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STATE OF UTAH
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH & GENERAL COUNSEL

RICHARD V. STRONG 436 Sume Capeiol » PO Box, 140121 (BO1) 538002 & Fax SAE-1TI2
Direrine Sl Lake City, Litah R40014-0121 Bl fwewe, e e je
M. GAY TAYLOR
Cipmeral Coungel
NOTICE OF MEETING

T, Transportation Tntenm Committee

FROM Benjomin N, Christensen, Research Analysi

DATE: June 28, 2000

SUBIECT:  July 12 Mecung

Scn. Peter €. Knudson and Rep. Marda Dillree have scheduled & meeting of the Transportation
Intenim Commuttee as ollows:

DATE: Wednesday, July 12, 2000
TIME: 9:00 w.m,
PLACE:  Room 405 State Capitol

I vou are unable to attend, please call me or Juni¢ Anderson at S38-10532
COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Sen. Peter C. Knudson, Senate Chair
Rep. Marda Dillree. House Char

Sen. R, Lane Beattic Rep. Don E Bush Rep. Brad King

Ser. B. Mant Eviing Rep Carl W, Duckworth Rep. Karen W, Motgan
Sen, Karen Hale Rep. Kory M. Holdaway Rep, luseph G, Murry
Sen Eddie "Ed" P. Mayne Rep. Bryvan D. Holladay Rep. Lowell A Nelson
Rep. Gerry A Adair Rep. Denms I Iverson Rep. Richard M. Siddoway
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AGENDA

Transportation Interim Committee
Wednesday, July 13, 2000 - 500 wm. - Room 4035 Sate Capitol

Committer Business
{Comsideraiion of the minates of tre Jume 14, 2000 Th‘.rm,mﬂaﬂun Jeetewion  mnritteos
peening |

Construction Bid Limits

{Sircy {970, state fuw oy reguaredt DO 1w o comperinve Big on amy projecs
exceeding SI0.000 The Al dimit for counties amd municipallties has been S J00, 000
stnce 1991 Shoutd UDOTS hid limit be ifjusted™ What dre the pros and cone uf ary
alfsrmen i

&  David Miles, Utah Depariment of Transportation

Traffic Magagement Committee Review (Drafi Legeslation)

e oy Apeil meeting, the campritiee asked the Traffic Munagement Committes 1o
mrtke recommienduations an how o benefic miore areay of the state with iy work unid
expermire, Suved on their suggesiions a draft AT hay been prepared for the conmities's
o iderarivn |

®  Martin Knopp. Utah Department of Transportition

Bicycie Laws (Drafi Legislation)

{Bicvele uevovates have reéquested vime changes o stale fow L betier yupport hicveling
y gmum:ﬂ'rrmspurmmnﬂd‘ﬂframlm Bosed om their suggestions, o deaft bilf has

been prepared for the committee’s consideration. Are these changes needed? Are they
reasonahle? Are additional chamges warranied?)

Other Committee Business

Adjourn
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MINUTES OF THE
THRANSPORTATION INTERIM COMMITTEE
Wednesdoy, July 12, 2000 — %00 4,m. —Room H05 State Capliol

Members Preseni: Members Absent:
Sen. Peter C Koudson, Sen. B Mont Evans
Senate Char Rep: Corl W, Duckworth
Rep. Murda Dillree,
Howse Chair
Sen. Karen Hale Members Excused:
Sen, Eddie “Ed" P Muyne Rep. Gerry AL Adair
Rep. Don E. Bush
Rep. Kory M. Holdaway
Rep. Bryan [x Holladay Stafl Present:
Rep. Denmis H verson Mr. Bergamin M. Christensen,
Kep. Brad King Reseweh Analyst
Rep Karen W Morgan Mr. Diee § Larsen,
Rep. Joseph G Murray Axsocinte Generl Counsel
Rep, Lowell A, Nelsen Ms. Jumie G. Anderson,
Rep. Richord M. Siddoway Legistutive Secretiry

Moo A [ of others present-and o copy of materinls distribted i [he meeting.are on Tk in the Offise of
L.ﬂ'lﬂ alative Rasonrch aml l:'n..‘lhrll'd.l Critinsel

L Committee Business « Chur Diliree called the meeting to onder st 908 wm.

MOTION: Bep Suddoway moved woapprove the ministes of the June 14, 2000 meeting
The mation possed dnanimously

2. Construction Bid Limits - Mr. Larsen distributed o handoul titted "Highway
Construction Bid Limits” and give backpround informstion on Bid hmits

Mr. Duvid Mites, Liah Bepartment of Traonsportation (UDOT), disinbuted a handout
tithed "Comstruction and Maoimtenance Bid Limit" and discussed the bid Himits for UDOT S
copstiuction and mantenance programs. He explimed that a higher bid Lt would allow
LBOT 1o complete oecasiomal, urgent projects more efficiently. UTXOT s asking that the limit
be raised from $40.000 10 S 100,000, the same @5 the hid limit for B&C nosd projects,

Mr. Thommis Warpe, LIDOT! siod rch ol the 3400000 18 psed to prepare drawings by
professions cogmeers, and arrange other documenianon, if o bidding process 15 required.

MOTION: Sen, Knudson moved that staff draft legislation to rasc the state's
construction bid Hmi to S 000,000 which would be consistent with that of the B&C's bid limit,
aned (o inelude Limguage thar would tie the BREC and the state lmits together in the futdre, then o
bring the draft legislation back 1o the commattes Tor approval. The motion passed unapmously.

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1
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Minutes of the Tronsportation Interim Commitiee
Fuly 12, 20000
Page 1

EE Traffic Management Commitiee Review | Drafi Legislation) - Mr. Martin Knopp,
UDOT, distributed a handout titled "Salt Lake Area ATMs" and discussed the issues. The issues
included system goals, project stitus, and system benefits

Mr. Knopp expliined draft legislaton tted "Traffic Mansgement Committes
Amendments” and éxplained the reasoning for euch change. The draft was mailed w commitiee
mi¢mbers priot Lo the meeting.

