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The Regional TransportaƟon Council (RTC) has served as the Metropolitan Planning OrganizaƟon (MPO) 
independent policymaking body for regional transportaƟon planning in the Dallas-Fort Worth area since 
1974. The RTC works in cooperaƟon with the region’s transportaƟon providers to address the complex 
transportaƟon needs of the rapidly growing metropolitan area. The Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area 
includes Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant and Wise 
counƟes. The area of the region is approximately 9,448 square miles, which is larger than 8 states, and the 
populaƟon of the region is over 8.8 million, which is larger than 38 states. The RTC’s 45 members include 
local elected or appointed officials from the   metropolitan area and representaƟves from each of the area’s 
transportaƟon providers. 

· The RTC oversees the metropolitan transportaƟon planning process and is responsible for the 
following primary acƟviƟes. 

· Guiding the development of mulƟmodal transportaƟon plans and programs. 
· Determining the allocaƟon of federal, state and regional transportaƟon funds. 
· SelecƟng transportaƟon projects in some programs and recommending projects to the Texas 

TransportaƟon Commission for other programs. 
· Ensuring transportaƟon providers coordinate services. 
· Ensuring the metropolitan area complies with state and federal laws and regulaƟons regarding 

transportaƟon and air quality. 
 
The RTC is housed at the North Central Texas Council of Governments, with offices located in Arlington in the 
Centerpoint Two Building at 616 Six Flags Drive. 
 
Regional TransportaƟon Council 
P.O. Box 5888 
Arlington, Texas 76005-5888 
 

 
The RTC’s Department of TransportaƟon staff is responsible for the regional planning process for all modes 
of transportaƟon. The RTC staff provides technical support and staff assistance to the Regional 
TransportaƟon Council and its technical commiƩees, which compose the MPO policy-making structure. In 
addiƟon, the RTC staff provides technical assistance to the local governments of North Central Texas in 
planning, coordinaƟng, and implemenƟng transportaƟon decisions. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Prepared in cooperaƟon with the Texas Department of TransportaƟon. The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors 
who are responsible for the opinions, findings, and conclusions presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the views 
or policies of the Federal Highway AdministraƟon, the Federal Transit AdministraƟon, or the Texas Department of TransportaƟon. 
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On October 8, 2026, the Regional TransportaƟon Council adopted the Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan, 
direcƟng staff to implement the recommendaƟons of the Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan as consistent 
with the programs and policies of the exisƟng Metropolitan TransportaƟon Plan (Mobility 2050) and 
incorporate the recommendaƟons of the Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan into future metropolitan 
transportaƟon plans.  



 

The development of this Plan was guided by representaƟves of the agencies listed below acƟng as the 
Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan Stakeholder Workgroup. The parƟcipants in the planning process  provided 
experƟse in a range of bicycle-related fields and their Ɵme and parƟcipaƟon in development of the Plan is 
appreciated.    
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The Metropolitan Planning OrganizaƟon (MPO) for the Dallas-Fort Worth area works in cooperaƟon with the 
region’s transportaƟon providers to address complex transportaƟon needs of the rapidly growing region.  The 
scope of this Plan is the 12-county Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA), comprised of Collin, Dallas, Denton, 
Ellis, Hood, Hunt, Johnson, Kaufman, Parker, Rockwall, Tarrant, and Wise CounƟes.  The MPA includes three 
urbanized areas as defined by the Texas Department of TransportaƟon (TxDOT): Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, 
Denton-Lewisville, and McKinney-Frisco. 

North Central Texas is a dynamic and rapidly growing region centered around the cores of Dallas and Fort 
Worth.  As the region conƟnues to grow, from a populaƟon of more than 8.8 million today to an esƟmated 
12.3 million by 2050, it is criƟcal to meet the demands of this growth and ensure all North Texans have access 
to vital resources, such as jobs, healthcare, healthy food, and educaƟon. This will require a safe, efficient 
transportaƟon system for all users, including roads, rail, public transit, and acƟve mobility faciliƟes, along with 
local policies that drive infrastructure improvements.  



