
Critique of:

San Francisco's 
Shared Lane 

Pavement Markings: 
Improving Bicycle Safety  

Wayne Pein 
wpein@nc.rr.com

�
January 2010
Revised November 2010  

mailto:wpein@nc.rr.com


San Francisco's Shared Lane Pavement Markings: 
Improving Bicycle Safety 

This report was prepared by:

Alta Planning + Design 

for the: 

San Francisco Department of Parking & Traffic. 

Mia Birk was Alta’s project manager. 

Michelle DeRobertis, Ron Van Houten, and William Hunter 
were the Advisors. Numerous individuals were on the 
Oversight and Technical Advisory Committees.

The project was funded through a Transportation 
Development Act Article 3 grant, with oversight from the 
California Traffic Control Devices Committee.

The report can be found at:

http://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/08/San-
Franciscos-Shared-Lane-Pavement-Markings-Improving-
Bicycle-Safety.pdf

�2

http://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/08/San-Franciscos-Shared-Lane-Pavement-Markings-Improving-Bicycle-Safety.pdf


Critique

In justifying the Project Need the authors wrote:

“Traffic curb lanes on signed/shared Class III bikeways (a.k.a. “signed shared 
roadways” in other states) are often too narrow to be safely shared side-by-side by 
cyclists and passing motorists.” 

Criticism 1
The curb lanes in this study were far too narrow to share side-by-side, yet the Shared 
Lane Marking (SLM) placement was predicated on fostering a side-by-side sharing 
paradigm, which informs the study. The SLMs did not make roads wider; they were still 
too narrow to share after placement. 

Discussion 1
The 1999 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities says, 

“In general, 4.2 m (14 feet) of usable lane width is the recommended width for shared 
use in a wide curb lane.” 

This refers to curb lanes without parking. But 14’ is too narrow given that 8’ 6” wide 
trucks and buses may have extended mirrors that make them more than 10’ wide. In 
comparison, a standard 12’ lane with minimum 4’ bike lane is 16’ total, 2’ wider. For 
side-by-side sharing in lanes with parking, more than 24’ is needed since parking with 
open door physically consumes about 10’, leaving just 14’ for sharing – additional space 
is necessary for adequate clearances to opened doors and passing motor traffic. 

In this study the lanes with parking were just 22’ or narrower (Table 1 below). The four-
lane roads in particular had extremely narrow lanes that should have necessitated that 
motorists fully change lanes to pass; after subtracting 10’ for parking only about 7’ to 9’ 
remained. The SLMs should have been placed in the center of the usable lane – which 
begins at 13’ from curb face – with the intention of inducing bicyclists to control the lane 
and compelling motorists to fully change lanes. Instead, the lateral placement of the 
SLM at 11’ was intended to encourage side-by-side-use of the far too-narrow lanes. 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 5 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 

Before-and-After Videotape Analysis 
The primary approach used to evaluate cyclist and driver behavior was a before/after videotape 

study. In addition, the consultant team and the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC) administered 

surveys to cyclists and drivers to gauge their perceptions about the effectiveness of the markings. 

This document presents the findings of both the video study and surveys. 

 

The consultant team collected more than 140 hours of video, primarily during the weekday 

commute, at six locations (see photos starting on page 7): 

 

�� Polk Street 

�� 17th Street 

�� 2nd Street 

�� Market Street (weekday/midday location) 

�� JFK Drive (weekend/weekday  location) 

�� Stanyan Street (weekend location) 

 

The locations are heavily-used bicycle routes for both utilitarian and recreational cyclists. The streets 

have on-street parking with relatively narrow (�22 feet) outside shared lanes (including parking) and 

no bicycle lanes. They have varied traffic volumes and roadway width characteristics (see Table 1). 

The markings were placed so that the centerline is 11 feet from the curb, or about 4 feet from 

parked cars (see Figure 3). 