MOTION; Rep: Siddoway moved 1o approve dradt legislation tiled “Traffic
Management Commitiee Amendments” us a commitiee bill, The motion pussed unanimously.

4, Bicycle Laws (Dmaft Legishation) - My, Christersen briefed the commitize on draft
legislution "Bicvele Liw Amendmienis! tht was malled o éommirtes meinbers prior to the'
meeting and discussed the proposed changes o the currenl state law. He also distributed
proposed commitlee amendments and 4 handout that outlined policy changes to the draft bill and
policy changes in the proposed-amendment shest.

Mr. Larsen responded 1o Rep, Siddoway s concern about hand wm signals and signal
lamph,

Mr: Bob Bayn. Nosth Logan, distributed a handoul titled "Proposed Amendments 1o Vuih
Bicyele Lows." He discussed the proposed changes as outlined and éncouraged the commiiies io
pass them. He also answered questions and corcems (rom commiiize members.

Mr. Hal Cuin, Cache Valley Soloists Bicyele Touring Club, also indicated support for the
changes wid responded 1o questions From commiltees members,

Mr. David Miles, UBDT, expressed copcern over bicyeles yielding instead of stopping at
stop signs, He also indicated that b safety study would be unnecessary to determine whether
bicyeles should use a path ora roadway, The commitiee agreed that Amendment No. 4'on Page
3, Lane 79 would not be-considered

7 Mr. Malcolm Camphell. Saby Lake City Mayor's Bicycle Advisory Commitee, expressed
concen over the safety ol hicyelists an speeific hike paths. He spoke in suppart of Mr. Bayn's
propasals, but said that he is divided on the yield at stop signs law.

MOTION: Rep, Holdaway soved that the commmittee approve "Bicyele Low
Amendments” with the defetion of Amendment No, 4 an Page 3, Line 79,

Chair Dillree declared a personal conflicr of intenest

3/5/2009 12:44 PM
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Mimutes of the Transporiation Interim Commities
July 13, 2040
Page 2

SUBSTITUTE MOTION: Rep. Saddoway moved (o approve “Bicyele Law
Amendments™ as o commities Bill with the following chianges:

Delete Lane 8

Dielete Lincs 28-58
which would leave the languige g writien i currenl statute, and to approve the recommended
amendments o "Bicvele Liow' Amiendments" with the exception of Amendment No. 4 on Page 3.
Ling 79; The mition prissed with Sen. Knudson. Rep: Bush, Rep, Dillree, Rep. Holdaway, and
Kep. Nelson voting in opposiiion o-the mouon. Bep. King was absent for the vobe

3. Other Commiltee Business - Mo other business wis discussed at this meeting.
. Adjourm -

MOTION: Sen. Knudson moved 1o adjoom the meeling, The motion passed
unarimmoushy at 1106 o with Rep. King absent for the vote.
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06-23-I0 DRAFT 2001 FL-IN78/008

BICYCLE LAW AMENDMENTS
2001 GENERAL SESSION
STATE OF UTAH

ANACT RELATING TO MOTOR VEHICLES: AMENDING CERTAIN OPERATING AND
EQUIPMENT PROVISIONS FOR BICYCLES ANDOTHER HUMAN POWERED VEHICLES.
This act affects sections of Litah Code Annotated 1953 as follows:
AMENDS;

41-6-T1, as last amended by Chapter 138, Laws of Uiah 1987

41-6-T210. s& lust amended by Chapter 138, Luws of Utal 1987

A1-6-87, us [ast wmended by Chapler 44, Laws of Utah 1989

41-6-87.3. as last amended by Chapier-59, Laws of Utah 1997

41-6-87.7, a5 last amended by Chapter |38, Laws of Utah 1987

41-6-9, as |ast amended by Chapter |38, Laws of Utah 987

4i-6-106.10, as enacted by Chapier 207, Laws of Utsh 19735

41-6-140, as lose amended by Chapter 312, Laws of Utah 1997
e it enagred by the Legizlanire of the state of rah:

Section |, Section 41:6-71 15 amended 1o read;

41-6-71. Signals — How made — Exceptions for right hand signals,

[Srematsroquired-to-begrvemby-hand-and-armrshatbbegrven]

Except as provided (n 3 person operating i

reguired haod and aom sigpals from the lefi side of the vehicle as follows:

[+ fay Left um: hand and arm extended hortzoncally;

[t21] (b} Right turmn: hand and arm extended upward; and

[t3] (el Stop or decrense speed: hand and arm extended downward,

Section 2, Section 41-6-72,10 s amended (o read:

41-6-72.10, Right-of-way -- Stop or yield signals - Yield -- Collisions at intersections
or junctions of roadways -- Evidence.

{1} Preferential right-of-way may be indicated by stop signs or yield signs tinder Section

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1
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2001 FL-NTB/00E 06-23-00 DRAFT

4 | 691

(2} Except when directed ol proceed by 4 peace officer and excent os provided ig
Sobsection (33, every operator of a velucle approsching o stop stgnoshall;

(el stopat aclesrly marked stop ling, but if none, befare entering the crosswalk on the near
side of the interséction, but if none, then 8l a point nearest the infersecting roadway where the
operator bas o view of approaching traffic on the intersecting rosdway before entering it —Adfter|;

{bi afier having siopped, [theopermorstmtt] yicld the nght-of-way 10 any vehicle inthe
imersection or approaching on another roadway so closely as 1o constitute an immediate hazard
during the time when the operitor is moving across or within the intersection or junction of
roadways[—Fheoperator-shatt];, and

{cl yield the right-of-way o pedestrians within an adjscent crosswalk.

31 Unless directed otherwise by an official tafl potrol device. 8

Subsection ).

[t31) (4} (a) The operator of a vehicle approaching & yicld sign shall;

(1] slow down 10 a speed reasonable for the existing conditions and if reguired for safety,
shall stop as provided under Subsection {2)(-];

[terr—Aefeer] (i1} after slowing or stopping, [thesperstorshait] yield the rght-of-way 1o any
vehicle in the intersection or spproaching on another roadway ‘so clossly as to constitute an

immediate hazard duning the time the operator is moving across or within the intersection or
Junction of roadways|—Fheoperatorshmtt], and

{iii} yield 1o pedestrians within an adjacent crosswalk.