Page 2 

 
Bicycle transportaƟon is a nonmotorized mode of travel used in lieu of walking, transit, or using a motor 
vehicle with an engine. Bicycle transportaƟon benefits all road users and creates more livable, safe, cost-
effecƟve communiƟes. The region’s bicycle network is used as a mode of transportaƟon by people of all ages 
and abiliƟes for trips of a variety of purposes, including traveling to work or school and as first mile/last mile 
connecƟons with transit services, including bus stops and rail staƟons.  

United States Code, Title 23, Chapter 2, SecƟon 217 (23 USC 217) mandates that “bicycle transportaƟon 
faciliƟes and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate, in conjuncƟon with all new 
construcƟon and reconstrucƟon of transportaƟon faciliƟes, except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not 
permiƩed.” 

The United States Department of TransportaƟon (USDOT) policy statement on Bicycle and Pedestrian 
AccommodaƟon RegulaƟons and RecommendaƟons signed on March 11, 2010 states: 

The DOT policy is to incorporate safe and convenient walking and bicycling faciliƟes into transportaƟon 
projects. Every transportaƟon agency, including DOT, has the responsibility to improve condiƟons and 
opportuniƟes for walking and bicycling and to integrate walking and bicycling into their transportaƟon 
systems. Because of the numerous individual and community benefits that walking and bicycling 
provide—including health, safety, environmental, transportaƟon, and quality of life—transportaƟon 
agencies are encouraged to go beyond minimum standards to provide safe and convenient faciliƟes for 
these modes. 

 
 
Through the Regional TransportaƟon Council guidance in the development of mulƟmodal transportaƟon 
plans and programs, the 44-member council approved a regional safety posiƟon on December 14, 2017, 
which states:  

Even one death on the transportaƟon system is unacceptable. Staff will collaborate with our partners 
to develop projects, programs, and policies that assist in eliminaƟng serious injuries and fataliƟes 
across all modes of travel. 

The RTC’s safety posiƟon aligns with the Texas TransportaƟon Commission’s minute order from May 30, 2019, 
which states:  

The Texas TransportaƟon Commission (commission) directs the Texas Department of TransportaƟon 
(department) to work toward the goal of reducing the number of deaths on Texas roadways by half by 
the year 2035 and to zero by the year 2050. The commission acknowledges a majority of motor vehicle 
crashes can be prevented, thereby reducing fataliƟes. 
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The Metropolitan TransportaƟon Plan for the North Central Texas region, Mobility 2050, includes three 
policies for acƟve transportaƟon planning as listed in Table 1. A list of programs and projects from Mobility 
2050 are provided in Appendix A. 

Table 1: Mobility 2050 AcƟve TransportaƟon Policies  

 

DescripƟon 

BP3-001: Support the planning and design of a mulƟmodal transportaƟon network with seamless    
interconnected acƟve transportaƟon faciliƟes that promote walking and bicycling as equals with other           
transportaƟon modes. The acƟve transportaƟon network must be interconnected with transit services and 
integrated as part of context-sensiƟve soluƟons to connect key desƟnaƟons, including employment centers; 
educaƟon, medical, retail, and entertainment centers; and other desƟnaƟons for daily acƟviƟes. Mobility 
2050 promotes roadways in the urbanized area that are designed and constructed to accommodate at least 
three or more modes of transportaƟon. 

BP3-002: Implement pedestrian and bicycle faciliƟes that meet accessibility requirements and provide safe, 
convenient, and interconnected transportaƟon for people of all ages and abiliƟes. Mobility 2050 promotes 
bicycle and pedestrian projects that connect mulƟple jurisdicƟons and  expand the regional network by 
improving coordinaƟon, connecƟvity, and conƟnuity between counƟes and communiƟes. Improving safety 
is a top priority for the US Department of  TransportaƟon and Mobility 2050 is commiƩed to reducing 
fataliƟes and serious injuries on the transportaƟon network throughout North Central Texas. To realize the 
potenƟal of acƟve transportaƟon, special aƩenƟon must be paid to the current barriers and safety issues 
the region is experiencing, including: 

· An incomplete network of bicycle and pedestrian faciliƟes, including faciliƟes that serve       
transit-dependent populaƟons. 

