasks. For many of those tasks it did list, the scheduled 
frequency was given as “As needed” and not tied to a given frequency. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 Recommended Maintenance Tasks Range of Recommended Frequencies  
Maintenance Task  Recommended Frequencies 
Regular Inspection Monthly – twice per year 
Sweep bikeways Weekly – twice per year 
Sign replacement Annually –  every ten years 
Pavement marking replacement Annually – every three years 
Shoulder and mowing Weekly  
Weed control Monthly – every six months 
Tree/shrub trimming Every four months – annually 
Pruning Annually – every four years 
Pavement sealing, potholes Every five years – every ten years 
Path resurfacing Every ten years – every twenty years 
Maintain furniture Biannually – annually 
Litter removal  Weekly – every two months 
 

Inspection of the entire system on a monthly basis would be reasonable. These inspections should 
include evaluations of the pathway surfaces, vegetation encroachments, debris on the pathways and 
general condition of signing and pavement markings. Additionally, nighttime evaluations of signing and 
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striping – particularly at crosswalks, should be performed as part of these inspections. Deficiencies 
should be noted and mitigating maintenance scheduled as they are noticed.  

These inspections and resulting spot maintenance repairs/mitigation serve two primary purposes. First 
they will identify and address smaller maintenance concerns before they become larger and are more 
expensive to repair or a hazard to users. The monthly inspection will also provide the opportunity to 
evaluate the proposed maintenance schedule provided above. If, for instance, it is found that litter 
removal need only occur every two weeks, or that tree trimming should occur on a monthly basis, the 
regular schedule can be modified for future maintenance planning. 

Snow and Ice  
Snow and ice should not be allowed to accumulate on bikeways or sidewalks. On-street facilities should 
be cleared as the roadways are cleared. Smaller equipment may be instituted for off-street facility 
plowing. Monitor low points for potential ice accumulation and fix drainage issues accordingly. Remove 
ice accumulations from bikeways and sidewalks as quickly as possible to prevent accidents.  

Vegetation  
Once facilities are constructed, vegetation should be controlled to maintain sight lines and a regular 
schedule of mowing sodded areas should be established.  Weed control and vegetation management 
must be included in the system maintenance program. Vegetation contributes greatly to the pathway 
users’ experience.  

The most common vegetation related maintenance issue is groundcover (grass) encroaching onto the 
asphalt surface; it will initially narrow the usable asphalt surface and eventually result in the raveling of 
the pavement edges.  

Roots can also damage pathway surfaces, causing heaving and cracking of the pavement.  Ideally, the 
way an agency would address this problem is through some barrier that would prevent the grass or 
roots from ever growing over, or under, the surface of the trail. An example would be a product by 
DeepRoot®. Initial results have indicated that the application has been effective, and continued use is 
recommended. 

Litter 
Costs can be greatly reduced by using volunteers to perform simple routine maintenance such as litter 
pickup; this could be instituted as an Adopt-a-Path program. It is important to note that adequate City 
resources would need to be available and allocated to manage such volunteers. If such a program is not 
created, a regular maintenance schedule for litter cleanup on pathways should be maintained. 

Maintenance of Signage 
Signage on shared use paths can serve a variety of purposes: to inform users of their legal requirements 
(STOP), to provide warnings (LOW BRANCH), or to inform (RESTROOMS). All of these uses are important 
to make the pathway users’ experience safe and pleasant. Consequently, once placed, signs should be 
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replaced if they are damaged. Signs on shared use paths are also required to be retroreflective.1 
Consequently, just as with roadway signs, pathway signs should be reviewed under night time 
conditions and replaced if no longer retroreflective.  

Reporting 
Bicycle facility users should report routine maintenance issues (those that do not present an immediate 
safety risk) to the relevant City’s Department of Public Works.  

                                                           
1 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Section 9B.01, FHWA, Washington, D.C., 2003.
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