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Chapter 5:
Bicycle Facilities
Improvement
Recommendations
5.1 INTRODUCTION
This section provides a summary of potential
changes to existing roadways to improve
bicycle accommodations in Palm Beach
County. These proposed “retro-fit” strategies
propose ways individual roadway segments
could be modified to the benefit of bicyclists.
Combined with the on-going incorporation of
bicycle facilities within roadway design and
reconstruction projects, the results indicate
that there is a significant opportunity to
improve bicycling conditions across Palm
Beach County – in some cases at very low
cost to the implementing jurisdictions.
As described in the existing conditions
report, the Bicycle Level of Service model
was the method used for evaluating bicycle
accommodation on Palm Beach County’s
study network. When the data was collected
for the Bicycle Level of Service calculation,
additional data was collected to facilitate the
evaluation of potential roadway improvements
for bicyclists. This data included total width
of asphalt, presence of a raised median,
presence of curb and gutter, and roadside
profile (flat, sloping, or ditch). This data was
used to evaluate the potential improvements
described below.

5.2 FACILITY
RECOMMENDATION
METHODOLOGY
The analysis results, detailed in the tables
published as Appendix C, include four basic
categories of recommendation for each
evaluated segment:
• Bicycle Level of Service met;
• Roadway Restripe Candidate;
• Add Paved Shoulders; and
• Detailed Corridor Study Needed
(DCSN).
The recommendations data in Appendix C
includes additional information within these
larger categories as well, such as the options
for specific geometric variations of the general
facility type, roadside profile condition (which
has impacts on construction costs), etc. The
processes for identifying recommendations
and additional information within them are
described in the following paragraphs.

BICYCLE LEVEL OF SERVICE
MET
This category (abbreviated in the database as
“LOS MET”) indicates that a segment already
accommodates bicycling at a satisfactory
level.
Every study network segment was analyzed
during Phase I to determine the existing level
of accommodation provided to bicyclists.
A Bicycle Level of Service score, ranging
from “A” (best) to “F” (worst) was calculated.
The Bicycle Level of Service methodology
is the same technique that is included in the
2010 Highway Capacity Manual. There are
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many cases where a relatively high level of
accommodation can be achieved even in the
absence of a striped shoulder or bike lane.
This situation frequently occurs on low-volume
(including low-truck volume) local and minor
collector streets with typical, or greater than
typical, lane widths. For Palm Beach County,
two Bicycle Level of Service performance
thresholds were identified: Bicycle Level
of Service “D” for the overall network, and
Bicycle LOS “C” for segments designated for
priority accommodation. Network segments
were assigned to the priority accommodation
tier if they met one of the following criteria:
• they were included on a list of principal
bicycle corridors, drawn from the draft
2000 Palm Beach County Bike Master
Plan, and revised by the current Plan’s
steering committee;
• they were among those segments
receiving two or more votes by
participants in the Plan’s public open
house workshops;
• they were above a designated threshold
in the ranking of all network segments
according to a measure of the relative
population density of their surrounding
areas; or
• they were added at the discretion of
MPO staff upon reviewing the results
of the three criteria described
above, for reasons of geographic
continuity, equitable distribution, etc.
This Bicycle Level of Service Met category
includes 537 miles, or approximately
46% of the study network. While bicycle
improvements should be included in any
future roadway projects on these segments,
they already meet the minimum identified

Bicycle Level of Service thresholds and
therefore are not identified as “needs” for
the purposes of this Plan. The database
published in Appendix C does include some
additional information regarding these
segments, including:
• whether they have an existing
shoulder, how wide that shoulder
is, and if it is presently designated as a
bike lane; and
• if the existing pavement could be restriped to provide four foot shoulders
adjacent to 11 foot travel lanes.15