· High rates of pedestrian and bicycle crashes and fataliƟes involving motor vehicles. 

· Limited funding for safe routes to school projects. 

· Infrastructure that is not compliant with the Americans with DisabiliƟes Act. 

· Significant barriers to safe acƟve transportaƟon travel; these barriers include freeways, major 
streets with high traffic volumes and speeds, and waterways. 

BP3-003: Support programs and acƟviƟes that promote pedestrian and bicycle safety, health, and    
educaƟon. Walking and bicycling are legiƟmate forms of transportaƟon that have the potenƟal to posiƟvely 
impact the region by shiŌing travel modes, resulƟng in reduced congesƟon and improved air quality and 
public health. Mobility 2050 promotes enhanced safety for acƟve travel by increasing educaƟon and 
training opportuniƟes for cyclists, pedestrians, motorists, and professionals who are designing and 
implemenƟng roadway faciliƟes, implemenƟng safety infrastructure projects, and promoƟng enforcement 
of traffic laws to reduce bicycle and pedestrian-related conflicts. 
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Residents and visitors across the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area 
rely on bicycle connecƟons to major desƟnaƟons. The MPO is 
dedicated to the development of a safe, comfortable, and accessible 
bicycle network that connects people to jobs, schools and essenƟal 
services through organizaƟonal policies, programs, and collaboraƟve 
efforts with local governments. DirecƟves within Mobility 2050 
support a safe, regional acƟve transportaƟon network that promotes 
bicycling as an equal with all other transportaƟon modes, for people 
of all ages and abiliƟes.  Support for a safe, regional bicycle network 
is incorporated within the policies and programs supported by the 
Regional TransportaƟon Council (RTC) for many years and is included 
in Mobility 2050 which was adopted by the RTC on June 12, 2025. 

This Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan (the Plan) was developed in response 
to the increasing number of bicyclist fataliƟes across the 
metropolitan area and to align with the safety posiƟons adopted by 
the RTC and the Texas TransportaƟon Commission. It is intended to 
provide guidance for our regional partners as well as the 
development of more detailed local plans, in support of the 
aspiraƟonal goal to reduce the number of bicyclist fataliƟes to zero. 
The Plan was formed in collaboraƟon with local governments, the 
Texas Department of TransportaƟon (TxDOT), and a mulƟdisciplinary 
group of stakeholders. The following secƟons summarize the 
development of the Plan, including current condiƟons, public 
engagement, the idenƟficaƟon of Priority Emphasis Areas, 
recommended policies, and acƟonable items for implementaƟon. 
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The purpose of this Plan is to provide a framework to state, regional, and local governments for reducing 
bicyclist crashes and fataliƟes in the 12-County MPA. The primary focus of this Plan is on the urban areas of 
the region, as 95 percent of documented crashes and 92 percent of serious and fatal crashes in the region 
have occurred in these urban areas. 

This Plan idenƟfies current condiƟons and targeted areas for improvements, as well as recommended acƟons 
involving engineering, educaƟon, enforcement, and evaluaƟon. The Plan is intended to guide the 
enhancement of exisƟng bicycle faciliƟes and the programming of new projects and programs. The RTC 
encourages the implementaƟon of all reasonable bicycle safety countermeasures that enable the region to 
achieve adopted safety performance targets. A summary of all related bicycle safety policies and programs 
included in Mobility 2050 are provided in Appendix A.   
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The Texas Department of TransportaƟon maintains the statewide Crash Records InformaƟon System (CRIS) 
records for all reportable “pedalcyclist” crashes from bicycles and other human-powered conveyances, 
including tricycles, unicycles, and electric bicycles that have operable pedals and aƩain a top speed of 28 
miles per hour or less (see SecƟon 2.2.5 for State e-bike classificaƟon definiƟons). Since most crashes under 
the “pedalcyclist” classificaƟon are bicycle crashes, these crashes are henceforth in this Plan referred to as 
“bicyclist crashes.” 