Table 1. Characteristics of Marking Locations 

Street Location # of Lanes 
Curb Lane Width 

(includes parking) ADT1 (Volume) 

Polk Street between Washington and 
Sacramento 

two-lane road 228 high ADT/lane 

17th Street between S. Van Ness  and 
Dolores2 

two-lane road 228 moderate 
ADT/lane 

Second Street between Mission and Howard four-lane road 178 moderate 
ADT/lane 

Market Street between Van Ness and Octavia2 four-lane road 188 to 198 high ADT/lane 

JFK Drive between 8th and 10th Ave. four-lane road 178 to 198 moderate 
ADT/lane 

Stanyan Street between Haight and Frederick   four-lane road 168-10P moderate 
ADT/lane 

1 Heavy ADT is defined as more than 4000 vehicles per day per lane of traffic. Moderate ADT is defined as 
between 2000 and 4000 vehicles per day per lane of traffic. 

2 17th Street (between Dolores and Valencia) and Market Street (between Octavia and Gough) were marked by 
DPT with green pavement arrows years prior to the Before/After Study.  These green test arrows were 
removed prior to the initiation of the "Before" video documentation. 

Note: Other streets�Fell St., 8th Ave., Transverse St., Page St. �were considered but not selected for analysis as 
the budget allowed for only six streets. The selected streets offer a good range of comparable issues. 

 



In justifying the Project Need, the investigators wrote: 

“As a result, the following problems have arisen, particularly on higher traffic 
volume roadways: 
• High incidence of “dooring”,...” 

The authors also wrote, 

“The purpose of this study is to determine the effectiveness of shared-lane 
markings in achieving three distinct goals. 

Goal 1: Improve the position of both motorists and bicyclists on roadways   
without bicycle lanes. 
Measure of Effectiveness: 
• Distance of bicyclist from adjacent parked cars.  
• Distance of motorist when passing a bicyclist. 

Goal 2: Reduce aggressive motorist behavior. 
Measure of Effectiveness: 
• Observable hostile behaviors such as honking, gestures or other behaviors 

when passing or waiting to pass a bicyclist. 

Goal 3: Encourage correct bicyclist riding behavior. 
Measure of Effectiveness: 
• Number of bicyclists riding on the sidewalk.  
• Number of bicyclists riding wrong-way on the street.” 

Criticism 2
The investigators recognized that Dooring collisions had a high incidence, but did not 
include the reduction of such collisions as a Goal or Measure of Effectiveness.

Discussion 2
Objective reduction of Dooring is more important than reduction of honking.

The investigators wrote in their Conclusion:

“This research has proven that shared lane pavement markings in San Francisco 
have a positive impact on motorist and cyclist behavior, positions, and safety.”

Criticism 3
The investigators overstate their findings in their Conclusion by claiming a “proven” 
positive impact on safety, because no before-after collision analysis was performed. 

Discussion 3 
Safety is a reduction of collisions. Nothing was proved.
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In Figure 3 from the report, the investigators wrote that for study purposes the SLMs 
were placed 11’ from the curb based on the following criteria they established:

1. “85th percentile of car doors observed opened to 9’6” from curb  
 (per DPT field observations). 

2. Average width of bicycles is 2’. 

3. 6” clearance from door to bicycle handlebar is desired minimum “shy  
 distance.” 
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 6 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 

 
* This placement is based on the following: 
 - 85th percentile of car doors observed opened to 9D6E from curb (per DPT field observations). 
 - Average width of bicycles is 2D. 
 - 6E clearance from door to bicycle handlebar is desired minimum Mshy distanceE. 

 
Figure 3. Plan View of Marking Placement 



Criticism 4
The investigators assumed their 11’ placement of the SLM was optimal without testing 
various placements.

Discussion 4
The investigators examined the effectiveness of the SLMs to alter behavior, Goals 1-3. 
They did not attempt to determine the optimal lateral placement of the SLMs. The SLMs 
were examined at only one placement: a suboptimal 11’ on-center from the curb face.

Criticism 5
The investigators used too small of an open-door-to-curb width (9’ 6”), too narrow a 
bicycle width (24”), and an inadequate shy distance (6”) in justifying an 11’ placement of 
the SLMs. These three shortchanges combined to result in SLM placement far too close 
to the curb, and put bicycle users at risk of striking a suddenly opening door. 

Discussion 5
The 3 criteria justifying an 11’ placement of the SLMs are all faulty reasoning by the 
investigators. 