ROADWAY RESTRIPE
CANDIDATES
This category (abbreviated in the database as
Restripe) indicates that this roadway could be
easily modified to included bike lanes.
Among strategies commonly used to improve
bicycling conditions, roadway re striping is
frequently considered the most desirable
solution. This is because of the very low
(or effectively non-existent, if performed in
concert with scheduled resurfacing) cost and
the existence of “excess” lane width on many
Four foot wide shoulders will be generally
consistent with the minimum widths recommended for
designated bike lanes in the AASHTO Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities (Bike Guide) as well
as the FDOT’s Manual of Uniform Minimum Standards
for Design, Construction and Maintenance for Streets
and Highways (Florida Greenbook ) and Plans Preparation Manual (PPM). On roadway sections with on-street
parking, and/or curb and gutter cross sections, certain
other dimensional requirements apply. Eleven foot wide
travel lanes are current practice in Palm Beach County
and are also consistent with the Florida Greenbook. The
responsible design engineers of implementing agencies
are ultimately responsible for deciding the lane dimensions appropriate to each individual roadway.
15
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streets. For this reason, roadway restriping
was the first recommended option analyzed
for the study network, after those already
meeting the threshold Bicycle Level of Service
were filtered out of the process.
Roadway restripe projects are recommended
on those roadways where the existing
pavement markings could be modified to
include shoulders at least four feet wide,
adjacent to travel lanes no less than 11 feet
wide, and where such a change would bring
the roadway’s Bicycle Level of Service into
accord with its designated performance
threshold. These dimensions are consistent
with current County practice with respect to
lane widths and are consistent with guidance
from FDOT and AASHTO regarding widths of
designated bike lanes.
The database published in Appendix C also
indicates those segments where six feet or
more of shoulder may be possible, which
could potentially allow a four-foot wide bike
lane to be separated from motor vehicles by a
buffered area of at least two feet.
The analysis identified 142 miles of roadway,
13% of the network, that fall into the potential
Restripe for Bike Lanes category.

ADD PAVED SHOULDER
This category (abbreviated in the database
as ADD SHOULDER) indicates that the
roadway’s shoulders could be widened to
accommodate bicycling.
The next level of analysis was to identify the
potential for the addition of paved shoulders
to roadways with rural (without curb and
gutter) cross-sections. While more expensive

than restriping projects, constructing paved
shoulders on the outside of the existing edge
of pavement is still much less expensive than
projects that involve roadway reconstruction.
For a network segment to be considered a
candidate for adding paved shoulders, it must
meet two criteria: 1) have an open shoulder
cross-section, and 2) have a relatively flat
roadside profile to eliminate the need for
significant regrading. Of the remaining
unclassified segments, 143 miles, 13% of the
network, meet these criteria.
The database in Appendix C also indicates
the shoulder widths that would need to be
added to bring the roadway’s Bicycle Level of
Service result into accord with its designated
performance threshold.

DETAILED CORRIDOR STUDY
NEEDED
This category (Abbreviated in the database as
DCSN) indicates that the roadway will need a
more detailed study to identify the appropriate
improvements.
Many study segments present few
opportunities for improving bicycling conditions
through any of the identified roadway
retrofit strategies discussed above. Specific
bicycling-related improvements to these
segments (311 miles, or approximately 27%
of the study network) will require extensive
and detailed operational-level investigations
of the constraints and opportunities along
the corridors. These detailed studies may
reveal a variety of specific approaches for
each segment, or sub-segments thereof,
which could include identification of alternate
routes, use of alternative lane widths (subject
to applicable State and local polices at the
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discretion of the implementing agency’s
responsible engineer), development of
pathways outside the roadway, localized
facility design, warning signage, and other
customized approaches. Chapter 5A of this
Plan, “Pilot Corridor” Recommendations
includes example investigations of this type for
seven major corridors from across the county.
These pilot studies can serve as templates
for the process of identifying strategies to
improve bicycling accommodation across
these remaining “DCSN” designated
segments. Closing these challenging gaps can
greatly increase connectivity of the bicycling
network and improve neighborhood linkages,
thereby promoting increased bicycling activity
and leading to associated public health,
environmental, and energy savings benefits.

The database published in Appendix C
includes additional information about many
of these “DCSN” designated segments. The
additional data includes:
• roadways on which markings could
be altered, or shoulders could
be widened, to create shoulders
useable as bicycle facilities, but where
the presence of the shoulder would
still not bring the roadway’s Bicycle
Level of Service result into accord with
its designated performance threshold;
and
• the degree of regrading that would
be required to facilitate construction of a
pathway adjacent to the roadway, if
such a facility is ultimately deemed the
appropriate strategy for the segment.

Figure 5.1: Summary of Results
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5.3 SUMMARY
Figure 5.1 below shows a summary of the
facility recommendations by mileage, and
Figure 5.2 displays them on a map. These
recommendations show an opportunity
to improve bicycling conditions on
hundreds of miles of Palm Beach County
roadways. Chapter 6 will discuss how these
recommendations can be prioritized and
selected for implementation in the future.