(b} If the operator is inviolved in a collision with a vehicle in the intersection or junction
of roadways or with a pedestrian at an adjacent crosswalk, after passing a yield sign without
stopping, the collision 15 pnma facie evidence of the operator's Falure 10 vield the nght-of-way,
bt 15 not considerad neghigence per se in determining hability for the accident.

Section 3. Section 41-6-B7 s amended to read:

41-6-87.  Operation of bicycle or moped on and use of roadway - Dutles,

prohibitions.
(1} A person operating a bicyele or & moped upon a roadvwsy at fess than the normal spesd

|

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1

Was removed from
motion

PR

3/5/2009 12:44 PM


danjr
Highlight

danjr
Callout
Was removed from motion


Formatting page(s). Please wait... http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1

06-23-00 DRAFT 2001 FL-00TR008

Not recommending

63  of rmaffic a1 the tme and place and under the conditions then existing shall rde a5 near as |, 2010
in

64 practicable to the nghi-hand edge of the roadway except when:
6as (2} ovenaking and passing another bicycle or vehicle procecding 1o the same direction /
6 {b) preparing to make 3 lefi turn at an mtersection or inlo  private road or driveway: [or]
P : ; T .
)
[ [te?] (4] reasonably necessary (0 avoud conditions that make o unsafe 1o continue along
70 the right-band edge of the roadway including|-batmettmrtedtor| fixed or moving objects, parked
Tl or moving vehicles, bicyeles, pedestrians, animals, surface harards, or [sobstenderd-wrdth-teeey
73 teme=wmeans] 2 lane that is 1oo narrow for a bicycle and a vehicle to traved safely side by side within
74 the lune.
75 12) Persons nding bicycles or mopeds upon a roadway may not nide more than two abreast
76  excepl on paths or parts of roadways set aside for the exclusive use of bicycles. Persons riding two Better than it was!
77 abresst may not impede the normal and reasonable movement of traffic and [erstened-ronrhway]
T8 shall nde within 2 single lane.
7 (3) Il & usable path for bicycles has been provided adjacent to a oadway, bicycle nders
80 |shatt] may be directed by official tallis-sonirol devices 1o use the path and not the roadway,
81 Section 4. Section 41-6-87.3 s amended 1o read:
82 41-6-87.3. Bicycles and human powered vehicle or device to yield right-of-way w
§3  pedestrians on sidewalks, paths, or trails -~ Uses prohibited - Negligent collision prohibited
B4 == Speed restrictions -- Rights and duties same as pedestrians.
B3 (1} A person operating a bicycle or any vehicle or device propelled by human power shall
B6  yield the right-of-way to any pedestnan and shall give audible signal before overtaking and passing
87 o pedestrian,
L (2} A person may not operate a bicycle or a vehicle or device propelled by human power
89  on a sidewalk, path, or trail, or scross 4 roadway in a crosswalk, where prohibited by official
% walfic-control devices or ordinance.
a1 {3) A person may not eperate a bicyele orany vehicle or device propelled by human power
02 in o negligent manner so os 1o collide with any pedestrian or other person operating a bicycle or
93  any vehicle or device propelled by human power,

< ls

11
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101
102
103

17
118
119
120
121
122
123
124

[t#1] (5] Exceptas provided under [Swbweetyon | Subsections | 1) god (4), a person operating
i bicyele or a vehicle or device propelled by human power on a sidewalk. path, or trail, or across
o roadwiy an a crosswalk, has all the rights and duties applicuble 1o a pedestrian under the same
Circumslances.

Section 5. Section 41-6-87.7 is amended 1o read:

41-6-87.7. Bicycles and mopeds - Turn signals —~ Exceptions.

(1) Except as provided in this section, a person nding a bicvele or moped shall comply
with Section 4 1-6-69.

2 |

Ervemrwhriethe-breycicor-moped-rr-stopped-wartmg-totorme| A person is pol required 1o signal
by hand and arm [meedmot-be green | continuously if the hand is needed in the control or operation

of the bicycle or moped.

41-6-90. Bicycles - Lamps and reflective material required.
{1} Every bicycle in use at the tmes described in Section 41-6-1 18 shall be equipped with

n
{a) lamp on the front ematting a white light visible from a distance of ot least 500 feet to
the froni; and [wrtha]
(hifi} ved reflector of a type approved by the depenment which is visible for 500 feet 1o
the rear when directly in front of lawful lower beams of head lamps on a motor vehicle[-]_or

red taathent designed io Ofl A b i [ I ng flashing or nenflashin

(2} Every bicycie when in use ai the times described in Section 4 1-6-1 18 shall be equipped
with reflective material of sufficient size and reflectivity to be visible fram both sides for SO0 feet

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1
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06-23-00 DRAFT 2001 FL-D07 /D08

when directly m front of lawful Jower beams of head lamps on a motor vehicle, or in lieu of
reflective material, with a lighied lamp visible from both sides from a distance of at least 500 feet,

i3} A bicycle or its nder may be equipped with lights or reflectors in addition to those
required by Subsections (1) and (2)

Section 7. Section 41+6-106.10 s amended to read;

41-6-106,10.  Sidewalk - Driving prohibited - Exception.

[No| Except for a bigygle or device propelled by human power, § person [ shatdrive-my]
miay nof operate a vehicle upon a sidewalk or sidewalk ares except upon a |[permament-or-daly
mthorrred-ortomporary | driveway.

Section B, Section 41-6-140 is amended to read:

41-6-140, High intensity besms — Red or blue lights - Flushing lights -- Color of rear
lights and refectors,

(1) During the times specified in Section 4| -6-1 18, any lighted lamp or tlluminating device
upon a motor vehicle, other than head lamps; spot lamps, auxiliary lamps, flashing rum signals,
vehicular hazard warning lamps, and school bus waming lamps, whach projects a beam of light of
an inlensily greater than 300 candlepower shall be so directed that no pan of the high intensity
portion of the beam will strike the level of the roadway on which the vehicle stands ot a distance
of more than 75 feet from the vehicle.