1. The use of an 85th percentile measurement in matters of objective engineering 
requiring clearance from fixed objects, like car doors, is not acceptable. 

The 85th percentile convention is typically used for 
travel speeds, where variability is the norm and 
precision is not necessary. Bicycle drivers must miss 
car doors 100% of the time, so a higher expectation 
than the 85th percentile is required. 15% of doors 
extended beyond 9’ 6". The furthest open-door-from-
curb measurement should have been their standard. 

2. The investigators used a contrived “average” 
(50th percentile) bicyclist width of just 24”. 

The 1999 AASHTO Guide Figure 1 shows a bicyclist 
as 30” wide. This is the width of a stationary bicycle. 
Tricycles and cargo bikes may be wider.

A bicyclist in motion requires additional space to 
allow for the balance wobbling inherent in keeping a 
bicycle upright and moving forward. The Guide says, 

“As Figure 1 shows, bicyclists require at least  
1.0 m (40 inches) of essential operating space 
based solely on their profile.”

In essence, 40” is the width of a bicyclist in motion. 
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Why the investigators ignored AASHTO's 40” essential operating space requirement, or 
even the 30” stationary specification, and used a 24” “average” for a bicyclist is unclear. 
In contrast, roads are designed for the maximum width legal vehicles of 8’ 6”. All 
narrower vehicles are adequately accommodated under this design umbrella. To 
unjustifiably reduce the width bicyclists – already the narrowest vehicles – for design 
purposes to entice side-by-side operation with motor vehicles is an unfathomable slight. 

3. A “shy distance” of 6” is inadequate to a suddenly appearing fixed object. 

Engineers do not provide motor vehicle drivers with just 6” clearance to fixed objects for 
good reason, so to do so for unprotected bicycle drivers to a fixed object that may 
suddenly appear is especially egregious. With such small clearance an abruptly opening 
door could startle the bicycle user to make a swerving panic correction into passing 
traffic. 

Again, the AASHTO Guide specifies that bicyclists have 40” of essential operating 
space due to natural fluctuations in the tracking of this lightweight, human-powered, 
single-track vehicle. Shy distance is then added to this 40” width for clearance from 
obstacles. The Wisconsin Bicycle Facility Design Handbook, for example, specifies a 
shy distance of 10” to fixed objects such as curbs and posts. Shy distance to suddenly 
opened doors should arguably be greater. An unexpectedly opened door affords near 
zero reaction time and stopping distance to avoid a strike.

Further, the investigators’ 6” shy distance was intended for bicyclists who were assumed 
to operate on the centerline of the SLM at 11’. But it should have been expected that 
some bicyclists would operate at any position over the SLMs’ 3’3” width, including right 
of its centerline, closer to parked vehicles and clearly within the Door Zone. Such was 
the case. 

Criticism 6                                                                                                                                    
The bicyclists still operated in the Door Zone after SLM placement. The investigators did 
not acknowledge this outcome.

Discussion 6                                                                                                                               
Critique Table 1. Side-of-car to tip-of-door perpendicular measurement.

Data provided by Fred Oswald, Richard Moeur, Ken Clark, and Wayne Pein.

4 door 2 door

1996 Saturn wagon, 35" 
1997 Ford Taurus, 35"  
1998 Town & Country van, 35" 
2005 Scion xB, 35” 
1999 Subaru Legacy wagon, 36" 
2001 Honda CRV, 36" 
2001 Escort, 36" 
2002 Toyota Avalon, 36” 
1995 Honda Civic, 37" 
1999 Jeep Gr. Cherokee, 39" 
1995 Nissan Maxima, 40" 
1995 Lincoln Town Car, 40"

1988 Chevrolet C1500, 37"  
1994 Geo Metro, 39" 
1996 GMC 3/4 ton, 39"  
1990 Tempo, 44"  
1991 LeBaron, 44" 
1996 Chevrolet Z28, 44"   
1996 Monte Carlo, 45" 
1999 Cavalier, 45" 
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In Figure 3 (page 5) the investigators show an “Approximate Door Open Width” of 2’ 
6” (30”), which is 5” less than the smallest measurement in Critique Table 1 above (page 
7). The investigators’ approximation is clearly too small. 