The following infographics highlight key findings of the bicycle crash data analysis for the North Central Texas 
region based on reported crashes that occurred from 2019-2023.  AddiƟonal details related to bicycle crashes 
are provided in SecƟon 2.3.7 and Appendix B.  
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and Night 
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The following five goals were developed through stakeholder and public engagement to shape the vision of 
the Plan and achieve the regional and State safety posiƟons: 

Eliminate All Serious Injury and Fatal Bicycle Crashes Across the Region by 
2050. 

Even one death or serious injury on the transportaƟon system is 
unacceptable.  

This plan supports the goals and Ɵmeframe of local Vision Zero and 
Comprehensive Safety AcƟon Plans and encourages the adopƟon of 
local safety plans. 

 

 

Address CriƟcal Bicycle Safety Needs in Priority LocaƟons 

Bicycle crashes involving motor vehicles are sporadic.  

As a region approaching nine million people, data must be strategically 
used to idenƟfy and monitor areas and corridors with the highest 
density of bicycle crashes. TargeƟng proven safety countermeasures in 
the areas with the greatest need will have the largest impact on 
improving safety.  

 

 

Enhance Safe ConnecƟons to Daily DesƟnaƟons 

Safe connecƟons to daily desƟnaƟons are essenƟal for reducing the 
number of bicycle crashes.  

Providing an all ages and abiliƟes bikeway network with safe and 
comfortable connecƟons from neighborhoods to work, school, stores, 
entertainment, community faciliƟes, and transit is criƟcal in ensuring 
safe bicycle travel.  
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Balance the Safety and Needs of All Road Users 

The most vulnerable road users, including but not limited to 
pedestrians, bicyclists, young children, older adults, individuals with 
disabiliƟes, and less skilled bicyclists, are at risk of fatal and serious 
injury when involved in a crash.  

PrioriƟzing the most vulnerable road users in transportaƟon system 
design, operaƟon, and maintenance is essenƟal to reducing the 
number of fataliƟes and serious injuries.  

 

 

Develop a Culture of Safety  

Safety depends on how road users navigate the system and looking out 
for one another.  

It is essenƟal for public officials and community leaders to champion 
safety in implemenƟng soluƟons, increasing awareness, and 
spearheading the shiŌ to a culture of safety.  

Providing training for transportaƟon professionals to implement best 
pracƟces and design soluƟons facilitates safe road behaviors.  

EducaƟng the public of their responsibiliƟes and rights while navigaƟng 
the road keeps everyone safe. Safety is everyone’s responsibility 
whether walking, bicycling, or driving.  
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The following guiding principles support the Plan’s goals and the recommended acƟon items detailed in 
SecƟon 4. 

1.4.1 The Safe System Approach  
As emphasized by the RTC Regional Safety PosiƟon, no death on the transportaƟon system is acceptable. 
Thus, a mulƟ-faceted approach is needed to address and miƟgate safety risks of the complex transportaƟon 
system. The Safe System Approach is the guiding paradigm adopted by the U.S. Department of TransportaƟon 
(See Figure 1) and many state, regional, and local governments to create a safer transportaƟon system for all 
with six principles:1 

 

1. Death and Serious Injuries are Unacceptable 

2. Humans Make Mistakes 

3. Humans Are Vulnerable 

4. Responsibility is Shared 

5. Safety is ProacƟve 

6. Redundancy is Crucial 

Figure 1: USDOT Safe System Approach Principles and Elements.  