(2) Except as required in Sections 41-6-132 and 4 | <6- 140,10, 2 person may not drive or
move any vehicle or cquipment upon any highway with any lamp or device capable of displaying
a red or blue light visible from directly in front of the cenier of the velncle.

(3) Flashing lights are prohibited except as authorized or required in Sections 41-6-90,
AlB-121.10, 41-6-130, 41 -6-132, 41-6-133, 41-6-140.10, and 41-6-140.20.

(#4) The alternately flashing lights described in Sections 41-6-132 and 41-6-140.10 may
nist be used on any vehicle other than a school bus or an authorized emergency vehicle. The
rotating light described in Section 41-6-132 may not be used on any vehicle other than an
authonzed emergency vehicle.

(5) All hghting devices and reflectors mounted on the rear of any vehicle shall display or
reflect o red color, except the siop light or other siygnal device, which may be red or yellow, and
except that the light illuminating the license plate shall be white and the light emitted by a back-up
lamp shall be white.

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1
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Ttz Transportation |nterim Committes

From: Bob Bayn, North Logan

Date: July 12, 2000

Subj: Proposed amendments Lo Utah Bicycle Laws

Mr. Chairman,

My thanks 1o the eomimiittes for sgresing to consider changes to Utah's bicycle laws, for the sfforts
of Ben Christensen [n drafling thess revisions, and for the oportunity (o speak briefly In support of
those proposed changes today.

am an "Effective Cycling' Instructor for the League of American Bicyclists. This is'a safety program
rather like the water safety program of the American Red Cross. | also chair the Cache MPO
Pedestrian/Bike Advisory Committse and | em the Safety Officer for the Cache Velnists Bicycle
Touring Club. Whila | am not herg officially representing LAB. or Cache M.P.O., | do represent the
comsansus of transpanation bicyclists in my area,

The proposed changes are all consistent with the Effective Cycling motto that "cyclists fare best
when they sct and are treated as oparators of vehicles.” That mollo Is consistant with the Utah
provision that cyelists have all of the "rights and duties” of the operalor of a vehicle,

The changes all deal with safety and efficiency issues that shauld contribule to making éyeling &
more viable means of transpartation.

Of primary concern is the current requiremient to use an avallable sidépath instaad of the roadway.
The documentation that | am providing here shows that this once commaon provision has been
discredited by safety studies and has been rescinded by most states.

On behalf of cyolsts around the state, thank you {or considering Lhese issuss. | would be glad to
answer any guestions now or 8L a later time.

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 41-6-87
Remove thesmandatony sidepath ruie

I my view thie mest impartant change belng fgmpused is what bicyclists refer to as the
"mandatory sidepath” rule. Thie requirement far mc{’ﬂlim o use & sidepath, when available,
instead of the roadway, was added to the Uniform Vehicle Code in 1844, Aftar 22 years of
axperience with the consequencas of that rule, it was removed from the UVC in 1576 and
began to be repealed from the law books of the various states after that, Today, Wah is cne of
only about a halfl dozen states that sfill impass the "mandatory sidepath™ rule,

The rule still has the appeal thal it did in 1944 to0 someone who has litlle experience with
transportation cyellng and lithe Tamiliarity with bike/motor vehicle collision siatistics or trafijc
flow principles. The common public mispemeption is that overtaking vehicles pose the greatest
dangerio cyclisis on the roadway

| am providing tree documents which all assert or demonstrate that the mos! comman
hazards are in fronf of the cyclist at intersections with ather streats and driveways. The safest
way to deal with |hese real hazards is (o nide a Bleytle where motorists are Inoking oul for
conflichng trafiic, not to nde whese vou wilk surprise them
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in 1954 on analysis of of & acidents as
vt or e acs Who o i o
Thalr sa!’ut-_.r rummrmndaﬂun was 10 anmura@e hicycmm to travel on the roadway
rather on an adjacent sidewalk or sidepath "

rﬂlﬁp‘ﬂﬂﬂ 419963 told an International Congress of Pannam that "a bicycle path
mmediately adjacent to a roadway but separated from it ("sidepath”) is increasingly

racognized as a dangerous type of facility.

The 1mwmm&%@mwmnmmgmmm
problems associated with sidepaths and concludes use paths should not be

mamrmmmmmmmmmhmmmm

Because Utzh also has 41-6-17 which does nol prevent local authorities from '{h}w
the cperation of bi " 1 agree thal, if the state simply deleies the "mandatory

mﬁmn of 41-5-8 (3), It will leave all of the focal ments free to perpetuate 1ha mistake.

ggﬂd (with proposed amendment) removes the blanket effect of the
sidepath” rule and requires localities (o apply It only in specific instances by

alﬂrﬂng bicyalists with e?.ns after an engineering/safety study, | hope and expect that facts
such as those presentad here will result in the vast majority of such studies yielding a
recommeandation against designating a particular sidepath for mandatory use.

An altemative approach t be to simply eliminate the state requirement to use a sidepath
:;difmm-lgedt E-1?{h:|ﬁmh1im local au;mmesahﬁtyhmmd:l‘m bicychists "on sidewalks®

The other changes proposed for 41-6-87 are intended o clarify the legai nthﬂutu
entering intersections according to the accepted traffic minafgringnrdndnplyas
"channelization by destination,” The result will be fewer instances ed conflicls
caused by bicyclists travelling through an intersection from an unex position,

Finally, | support the clarilication that bicyclists ara walcome o use (he shoulder rather than
the rightmost trave| lane so long as it does not create a REQUIREMENT to use the shoulder
rather than a travel lane. Again, at intersections (including driveways) we do not want to
mandate situations whare nght lumirtg motor vehicles are to the Tep of straight travelling
bl-cynies

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 41-6-71
Allowing @ right-handed nght turn signal.

This change allows bicyclists to signai nght tums in the “intuitive” way with the right hand.
Currently, all signals must be given “from the lefl side of the vehicle.” This makes perect
afnau forcar and truck drivers, excepl that nawadays car, trucks and motorcycles must have
signal lights.