Based on the measurements in Critique Table 1, to avoid the Door Zone bicyclists’ tires 
must track at least 5’ from the side of parked cars; 6’ for minimal shy buffer.

Figure 4 below from the report shows that in this study bicyclists tracked just 4’ (48”) 
from car sides when the SLM was present and no passing motor vehicle was adjacent. 

Figure 5 shows that bicycle users tracked only 2’8” (32”) and 2’9” (33”) from car sides 
when the SLM was present and a motorist was passing. This was 9’ 8” and 9’ 9” from 
the curb face (assuming an “Approximate Parked Passenger Vehicle Width from Curb” 
of 7’ as in Figure 3), just inches beyond the investigators’ 85th percentile 9’6” curb to 
open door width and far right of the SLMs’ 11’ centerlines. 

In this study, the SLMs induced bicyclists to ride slightly further from the side of parked 
vehicles than when there was no marking, but they still rode far too close and still in the 
Door Zone. 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 10 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 

Results 

Technical Results 
Overall, the stencil markings significantly* improved both motorists' and cyclists' positions in the 
roadway (using the median average positions). The markings also reduced sidewalk and wrong-way 
riding. 

Goal 1: Position of bicyclists and 
motorists 

�� Finding 1: Overall, the presence 
of a marking increased the 
distance of cyclists to parked 
cars by 8 inches. The effect of 
each marking on position was 
similar (see Figure 4). 

 

 
Figure 4. Effect on Bicycle to Parked Car Spacing 

 

�� Finding 2: When passing vehicles 
were present, the markings 
caused an increase of 3 to 4 
inches in the distance between 
cyclists and parked cars. In 
addition, the markings caused an 
increase of over 2 feet in the 
distance between cyclists and 
passing vehicles. The bike-and-
chevron had a greater effect (by 3 
inches) on the distance between 
cyclists and passing vehicles (See 
Figure 5). 

 
Figure 5. Effect on Motorist and Bicyclist Spacing 

 

                                                 
* The use of the term, "significant" means that the observed change was the result of a change in the variable (i.e., the 
pavement marking), as opposed to normal variance in the measurements. Significance has been determined through the 
use of a variety of statistical tests and tools including �2 (chi-squared) tests and multiple linear regression where 
appropriate. The �2  tests were used to compare the before/after results for behaviors such us cyclists' location and  
direction. Linear regression was used to analyze the measured results in relation to the markings. 
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Criticism 7
The reader is mislead with improper drawings, and findings conspicuously left out of 
Summary Table 2. The result is that the SLM and its effects are made to seem better 
than they really are.

Discussion 7
In Figure 3 (right, and 
page 5), the SLM was 
shown near the car 
trunk. Its dimension was 
overtly omitted and it 
was improperly scaled 
by the investigators to 
be just 2.5’ (2’ 6”) wide. 
In the field it is actually 
3.25’ (3’ 3”) wide. The 
narrow scaling in the 
drawing makes it 
appear as if there is 
clearance between the 
right side of the SLM 
and the open door, and 
more clearance to the 
side of the car.  
 
The widths of the 3 
labeled lane spaces are 
also improperly scaled. 

I produced accurate red 
dimensions using 
Intaglio dimension tool 
calibrated for the SLM 
centered 11’ from the 
curb, shown at the 
bottom of the drawing.

With properly dimensioned spaces and correct SLM scaling adjacent to the opened 
door which extends to 9.5’ (9’ 6”), the 3’3” SLM centered at 11’ would overlap the door 
by 1.5”, as shown in the blue circled area. 
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Report Figures 4 and 5 (page 
8) show bicyclists next to 
parked cars with doors closed. 
This was a crucial omission.

In Figure 5, right, I added 
narrow 2’6” red opened doors 
to show that the bicyclists 
would have struck them, which 
would likely result in being 
deflected into passing motor 
traffic. 

There is no row in Table 2 (below) for “Distance of cyclists to parked cars with passing 
motor vehicle” to reflect the results in Figure 5. This value is at least or more important 
than “Distance of cyclists to parked cars” which shows Figure 4’s more positive – though 
still inadequate – results. But the investigators believed that “Distance of cars in travel 
lane to parked cars (no bike present)” was worthy of inclusion in Table 2. 

