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The UNC Bicycle Master Plan (The Plan) 

located at 

http://move.unc.edu/bike/bike-plan/

was written in 2014 by the 

Toole Design Group, 

an out-of-state consulting firm.
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Level of Traffic Stress as Design Framework

On page 6 it says, 

“…a Level of Traffic Stress framework was used to assess the current bicycle network and 
make infrastructure recommendations.” 

“High-stress” roads are those with higher speeds, a larger amount of daily traffic and minimal 
bicycle facilities. These roads are considered comfortable for riding by the group of bicyclists 
who are Strong and Fearless, those with a high tolerance for traffic stress.” 

“Low-stress” roads are those where bicyclists share the road with lower-speed and lower-
volume traffic…These types of facilities are comfortable for a wider range of bicyclists who 
are less tolerant of traffic stress.” 

Characterizing roads as “High Stress” without specifying what comprises “higher speeds, 
a larger amount of daily traffic and minimal bicycle facilities” is meaningless. Higher and 
larger than what? And what is a minimal bicycle facility? 

Defining bicyclists who use such roads as “Strong and Fearless” is a backhanded way 
to marginalize. What the authors imply is “Superhuman and Foolhardy.” A more 
accurate description would be “Knowledgeable and Competent,” but that would not fit 
with the consultants’ demagoguery.

On page 17 of The Plan the authors praise the low speed on UNC, saying: 

“The speed limit on all campus roads is 25 mph, and this speed limit is enforced by UNC-CH 
DPS officers.”  

25 mph is the same as neighborhood streets, by definition “Low-stress.” But the authors 
seemingly forget or overlook this, recommending various bicycle facilities that segregate 
bicycle and motor vehicle users. They also fail to understand or report that bicyclists 
using traffic lanes are rolling traffic calming devices, a desirable characteristic on a busy 
campus with ubiquitous pedestrians that has employed infrastructure traffic calming. 
Rather, such bicyclists are said to impede motorists. 

On page 78 The Plan says,  

“The climbing lane is a separate bike lane only on the uphill side of a roadway. This separated 
lane allows bicycles to travel safely uphill without impeding vehicular traffic lanes.” 

In NC 20-141(h), “impeding” is the illegal purposeful slowing of traffic by a motor vehicle 
capable of faster speed. Bicycles are defined in NC 20-4.01(49) as “vehicles,” not 
“motor vehicles” [NC 20-4.01(23)] and are exempt from impeding traffic. This is another 
case of the strained segregationist ideology and demagoguery of the consultants.  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On page 11 of The Plan a “Stress Map” is shown:

“Figure 2. WikiMap Roadway Input. Cameron Avenue was marked by some map users as 
high stress and others as low stress. These are likely different types of riders with differing 
tolerances for adjacent traffic. Desired routes are those where people would like to ride but 
currently do not owing to any number of personal preference factors.” 

West Cameron Ave. features bike lanes, wide travel lanes and a 25 mph speed limit. 
East Cameron Ave. has stop signs every block and is very slowly traveled. They are 
easy to bicycle and are by definition “Low Stress,” yet some people rated them “High 
Stress,” clearly demonstrating the folly of designing roads based on a suspect 
psychological metric. But this is lost on the consultants. 

The orange colored “Desired Route” value is also non-sensical. Some bicyclists use 
those roads; South Road in particular gets high bicycle use.   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This 2004 picture of casual female bicyclists eastbound on West Cameron Ave. before 
the current bicycle lanes were placed shows that they don’t seem to be stressed. 

The following absurd comments on page 11 were highlighted by the consultants:

“Buses don’t fit in the very narrow lane much less cars. Sidewalk is wide but pedestrian 
heavy. Unclear if bikes should share the road or share the sidewalk as both are unsafe.” 
- WikiMap comment on South Columbia Street between South Road and Cameron Avenue 

“Disaster area. One of the two worst intersections near campus for bicyclists. Not enough 
room for cars and bikes. No bike lane, no bike path, no bike share the road markings. Fix 
please.” 
- WikiMap comment on intersection of South Columbia Street and South Road 

These are low-speed areas to bicycle and are by definition “Low Stress.” The 
infrastructure should not be redesigned for everyone, including motorists, in order to 
accommodate people with this level of befuddlement and disempowerment. Instead 
such people desperately need bicycling education. 
 
Why didn’t the consultants instead highlight comments made by competent bicycle 
drivers? 
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“Bicyclists on the street and sidewalk along South Columbia Street, identified in community 
feedback as the most stressful area of campus for bicycling.” 

The consultants’ caption doesn’t match the picture. The two disparate bicyclists in this 
photo from page 14 of The Plan appear to be riding with ease. Is the female bicyclist in 
the street so-called “Strong and Fearless,” and the one on the sidewalk “Opportunistic 
and Composed?” 

Conclusions: The consultants, who have a financial interest in writing elaborate, fanciful 
plans promoting bicycle facilities (No entity would pay for a plan that said simply, 
“Educate bicyclists and motorists on how to co-exist on low speed roads.”), demonstrate 
a distorted self-serving ideology, demagoguery, and an astonishing lack of awareness of 
their own contradictions. 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Ridge Road Shared Lane Markings

In describing bicycling treatments, on page 78 (Appendix D) of the UNC Bicycle Master 
Plan it says, 

“The marking of the lane as a shared use lane consists of a bicycle symbol placed in the 
center of the lane…” 

On page 100 The Plan characterizes Ridge Road as 3 distinct segments, A, B, and C 
with a mix of 4 possible treatments ranging from very inexpensive to very costly. The 
simplest and cheapest, Shared Lane Markings, are described:

“2. SHARED-LANE MARKINGS (A & B): In the event narrow travel lanes are not feasible, 
add shared-lane markings in the center of the outside lanes with BICYCLES MAY USE 
FULL LANE signs from Stadium Drive to South Road.” [Note: Ridge Road does not 
intersect with South Road; the consultants likely meant Manning Drive.]

Ridge Road was resurfaced in late July to mid August 2016 by the Town of Chapel Hill, 
with Shared Lane Markings (SLMs) as the treatment from Stadium Dr. to Manning Dr. 
But the SLMs were placed as far right as possible, not at lane center as specified in The 
Plan. This is an obvious attempt to encourage side-by-side use of motorists and 
bicyclists where such use should be discouraged, including on high speed descents, in 
the Door Zone of parked motor vehicles, and close to backing parked motor vehicles.

SLM on high bicycling speed descent. 
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SLM placed in the deadly Door Zone.

SLM placed close to backing motor vehicles. 

Bicycling over the SLMs as misplaced is dangerous. Further, there are no BICYCLISTS 
MAY USE FULL LANE signs as recommended. Finally, SLMs were inexplicably not 
specified in The Plan to be placed the full length of Ridge Road; there are no SLMs from 
Boshamer Stadium to Country Club Road. 

Conclusions: In the first test of the UNC Bicycle Master Plan the simplest of directives 
was not met in implementation. Why should we believe that other proposed more 
complex infrastructure interventions that will fundamentally change the operation of 
bicycles as vehicles and their interactions with motorists will be competently executed? 
The abundance of the “Not Recommended” “Wave style” bike racks that let bikes fall, 
the dangerously designed abruptly ending So. Columbia St. Bike Lane, and now this 
misplacement of SLMs leads one to believe error or malfeasance is the norm. 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