 

The Safe System Approach promotes 
proacƟve transportaƟon planning, de-
sign, and operaƟon with the goal of 
protecƟng human life at the center.  It 
is a holisƟc strategy and is implemented 
through five complimentary objecƟves 
to address all aspects of the transporta-
Ɵon system: safe road users, safe vehi-
cles, safe speeds, safe roads, and post-
crash care.  
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1.4.2 Designing for All Ages and Abilities 

According to the Texas Roadway Design Manual, most of the populaƟon has low stress tolerance for bicycling 
on the road with motor vehicle traffic.2 Commonly classified as “interested but concerned” bicyclists, these 
individuals prefer to ride on a bicycle facility separated from vehicle traffic or on residenƟal streets where 
vehicle traffic and speeds are low (See Figure 2). These individuals may choose not to bicycle if a facility does 
not meet their needs for perceived comfort.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A connected network of bicycle faciliƟes designed with the “interested but concerned” bicyclist as the target 
user is referred to as an All Ages and AbiliƟes (AAA) bikeway network.3 These networks are planned and 
designed in a context sensiƟve manner considering local land use, road characterisƟcs such as vehicle speed 
and volume, and the connecƟvity and accessibility needs of the community. AAA bikeway networks meet the 
safety and comfort needs of a diverse populaƟon of bicyclists-- young bicyclists, older adults, individuals with 
disabiliƟes, less-skilled bicyclists, and other micromobility users, encouraging and granƟng more people the 
ability to travel by bicycle. 

Figure 2: Types of Bicycle Facility Users as a Percentage of the General PopulaƟon  

 

Source: Texas Roadway Design Manual (2024) 
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This Plan was developed through a robust 
engagement process with community stakeholders 
and the public consisƟng of over 40 meeƟngs and 
events. RTC staff solicited feedback from the public 
via a regional survey, aƩending numerous outreach 
events and bicycle group meeƟngs, and collecƟng 
comments via the Map Your Experience tool. 
AddiƟonally, technical experƟse was solicited via 
the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
CommiƩee (BPAC), Regional Safety Advisory 
CommiƩee (RSAC), a Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan 
Stakeholder Workgroup and hosƟng one-on-one 
meeƟngs with local city and TxDOT staff.  

The feedback obtained through this engagement 
and stakeholder technical knowledge guided the 
development of the Plan recommendaƟons and 
prioriƟes.  

1.5.1 Bicycle Safety Action Plan Stakeholder Workgroup 

A Stakeholder Workgroup comprised of regional professionals and bicycle advocates provided technical 
guidance and assisted in developing the Plan’s purpose, goals, priority areas, and acƟon items. The 
Workgroup members provided experƟse and experience from a diverse array of bicycle-related fields, 
including federal, state, and local transportaƟon planning, health agencies, and transit agencies amongst 
others.  

The Workgroup met in March and July 2025. RTC staff presented the Workgroup with data analyzing regional 
trends, public opinion survey results, methodology for idenƟfying priority areas and corridors in the region to 
address bicycle safety, and draŌ goals and acƟon items.  

 

 

DART Bike to Work Day event (May 2025). RTC staff distributed 
bicycle safety materials and promoted the 2025 regional bicycle 
safety survey.  
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1.5.2 Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

The Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory CommiƩee (BPAC) serves as the regional technical commiƩee 
comprised of representaƟon from each membership organizaƟon (local governments and transportaƟon 
providers) of the Surface TransportaƟon Technical CommiƩee.4 The data analysis and draŌ 
recommendaƟons of the Plan were shared at quarterly BPAC meeƟngs during 2025 and 2026. At each of 
these meeƟngs, commiƩee members were asked to share their technical experƟse by parƟcipaƟng in polls 
and discussions related to bicycle safety concerns in their communiƟes, intersecƟon safety, and 
recommended acƟon items for the Plan. Input received from BPAC members informed the goals and 
recommendaƟons of the Plan. Results from the BPAC meeƟng polls are provided in Appendix C.  