Interestingly, in contrast to bicyclists, motorists drove far enough from the sides of 
parked vehicles to avoid a door strike whether the SLM was present or not.
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 12 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 

Table 2. Summary of Bicyclists' and Motorists' Behavior 

 Before After 

Behaviors 
(No marking)  

sample size=1158 
Bike-in-House 
sample size=570 

Bike-and-Chevron 
sample size=794 

Sidewalk riders  6.5% 4.9% 4.2% 
Wrong-way riders 3.0% 3.3% 0.60% 
Hostile behaviors 0.15% 0.17% 0.12% 

Distance of cyclists to parked cars 3'-4" 4'-0" 4'-0" 
Distance of cyclists to cars in travel lanes 2'-7"  

sample size=150 
4'-7" 

sample size=59 
4'-10"  

sample size=150 

Distance of cars in travel lane to parked 
cars (no bike present) 

4'-8" 5'-8" 5'-6" 

Significant differences are indicated in boldface.  

Variables Influencing Results 

Various factors contributed to these study results, including: 
�� Number of travel lanes 
�� Traffic volume 
�� Curb lane width 
�� Time of day (AM Peak/PM Peak/weekday midday/weekend) 

 
Each variable was classified in two groups (such as high/low, narrow/wide, or AM/PM). The 
median and mean average distances were isolated and cross-tabulated for different factors and were 
compared to see if the variables had an effect on distances between cyclists, parked cars, and passing 
cars. Table 3 summarizes the characteristics' effects on cyclists and motorist positions. A complete 
listing of the cross-tabulated results is on file with the SF DPT Bicycle Program. 

Table 3. With Markings in Place, Significant Street Characteristics Affecting Behavior 

Factor 
Effect on Distance between 
Bicyclists and Parked Cars 

Effect on Distance between 
Bicyclists and Passing Vehicles 

More lanes (4 vs. 2) increase decrease 

Higher traffic volume no effect no effect 

Wider curb lane  decrease increase 

AM vs. PM no effect no effect 

Peak Periods decrease decrease 

 
In comparing the effects of the markings on rider position on streets with different characteristics, 
the study found that: 

�� The markings have a greater effect on distance between cyclists and parked cars on four 
lane roads than on two lane roads. 

�� The markings have a greater effect on distance between cyclists and parked cars on heavy 
volume roads than on moderate volume roads lane roads. 

�� Curb-lane width and time of day did not have a significant effect on how much the markings 
changed behavior. 

 
Table 4 summarizes the findings of each of the markings.  



Critique Conclusions

San Francisco's Shared Lane Pavement Markings: Improving Bicycle Safety is not 
credible research. The curb lanes in this study were too narrow to share, yet the study 
was predicated on a side-by-side sharing paradigm. The investigators did not attempt to 
determine the optimal lateral placement of the SLM. Instead, they used 3 criteria in 
justifying an 11’ placement from curb. Their reasoning was faulty, resulting in too small 
of an open-door-to-curb width, too narrow a bicycle width, and an inadequate shy 
distance. These three shortchanges combined to result in a placement too close to the 
curb, and put bicycle users at risk of striking a suddenly opening door.

The investigators recognized that Dooring collisions had a high incidence, but did not 
include the reduction of such collisions as a Goal or Measure of Effectiveness of the 
SLMs. But the investigators overstate their findings in their Conclusion by claiming a 
“proven” positive impact on safety, though no before-after collision analysis was made. 

The bicyclists still operated in the Door Zone after SLM placement, but the investigators 
do not acknowledge this outcome. When a motor vehicle was passing, the bicyclists 
tracked less than 3’ from parked cars, but this result was not shown in a Table 2 
summarizing behaviors. Several drawings are conspicuously misleading. Long standing 
published guidelines were overlooked.

The errors — inadvertent or deliberate — made by the investigators are all in one 
direction. The errors make the SLM as placed seem better than it is. This indicates bias. 

Error and bias are not limited to the study itself. In Appendix A of the report principle 
investigator Mia Birk submitted these pictures and description of a bike lane marking in 
Portland, OR, the home city of employer Alta Planning + Design.