The lefl handed "51.: turn signal is difficult to recognize whan the cyclist is in-a tuck or "racing”
position becalse lefl arm ends up being extended more forward than upward.

Some have objected to this proposed change because it results in a signal being given where
other travelers will not see it. Lel's examime the varialy of circumstances and see if this
obieation has any value

A right tumn signal is used in wo general siuations: (1) when turming from the nghtmost lane fo
a cross siree! or driveway, or (21 when changing lanes to the right on a muttitane roadway

In both of these siluations, crossing, onooming or following traffic which could be altected by
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the signaller's maneuver can see and intuitively understand the ﬂ?ht handed right turn signal.
Trﬂ'i?]ﬂ-rﬁ directly an fhe left side of the cyclist will nat readily see the signal but don't need to
Baa.il.

This change allows, but does nol require, the right handed right turn signal. This optional way
of signalling is not appropriate for motorcyclists because of the controls that are typically on
the nght handiebar grip,

Ex;;maﬁnn ::rf Elké i.aw chingus in thA 41-6-87.3

Address excessive speed on sidewalks,

The paragraph 1,'#? proposed for addition is intended to clarify thal eyelists on sidewalks are
expected (o travel at typical pedestrian speeds especially when they approach points of
conflict with motor vehicle traffic at crosswalks and driveways. Excessive speed on sidewalks
is what confributes to the "he came oul of nowhere” defense when a maotorist is surprised o0
late by a fast moving bicycle rider.

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 41-6-87.7
Clarify turn signal requirements.

This change removes the inconsisiency in the minimum requirement for length of signalling for
bicycles (100 feet) compared to motor vehicles (3 seconds), It is easier for everyone to
estimate 3 seconds than to estimate 100 feet of roadway and this will actually increase the
adv:ﬂca notice reguirement for fast moving {over 22 mph) cammuting and sport cyclists on the
roadway.

It still acknowledaes that the signal does not take priority over control and operation of the
bicycle. Indeed the signal information ks most useful lo other travelers if it is given well before
braking or turning begin. The changes alsa eliminate the rather silly looking, and generally

ignored, requirement for the cyclist to hold an arm signal while waiting in a designated left turn
iane.

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 4-1_-5-9!‘3 and -140
Allow the flickering LED 1aillights.

The change to the taillight requirement catches up with some very useful technology for
nighttime bicycla safety. the flickering LED taillight. Currently available LED talliights are bright,
raliable, economical and distinctively recognized by motornisis at night as a bicycle feature,
Section 41-6-140 Is also changed to list this allowable exception to the general prohibition on
the use of flashing lights.

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 41-6-106.10

Remove a technical prohibition on sigewalls baoyeling,

This change merely clarifies that the prohibition on vehloular cperation on sidewalks does not
apply to bicycles. | believe that bicycles should be allowed on sidewalks, in general and
expecially for childran in residential neighbarhoeds, even though bicyglists should nol be
ancouraged or required 10 ride on sidewalks routingly .

Explanation of Bike Law changes in UTA 41-6-72.10
Allnwimg bicvelsts 1o yield at stop sigrs

This propossd change s undouotedly the most cantraversial of all of the changes boing
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proposed. This modification follows the lead in Idaho State Law to allow bicyclists 1o treat stop
signs as yield signs.

It does not change the priority of the various traffic flows sl Interseclions. It merely efiminates
the requirement io come to a complete stop if, upon vielding, there is no conflicting traffic.

In many cases, a blcyclist must detach one foot from the padal mechanism when coming lo a
completa 3&? When start uﬂ:vu'Faln the cyclist is dd!ﬁtrﬂr cied at some point from the traffic
waﬁoﬂ. amﬂachrbqla lo the hdﬁdmﬂfﬂnmmﬁ&hqﬁﬂhmn

a8 Iunger break IIH“"E. dﬂﬁj uﬂ"iﬂ behind Nlﬂﬂiﬂ
the cyclist to yield wﬂmﬁﬁﬁwgaaﬁng mmml delay, may h:litateﬂsaﬂmuu’nﬁc.

The bleycle does not protrude beyond it's driver's eyes into the Intersection as much as a
typlcal motor vehicle does. That length difference provides a space in which the bicycle can be
nmltngfnfmﬂ while iis rci:;' i:'nmsinﬁmm;m Mnn Inf::l. this is :gu:lwhata

real many E‘!p&l‘hﬂcﬂd 11 m‘j" current law. "IBT duwn.
gammmmwdmanymmw and then proceed through tha intersections
without necessarily coming 1o a full stop.

There are prabably two main objections to this revislon in the law: 1) the resulling actions of
cyclists may be unsafe and 2) this "special” treatmenl is in contrasl to the rest of the sfforts of
cycling advocates to abtain "equal® treatment under the law and from fellow travelers.

No doubt, jusi as other laws are incompletely understood, this law could become
undereload by the public to mean simply “look oul, bikes don't have to stop al slop signs”
without understanding that cyclists at stop signs must still Eiﬂdd te conflicting traffic. If the rule
is presented as the slogan "bikes yield at stop signs™ we should be successful at conveying
the intent as one concapt rather than a5 two,

According {o Idaho’s Legisiative Reference Librarian, Kristin Ford [KFordi@iso. state.id.us], that
provision was included with a variety of traffic code changes in in 1982. As far as | have
determined, Idahoans have been satisfied with the general result, Mark McNeese
MMeNesse@itd state.id us], Idaho Transpontation Department, Bicycle/Pedestrian

dinator wrote this (o me about the law:

"When this law was passed (a number of years ago and before my time as the
E-hmkefpadmﬁanmr}ﬂ was an “end around” that few anlicipated. In retrospect it is not
a II‘

If you watch people on bikes around town, you will see a general disregard for, or ignorance
of, the rules thal apply to therm. Some of this is "scofflaw” behavior because they belleve thal
the laws don't apply to cyclists and do nol protect cyclists. Some behavior is because of
mistaken decisions about what sorl of cycling behawvior is safe; wnong side riding. sidewalk
riding and gutter hugging are among the result. It may be that a law seen as beneficial to

ts could ancourage some cyclists fo trust and respect the law. In olher cases, a public
effort io increase awareness In the safety benefits of all bicycle laws |s probably needed to
improve compliance.