During the BPAC meeƟngs, commiƩee members idenƟfied the need for safe, connected bicycle infrastructure 
and bicycle safety related policies to protect vulnerable road users. Responses emphasized that bicycle safety 
challenges are infrastructure-related and there is a need for educaƟon for road users, public officials, and 
transportaƟon officials on how to best address bicycle safety.  

Key themes 
 

· Lack of connected bicycle network is the top community concern, followed by issues related to 
distracted drivers and riders, and traffic speed and congesƟon. 

 

· Strong support for protected bike faciliƟes and traffic calming. 

 

· IntersecƟons are viewed as a major safety risk. 

 

· Preferred intersecƟon soluƟons focus on separaƟon and visibility. 

 

· EducaƟon related to the importance of bicycle safety for the public, the benefits of safe 
bicycling for elected officials and bicycle planning and design best pracƟces for transportaƟon 
professionals. 
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1.5.3 Public Engagement Feedback 

In addiƟon to advisory commiƩee meeƟngs and stakeholder workgroup meeƟngs, RTC staff aƩended several 
local bicycle group and commiƩee meeƟngs and outreach events to gather public input related to bicycle 
safety and to promote the 2025 Regional Bicycle Safety Survey. These meeƟngs and events are idenƟfied in 
Appendix C. At the local commiƩee meeƟngs, aƩendees were provided the exisƟng condiƟons and crash data 
analysis and polled regarding bicycle safety concerns and possible recommended safety countermeasures.  

Most of the aƩendees at the local public meeƟngs idenƟfied themselves as confident or somewhat confident 
cyclists. Feedback from aƩendees was divided on their percepƟons of how safe their community is for 
bicyclists, with their opinions of safety ranging from somewhat safe to dangerous. The top safety concerns 
idenƟfied in these meeƟngs were related to driver behavior and roadways and intersecƟons not designed to 
accommodate cyclists. When asked how bicycle safety could be improved at intersecƟons, the most frequent 
responses cited were more protecƟon for bicyclists by physically separaƟng bicycle movement from vehicle 
traffic and signals for bicycles. A summary of the public feedback received is provided in Appendix C.  

 

RTC staff presentaƟon at the North Dallas 
Chamber of Commerce Surface TransportaƟon 
CommiƩee MeeƟng. 
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1.5.4 Regional Bicycle Opinion Survey (2017) 
In 2017, RTC staff conducted a survey of residents within the 12-county region to capture the views of the 
public-at-large about bicycle use across the region.  A staƟsƟcally valid telephone survey was conducted to 
help guide future bicycle plans and projects affecƟng bicyclists, understand percepƟons that help or hinder 
bicycle use, and understand perceived barriers to bicycling.  

The following key findings from the 2017 opinion survey informed the development of this Plan: 

· Approximately half of respondents indicated impediments to bicycling more oŌen includes the lack of bike lanes, 
trails and paths; the lack of connecƟons between bike lanes, trails and paths; or not having showers or a place to 
freshen up at the end of trip desƟnaƟon. 

· A majority of respondents idenƟfied several aspects to have a negaƟve impact on bike access in their neighborhood 
by:  

· drivers exceeding neighborhood speed limits (66 percent),  

· lack of access to bike lanes (64 percent),  

· volume of traffic on nearby streets (59 percent) and  

· speed of traffic on nearby streets (58 percent).  

· The type of bicycle facility design, locaƟon, and traffic volumes are significant influences on respondent’s level of 
comfort bicycling. 

· Bicyclist level of comfort riding on a street increases significantly if the street has designated bike faciliƟes and 
safety improvements, including measures to slow traffic speeds.  

· Only nine percent of respondents indicated feeling comfortable riding on a major street with several lanes 
of traffic and speeds of 35 to 40 miles per hour, however 50 percent indicated feeling at least somewhat 
comfortable on the same street if it had a striped bike lane, and  

· 78 percent of respondents indicated they would feel at least somewhat comfortable if the street had a 
wide bicycle lane separated from traffic by a raised curb.   