“Portland used the bike lane marking without 
the bike lane line in one case in February 1998. 
This case involves a street with bike lanes that 
lead up to a 26' wide bridge, on which there is 
not adequate room for bike lanes.The city 
retained the marking on the outer 3' of each of 
the 13' lanes to encourage motorists to travel 
toward the left of the lane. Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that motorists are indeed giving cyclists 
room: the markings are still there after almost  
five years of application and show little signs of motorists' driving on them.” 

There is much wrong in this shameful, illegal placement of the bike lane marking.The 
intent was to create a substandard width 3’ wide “faux bike lane” with no buffer from the 
curb face where there is insufficient space for side-by-side use (per the AASHTO Guide 
14’ is the weak minimum width) or a real bike lane. Further, in the flawed interpretation 
of “anecdotal evidence,” the longevity of the markings indicates only that motorists drive 
left of them, an expected result since their near-curb location is out of the typical tire 
track zone, and is not indicative of “giving cyclists room.” 
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 21 
San Francisco Shared Lane Marking Study 

Material: Paint 

Source: Cara Seiderman, cseiderman@Spike.CI.Cambridge.MA.US 

Wayne Amaral, Cambridge Traffic Department, (617) 349-4723 

Bryce Nesbitt, Bicycle Committee member, bryce2@obviously.com 

How Used: Pavement markings have been installed on Mt. Auburn Street in Cambridge. The travel lane is 

11 feet and the guideline is 10' out from the curb.  

Effectiveness: No formal study completed yet, but these comments were passed on: 

TI find this lane treatment highly appropriate for intermediate width streets (too narrow for a full 

bike lane, too wide for cyclists to take the entire lane).  In particular I find: 

T1. It seems to keep cyclists out of the door zone. Cyclists ride within inches of the line. 

T2.  Motorists don't seem to get mad when a cyclist deviates from the line.  With conventional 

double-stripe bike lanes, motorists often seem to insist that bikes stay within the bike lane.  

This does not happen on Mt. Auburn.V 

 

Location: Paris, France 
  

Photo: 

 

Size/ Shape: Similar to the Chicago, IL symbol (5Y 9V high by 3Y 3V wide bicycle above 1Y 8V high by 3Y 3V 

wide double chevron) 

Color: White 

Material: Thermoplastic 

Source: Marc Jolicoeur, Research Coordinator, Velo Quebec 

tel.: (514) 521-8356 #394, fax: (514) 521-5711, marc_jolicoeur@velo.qc.ca 

How Used: The city of Paris is using arrows and bike symbols repeated along the line of travel of cyclists 

in intersections, about the same way colored lanes have been used in Portland and Montreal. 

Effectiveness: unknown at this time 

 

Location: Portland, Oregon 
  

Photo: 

    

Size/ Shape: Standard markings for inside bike lane 

Color: White 

Material: Thermoplastic 

Source: Mia Birk, Principal, Alta Planning + Design, 144 NE 28th Avenue, Portland OR 97232 

ph (503) 230-9862, fax (503) 230-9864, cell (503) 238-4745, miabirk@altaplanning.com 

How Used: Portland used the bike lane marking without the bike lane line in one case in February 1998.  

This case involves a street with bike lanes that lead up to a 26' wide bridge, on which there is 

not adequate room for bike lanes.  The city retained the marking on the outer 3' of each of the 



Appendix 

The investigators of San Francisco's Shared Lane Pavement Markings: Improving 
Bicycle Safety examined the effectiveness of the Shared-Lane Markings placed at 11’ to 
alter behavior. There was marginal improvement in bicyclist position, but the 
improvement was insufficient. The investigators did not test for the optimal placement of 
the SLM. The study did not go through formal peer review and was not published, 
though such steps do not guarantee quality. My critique shows that this flawed study is 
not credible research. 

But based on this flawed study, the Bicycle Technical Committee and the other 
members of the National Committee on Uniform Traffic Control Devices chose an 11’ 
minimum placement for adoption in the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). Moreover, part E Guidance 05 inexplicably does not account for gutter pan 
width. Michelle DeRobertis and Ron Van Houten, two of the three Advisors to the San 
Francisco study, are members of the Bicycle Technical Committee.