— e A e

| would be glad 10 respond to guestions about these propasails; You can reach ma at:

hob Bayn (4325, 7828396k
1500 Highland Or OIS TEN=2256 W)
Horth Logan; UT B45341-2343 Brob s Baynlus . ed
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The following excerpts from the American Assoclation of State Highway and Transportation
Officials {AASHTOD) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999) suppont the concept that
roadside hike paths are not particularly safe facilities for utilitarian or sport bicycle riding. The
Guide stops short of specifying that sueh facillties should not be constructed, but gives a great
many cautions and corlra-indications that probably apply to the vast majority of existing and
possible roadside bike path facilities. The primary risk factor identified is that bicycle traffic on a
roadside path (or sidewalk) creales unexpected conflicts at unexpected speeds at every location
where the path erossas a roadway or driveway.

AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999)
Page 20:
Designating Sidewalks as Signed Bikeways

In general, the designated use of sidewalks (as a uignud shared facility) for travel |s
unsatisfactory. (See Undesirability of Sidewalks as Shared Use Paths, page 58.)

It Is important to recognize that the development of extramely wide sidewalks does nol
necessarily add to the safety of sidewalk bicycle travel, since wide sidewalks encourage higher

usa and Increase potential for conflicts with motor vehicles at inlersections, as
well as with pedestrians and fixed objects_ [ .. . ]

in residential areas, sidewalk nd children is common. With lower bicycle :fmda
aMMmmeWﬁ.anﬁmumm.m exist,
Nevertheless, this type of sidewalk USE s . It is inappropriate to sign these
facilities as bicycle routes. In general, bi should not be encouraged through signing lo
ride facilities that are not designed to accommodata bicycle travel

AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bic}'Eln: F;:ﬂhics (1955)

Page 33,

Shared Use Paths

Shared use paths are facilities on exclusive right-of-way and wilth minimal cross flow by motor
vehicles. [...]

Shared use paths should be thought of as 8 complementary syslem of off-road transportation
routes for bicyclists and others that serves as a extension io the roadway notwork,
Shared use paths should not be used to preciude bicycie facilities, but rather to
supplemant a system of on-road bike fanes. wide cutside lanes, paved shoulders and bike
moutes. [...]

AASHTO Guide for the Devélopment of Bicvele Facilities (19999
Pager 33-35!
Separation Between Shared Use Paths and Roadways

When two-way shared use paths are located immediately adjacent to a roadway, some
operalional problems are likely 1o occur. In some cases, palhs along highways for short
secbans are permissible, given an appropnate level ol separation between facilities, [ )
Some problems with paths located immediately adjacent 10 rcadways are as follows:

1. Unless separated, they requine one direction of bicycle traffic to ride against molor
vehicle traffic, mﬂtmrm:u nermai rules of the noad,

¢ When the path ends. bicyclists going against traffic will tend 1o continue to travel on the
wrong side of the strest Likewiss, bicvellsls approaching & ghared use path often travel
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an the wrang side of the streat in getting lo the path Wmng~way travel by bicyclisis is a
miajor cause of bicycle/automobile crashes and should be discouraged at every
opportunity. _ |

4. Alintersections, motarists entering ar crossing the roadway often will not natice bicyclists
approaching from their right, as they are nof expecting contra-flow vehicles, Motorisis
turring to exit the rmadway may likewise fail io notice the bicyelist, Even bicyclists toming
from the left often go unncticed, especially when sight distances are limited.

4. Signs posted for roadway users are backwards for contra-flow bike traffic, therefore
these ﬁ:ﬂstiam unahble to read the information without atup?lrﬁ and turning around,

5. When the available right-af-way is too narrow to accommaodalte all highway and shared
use path features, it may be prudent to consider a reduction of the existing or proposed
widths of tha various highway (and bikeway) cross-sectional elements {i.e., lane and
shoulder widths, etc ). However, any reduction to less than AASHTQ Green Book (or
ntP:;r applicable) design eriteria must be supported by a documented engineering
analysis.’ ' _ '

6. Many bicyclists will use the roadway instead of the shared use path because they have.
found the roadway fo be more convenient, better maintained., or safer. Bicyclists using
the roadway may be harassed by some motarlsts who feel that In all cases bicyclists
should be on the adjacent path,

7. Although the shared use path should be glven the same priorty through Intersechions as
the parallel highway, motarists falsely expect bicyclists to stop or yield at all cross-streets
-and driveways. Efforts fo require or encourage bicyclists to ?daid or Srog at each
cross-stree! and driveway are inappropriate and frequeantly ignored by bicyelists

8. Stopped cross-strast metor vehicle traflic or vehicles exiting side streats or driveways
may block the path cmsﬁinf;. '

8, Because of the proximity of motor vehiele raffic to opposing bicycle traffic, barriers are
often necessary to keep metor vehicles out af shared use paths and bicyelists out of
traffic lanas, These bamiers can represent an obstruction to bicyclists and motonists, can
complicate maintenanee of the facility, and can cause other problems as well.