T:\09\8209-09 Palm Beach MPO Master Bike Plan\final deliverables\ Ch 5 final.indd

5-5

(DVW&RDVW,QVHW

D
KZ
\

&HQWUDO

(OOLVRQ:LOVRQ

+RRG

3DOP%HDFK*DUGHQV

5\GHU&XS

+ROO\

&RQJUHVV

.LUN

0LOLWDU\

WK

/DNH

)ODJOHU

WK
/DNH:RUWK

$

'DYLV

&RQJUHVV

+DYHUKLOO

JJ VV

WK

LL QQ

WK

/DNH:RUWK QG

0HODOHXFD

)HGHUDO

'L[LH
*HRUJLD
)ORULGD0DQJR

SS UU

HH VV

WK

QG

%RXWZHOO

-RJ

'DYLV
 66

FF UU

WK

P
OO P

&UHVWKDYHQ

0HODOHXFD

)ODJOHU

0LOLWDU\

33 DD

6WULEOLQJ

&RFRDQXW

7DPDULQG
4XDG
ULOOH
'L[LH
2OLYH

3D
OP 9LOODJH
%
HD
FK
/
DN
HV

+DYHUKLOO
'UH[HO

6NHHV

%HQRLVW)

3LNH

6XPPLW

QQ DD

8QGHU&RQVWUXFWLRQ

6RXWKHUQ

*XQ&OXE

3XUG\

3LHUVRQ

:RUWK

3DUN

HH HH

:HOOLQJWRQ

K

%HOYHGHUH

)RUHVW+LOO

KRUH

WK

(OPKXUVW

U
*
*U

'HWDLOHG&RUULGRU6WXG\1HHGHG

WK6
6RX

HQD
QGR
D

WK

WK

6RXWKHUQ

3LQHKXUVW

OXE

*UHHQEULDU

Q
JWR
OOLQ
:H

OXH

$HUR&

6KRXOGHU&DQGLGDWH

+LOO

5H6WULSH&DQGLGDWH

6KRUHV

%
%LJ

*UHHQYLHZ

N

VW
)RUH

3DGGRF

DUPV

RRG

6RXWKHUQ

%LNH/267KUHVKROG0HW

/\RQV

6WDWH5RDG

5R\DO3DOP%HDFK

6DQVEXU\V

5HFRPPHQGDWLRQ

2NHHFKREHH

5RHEXFN 6K

6WDWH5RDG

6HPLQROH3UDWW:KLWQH\

3%032%LNH3ODQ6WXG\1HWZRUN

:HVW3DOP%HDFK

65

6\FDPRUH

/HJHQG

WK
6KLORK

5R\DO3DOP%HDFK

(DVW&RDVW,QVHW VHHULJKW

&UHV
WZ

 0LOHV

5LYLHUD%HDFK

$XVWUDOLDQ

-RJ

$YRFDGR


'\HU

WK

%URZDUG&RXQW\


*DUGHQ

%OXH+HURQ
2UDQJH



/DNH3DUN

%URDGZD\

+DOO

3DUN

LH
'L[
2OG

7HPSOH

/LJKWKRXVH

)ODJOHU

WK

&RFRQXW

1RUWKODNH

'L[LH

/ L
QH

*DUGHQ

%H
H

5&$

%XUQV

DQ

6HPLQROH3UDWW:KLWQH\

*ODGHV$UHD,QVHW VHHEHORZ

2FH

+HQGU\&RXQW\

3*$

3URVSHULW\)DUPV

0LOLWDU\

-RJ

3DOP%HDFK

/ L
QH

&RXQW\

-RJ

%H
H

Q
2FHD

'RQDOG5RVV

RG

PDOO
ULFN6
)UHGH
VLW\
U
H
8QLY

R
3DOPZ

$OWHUQDWH$$

-XSLWHU

3DUNHU

$OH[DQGHU

,QGLDQWRZQ

7RQH\3HQQD

+LJ

3UDWW:KLWQH\

/DNH2NHHFKREHH

-

&HQWHU

86

-XSLWHU)DUPV

,QGLDQWRZQ

,QGLDQ&UHHN &HQWUDO

,VODQG

0DUWLQ&RXQW\

7HTXHVWD

K
%HDF
\
86+LJKZD

-

/R[DKDWFKHH5LYHU

T:\09\8209-09 Palm Beach MPO Master Bike Plan\final deliverables\ Ch 5 11x17 maps final.indd

&RXQW\/LQH

/DNH

WK

WK

$WODQWLV

+\SROX[R

<DPDWR

&RUDO5LGJH





WK

WK

WK

WK

&DPLQR5HDO

WK
QG

WK

6W$QGUHZV

% R F D  5
5D W R Q

3DOPHWWR3DUN
3RZHUOLQH

-XGJH:LQLNRII



%RFD5LR

*ODGHV

3RWRPDF

)ORULGD$WODQWLF

6SDQLVK5LYHU

&D
QD
O

/DQWDQD

)HGHUDO

<DPDWR

.LPEHUO\

%XWWV

&RXQW\5RDG

6HDFUHVW

WK

0LOLWDU\

&OLQW0RRUH

 0LOHV




 0LOHV

%LF\FOH
)DFLOLW\
5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV
5-6

Figure 5.2: Countywide facility recommendations
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