Below is the wording for the marking in the 2009 MUTCD and my comments.

“Section 9C.07 Shared Lane Marking 

Option: 
01    The Shared Lane Marking shown in Figure 
9C-9 may be used to: 

A.   Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in a 
shared lane with on-street parallel parking in 
order to reduce the chance of a bicyclist's 
impacting the open door of a parked vehicle,” 

Comments: The San Francisco study showed that bicyclists operated in the Door Zone 
in the presence of the SLM placed at 11’ as specified in part E Guidance 04. The SLM 
should be centered in the usable lane, which begins at 13’ from curb face. Another way 
to communicate to bicyclists to avoid the Door Zone is with obstruction marking showing 
the 6’ extent of the Door Zone.
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Figure 1. Parking stall marking showing 6’ extent of Door Zone.

B. “Assist bicyclists with lateral positioning in lanes that are too narrow for a 
motor vehicle and a bicycle to travel side by side within the same traffic lane,” 

Comments: If the lane is too narrow for side-by-side travel, bicyclists should use the full 
lane and motorists should change lanes to pass. Yet, Guidance 05 places the SLM near 
the curb, encouraging bicyclists to operate there, thus enabling and encouraging side-
by-side sharing with motorists. 

C. “Alert road users of the lateral location bicyclists are likely to occupy within 
the traveled way,” 

Comments: Bicyclist lateral position is dynamic, chosen by the bicycle driver based on 
the conditions then existing. It can be anywhere within the traveled way. Government 
does not and cannot know what is the likely bicyclist lateral location, and should not 
attempt to prescribe it. SLMs centered in the usable lane is a neutral location consistent 
with other marking placement, such as lane arrows. 

D. “Encourage safe passing of bicyclists by motorists, and” 

Comments: The safest passing occurs when motorists fully change lanes to pass, as is 
done when passing all other road users. Yet, the placement of the SLM as prescribed 
encourages bicyclists to operate on the right side of the lane, enabling and encouraging 
risky within-lane passing by motorists.

E.  “Reduce the incidence of wrong-way bicycling. 

Guidance: 
02    The Shared Lane Marking should not be placed on roadways that have a 
speed limit above 35 mph. 

Standard: 
03    Shared Lane Markings shall not be used on shoulders or in designated 
bicycle lanes. 
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Guidance: 
04    If used in a shared lane with on-street parallel parking, Shared Lane 
Markings should be placed so that the centers of the markings are at least 11 feet 
from the face of the curb, or from the edge of the pavement where there is no 
curb. 

Comment: An 11’ placement from the face of the curb was shown in the San Francisco 
study to be ineffective at assisting bicyclists to avoid the Door Zone.

Guidance: 
05    If used on a street without on-street parking that has an outside travel lane 
that is less than 14 feet wide, the centers of the Shared Lane Markings should be 
at least 4 feet from the face of the curb, or from the edge of the pavement where 
there is no curb. 

Comment: Guidance 05 does not account for gutter pan existence and width. The gutter 
pan is not part of lane width and is not usable space. With this Guidance 05, if a 2 foot 
gutter pan exists, the center of the SLM can be a mere 2 feet into the usable lane. Even 
the decade old AASHTO specification for the placement of bike lanes next to curb and 
gutter, flawed as it is, marginally accounts for gutter pan width. There rightly is no 
placement Guidance for lanes greater than 14 feet.

06    If used, the Shared Lane Marking should be placed immediately after an 
intersection and spaced at intervals not greater than 250 feet thereafter. 

Comment: Guidance 06 is reasonable. 

Conclusions:
A traffic control device is supposed to convey a clear, simple meaning. Yet the Shared 
Lane Marking allegedly has 5 (A to E) disparate uses or benefits. Its Guidance for 
minimum lateral placement is dangerously misleading. 

When placed at minimum guidelines the Shared Lane Marking is “security theater” and 
an attempt to micro-manage bicyclist lateral position and act as a faux bike lane on 
lanes that are too narrow to have a bike lane. It misleads bicyclists into feeling safer 
without doing anything to actually improve their safety.
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