For the above reasons, other types of bikeways are likely to be betler suited 1o accommodate
bigyele traffic along highway comidors, depending upon traffic conditions, Shared use paths should
not be considerad a substitute for street Improvements even when the path is lGeated adiacent 1o,
thehighway, because many bicyclists will find it less convenient to rde on these paths comparad
with the streets, particulary Tor utility trips. | .. . |

AASHTO Guide for the Developmant of Bieycle Focilites (1999
Page 55
Undesirability of Sidewalks as Shared Use Paths

Utilizing or providing a sidewslk as a shared Use path is unsatisfactory for a variely of reasons.
Sidewalks ara typically designed for pedestrian speads and maneuverability and are not safe
for higher speed bicycle use. Conflicte are commen belwean padestrans traveling at low
speets (exiting stores, parked cars, efc)) and bicyclists, as are conflicts with fixed objects
(e.g. LBHI'HI"IQ meters, utility poles, sign posts, bus benchas, trees, fire hydrants, mall boxes,
alo.) Walkers, [oogers, skateboarders and roller skaters can, and often do, change their speed
an1d direction almost instantaneously, leaving bicyelsis insufficient reaction time to avoid
collisions

Simllarly, pedestrans oflen have difficully prediciing the direction an ancaming bicyellst wil
take At intersections, motorists dre aften not looking for bicyclists (who are traveling at higher
spatds han pedestrians) antering the crosswalk area. paricularly when motorists are making
a turn. Sight distance is often impaired by buildings, walls, properly fences and shrubs along
sidewalks’ especially at dnveways In addition, bicyclists and padestrians often prafer o ride or
whlk side-hy-side whean travaling i pairs. Sidewalks ara typically (oo narrow to enable this 1o
ocoUr witholt sengus contlicls botwoon users

http://www.image.le.state.ut.us/Imaging/Viewer.asp?Image=1
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It is especially inappropriate lo sign & sidewalk as a shared use path or designated bike route
H't?ﬂdo mw:ln?uld prohibit bicyclists from using an alternate facility that might better serve their
needs,

It Is important o recognize thal the development of extremaly wide sidewalks doas not
necessanly add to the safety of sidewalk bicycle travel. Wide sidewalks might encourage
higher speed bicycle use and can increase potential for conflicts with motor vehicles at
intersections, as wall as with pedestrians and fixad objects

AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999)
Page 48:
Adjacent Path Crossings

Mt:nenl path crossings occur where a _Ipalh crosses a roadway al an exisling intersection
between two roadways, whether it is a T-antersection (including driveways) or a simple
four-legged intersection. |tis preferable that this of crossing be carefully integrated close
to the intersection so as to allow motorists and path users allke 1o recognize each other as
intersecting traffic. With this configuration, the path user Is faced with potential conflicts with
mator vehicles Wrning left and right from the parallel roadway, and on the crossed roadway.

The major road may be either the paraliel or crossed roadway. Right-of assignmaent, traffic
mﬁﬂdﬂi&u.u&mmﬁundhmmmmﬂ 4 andpul!mnhnlmpnm
variables which greatly affect the design of this inlersection. Further complicating the situation
is the possibility of the conflicts being unexpected by both path users and molonsts. Clear
sight lines across comers are especially important [. . . ]

AASHTO Guide for the Developmem of Bicyele Facilities (1999)
Page 49-

Assigning Right of Way

Volume, speed and highway classification should not be the only critenia lo consider when
assigning right of way at a path crossing. The comfort and convenience of the path user, and
the unigue behavioral characteristics of the path user and motorist alike, must also be taken
imio consideration

Regarding behavior, it must be recognized that some path users may hava;

very low delay lolerance
a desire to maintain momenium

s littie 1 knowledge (panicularly children)
+ sometimes a “regulations don't apply to me" mentality

Assigning incorrect priority or baing overly restrictive in an altempt to protect the ?ch usar can
lead 1o confusion and unsate practices by both path users and motorists, increasing the

potantial {or a collision

AASHTO Guide for the Developaicst of Bieyele Facilitics (1990)

Page 73:
Operation and Maintenance

The jurisdictions responsibie for he aperation, maintenance and policing of bicycle taciliies
should be estabished prior o construction, In addition to construclion costs, operating and
maintenance costs should be considered and includaed in tha overall budget for the tacHity
Negiacting routing maintenanoe evaniually may render bloycle facilities unridable and such
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deteriorating facilities may become a liabillty to the state or community. Bicyclists shiould be
encouraged to report bicydle facilities thal are in need of maintenance. A cantral contact
person who can authorize malntenance work should be designated to receive such reports.

A smooth surface, free of pothoies and debris, should be provided on all bikeways. Glass

sand, litter and fallen leaves often accumulale an bike lanes, paved shoulders and shared use

paths; therefore, regular sweeping is desirable. Pavement edges should be uniform and
should not have abrupt drop-offs. Signs and pavement markings should be Inspected regularly
and kepl in good condition, and if determined to be no longer necessary, promptly removed.
Highways with bicycle traffic may require a more frequent and higher level of maintenance
than ather highways.

For shared use paths, atlention should be given to maintaining the full paved widith and not
aliowing the edges o ravel. Trees, shrubs and other vegetation should ba controlied to provide
adequale clearances and sight distances, Trash recepltaclies should be placed and maintained
at conveniant locations. Seeded and sodded areas in the vicinily of shared Use paths should
be mowed regularly. Snow plawing should be used to remove snow fraom bikeways because

de-icing agents and abrasfves can damage bicycles. Also, enforcement is often necessary o
prevent unauthorized motor vehicles from using a shared use path.

The routing maintenance of roadways and hlkwi)’s-‘mil usua!lﬁ' provide good riding
conditions, Several bicycle facility improvements descnibed in this guide can be implemented
during rautine maintenance aclivities. Consideration alsa can be given lo adjusting fane widths
angrfmvkiing wider outside curb lanes for bicyclists during restriping operations. The addition
of edge lines can betier delineate a shoulder, especially at night, When shoulders are
resurfaced, a smooth surface suitable for bicycle riding should be considered.
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“The Dilemmas of Bicycle Planning® By Paul Schimek was originailly presented at the 1996 Joint
International Congress of the American and European Associations of Schools of Planning. Dr.
Schimek was with the USDOT Voipe National Transportation Systems Center and the MIT
Department of Urhan Studies and Planning.

hittp://members. xoom.com/_XMCM/pschimek/dilemmas.htm

See the full document on the web for the bikbllographic cltations epdnates and eross-references to
parts of the document omilled here,

Highlights from Paul Schimek's "Dilemmas of Bicycle Planning”

While they are afraid of bajing hit from behind, novice bicyclists are insufficiently afraid of other
common dangers, and oftén act in a way that increases these dangers. First, are
insufficiently afraid of cross traffic. Intersections are known to be the source of da
- they are the areas where drivers' Intended paths frequently intersect. Riding on the sidewalk
ﬂ-:.:n the ur:‘;:tm girﬂacﬂnn aces the cyclist mﬂaﬁ; h'ﬂ:;E .I:uw of u-am;m and inlo positions where

¥ are or nol expectad. A bicyciist speed on the sidewalk suddenly
appear in an intersection at the moment a molorist on the paraliel roadwa hmmg ht into
a‘ﬁﬂ streel. In such cases the molorist has the impression that the bi appeare
nowhare.” ...

The paths and trails favored by inexperienced cyclists have their own dangers. Roadway
mﬁnrhwm“dmmmdeMMMEmtﬂu
] ght of way....

The safety hazards of bicycle paths have already been mentioned. TheE are often 0o namow

for bicycle use, and much too narrow given their use by pedestrians, roller skaters, and other
non-bicyciisis...

The other potential hazard of paths (s intersactions with roadways. The ideal path runs
along a river, canal, or shore line with only grade-separaled or fully signalized

A bicycle path immedialely adjacent 10 & madwu'y but separated from it ("sid ") is
Ingreasingly recognized as a dangerous lype of facility. ycﬂng‘:n such a path has most of the
dangers of using a sidewalk, When the path is on one side of the road only, haif of the
u\:gdhnis will be nding agains! traffic, making inlersactions even more hazardous. The
AASHTO Guide o Bicycle Facilities presents a long list of the problems of sidepaths bul slops
shorl of recommending against them

Although bicydie advocates somelimes balieve that path construction is vital for getting more
paople, aapu-mlny: parents and children, mterested in bicycling, palh use does not build the
skills necessary for bicycling in traffic (Forester 1994) Many path users put bicycles on
automobiles and drive o the path, nide back and forth, and drive home. They feel confined to
the limits of the path. If Iha#lclr&mn the path they may In fact put thamselves al risk because
they do not know basic traffic skilis,
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Wachtel, Alan & Lewiston, Diana (1994) Risk Factors for Bieyole-Motar Vehicle Collisions at
Intérsections. ITE Journat September 1994, pp 30-35

The guthors analyzed 4 years of Falo Alto, California, police reports for bicycle accidents fram
1985 through 1989, The accident incidence was comparad to use levels obtained by counting
bicyclists on major arerfal streets in May 1987,

Excerpts from "Conclusions" pp 35-36:

B';::J;;usts traveling against the direction of traffic, whether on the roadway or on the sidewalk,
and regardless of age or sax, incur much greater risk than those traveling with traffic (on
average 3.6 limes greater)....

Bicyelists on a sidewalk or bicycle path incur greater risk than those on a roadwsy (on “ﬂmie
1.6 times greater), most likely because of blind conflicts at intersections. Wrang-way sidewal
bicyclists are at even greater risk, and sidewalk bicycling appears to increase lhe incidence of
wrong-way travel. ...

Bleycling on the roadway in the same direction as adjacent traffic, whether or not bicycle lanes
are designated, is nol associated with Increase accident risk for any [age or sex] group...

Thesa results suggest that urban roadway design - not anly bikeway deslgn - must take into
account that Intersections, construed broadly (1o include driveways] are the major point of
conflict between bicyeles and motor vehicles. Separation of bicycles and motor vehiclas leads
lo blind canflicts al these intarsections. | also encourages wrang-way travel, bath on
gidewalks or paths and on the moadway at either end, further increasing conflicts. Shared use
of the roadway In the same direction of travel leads to fewer conflicts and fewer accidents.

Thus the aim of a well-designed roadway system should ba to integrate bicysles and molor
vehicles according to the well-established and effective principles of traffic law and
engineering, not to separate them. ..

Tha goal of integration can be promoted through the use ol wide, smooth outside lanes that
encourage bicyclists to travel on the roadway rather than on an adjacen sidewalk or path....

Sidewalk bicycling adjacent to busy streets with many intersections presents special dangers
and should nol be encouraged throuah the construction or designation of bicycls paths parallel
to the-street .

Sidewalk bicycling is common in residential areas by young children too inexperienced Lo ride
in the street. Since iralfic speeds and volumestend to be lower on these stresls and
residerntial driveways are much less busy than business driveways, potential eonflicts are
reduced, but they are not eliminated. .
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Bicycle Law Amendments

Bieycle advocates have requested some changes in stiate law to better suppont
bicyeling as a means of trunsportation and recreation. Based on this request, a dralt
bill has Been prepared which includes the policy changes listéd below,

Policy Changes in the Draft Bill

»> Allow right-hand signal with right srm? (Line 25
> Allow yield at stop sign? (Line 43

» Provide an exception for staving right when traveling straight through a
right-turn only lane? (Line 67)

» Use “may™ instead of “shall™ for use of bicycle path adjacent to a roadway?
{L.dme Kt}

» Provide a speed limit for bicyele on sidewalk or path? (Line 94)

» Make duration of turn signals uniform for vehicles and hicyeles? (Line 106)
> Don’t require a turn signal when stopped in a turn lane? (Line t11)

» Allow a red taillight option? Allow a flashing red taillight? (Line 220

» Allow bicycles on sidewalks except where prohibited? (Line 131 & 89

Policy Changes in the Proposed Amendment Sheet

» Require bicycles to operate in the designated direction of traffic?
{Amiendments 1-3}

» Require a safety study before requiring bieycles 10 use bike path adjacent to
a roadway? (dmendment 4)

¥ Require bicycle headlamps to be approved by the Department of Public
Safety? (amendment 5)
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BICYCLE LAW AMENDMENTS

INTERIM COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS NUENDAENT | JULY 10,2000 11:41AM

|. Page 3. Line T4 Afer line 74 insert "2

LRSI ¥

2. Page 3. Line 75 Delete "(2)" and insent “(3)"
3 Page 3. Line 79: Delete "13)° and insert “(4)"
4. Page3, Line 79 After “roadway.” msen “and if determingd necessary by g traffic
L 4 Safitv gty ™
5. Paged, Line 117: Afier "lump" insert "ol g 1vpe approved by the depantment which
is"
Page | of |

Akmamends  AEhEe Sl

3/5/2009 12:44 PM