· Most respondents considered it “essenƟal” or “very important” for their community to make improvements to 
increase bicycle access.   

· 72 percent supported providing traffic signals or crossing beacons at intersecƟons and crossings to warn 
drivers of bike and trail users crossing the road 

· 70 percent supported providing bike lanes separated from vehicles so bikes and cars do not have to share 
the same lane 

· 56 percent supported providing bike trails separated from roadways  

· 50 percent supported lower traffic speeds on community roadways to improve the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists sharing the road 

· Most respondents indicated there are “too few” bicycle faciliƟes in their communiƟes.   

· 75 percent indicated there are too few places to park bicycles such as bike racks and storage locaƟons 

· 73 percent indicated there are too few on-street dedicated bike lanes  

· 63 percent indicated there are too few bicycle-friendly streets   

· 62 percent indicated there are too few off-street bicycle paths and trails   
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Bicyclist riding on the sidewalk along a major arterial street in Dallas that lacks bicycle faciliƟes. 

Survey respondents overwhelmingly indicated key improvements for safety and comfort include increasing 
the number of bicycle faciliƟes, separaƟng bicyclists from motor vehicle traffic, and implemenƟng traffic 
calming measures. A detailed summary of the 2017 survey results is provided in Appendix D.  



Page 17 

1.5.5 Regional Bicycle Safety Survey (2025) 

While the 2017 opinion survey helped idenƟfy the 
accommodaƟons bicyclists need to reach desƟnaƟons 
comfortably, the survey did not comprehensively address 
percepƟons of bicyclist safety. Therefore, an addiƟonal bicycle 
safety survey was administered during 2025 with the 
development of this Plan to beƩer understand the safety 
challenges and concerns bicyclists face and the soluƟons 
residents want to see implemented. 

The 2025 survey was a voluntary response survey administered 
online using the PublicInput survey tool. The survey targeted 
bicyclists and non-bicyclists of all ages and abiliƟes in the 12-
county region. To reach a broad audience, the survey was 
promoted through social media plaƞorms, local publicaƟons, and 
outreach events and public meeƟngs across the region. These 
events engaged groups interested in bicycle safety and 
accessibility, environmental issues, transportaƟon, and educaƟon. 
All responses were recorded, regardless of whether the 
respondent completed the enƟre survey. A total of 1,621 
individuals parƟcipated, of which, 81 percent completed every 
quesƟon. A detailed summary of the 2025 survey results is 
provided in Appendix E. 

Determining the prioriƟes of residents across the region aids in 
the decision-making process by local planners who must weigh 
the costs and benefits of potenƟal soluƟons and their 
alternaƟves.  As such, the 2025 bicycle safety survey was 
conducted to gather insight into public percepƟon of bicycle 
safety and accessibility across the region, with the goal of 
informing recommendaƟons in this Plan to eliminate all serious 
injuries and fataliƟes resulƟng from bicycle-related roadway 
crashes. The survey included quesƟons designed to idenƟfy 
barriers to bicycling, percepƟons of safety, and types of safety 
improvements respondents consider most important.   
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Bicycling Behavior 

Respondents were asked how oŌen they bicycle during 
opƟmal weather (see Figure 3) and how interested they 
are in bicycling more oŌen than they are currently (see 
Figure 4).  

Understanding the bicycling history of those surveyed 
helps reveal the extent of their experience and provides 
context for how they perceive safety. Both bicyclists 
and non-bicyclists contribute valuable perspecƟves and 
offer insight into local safety challenges as well as the 
behaviors and preferences of residents across the 
region. 

 

Figure 3: How oŌen do you bicycle during opƟmal weather? 

Man and woman bicycling on a street in Downtown Denton. 

At least  
once a week 
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Many respondents (64 percent) indicated they bicycle at least once a week during opƟmal weather, and 87 
percent of respondents indicated they are somewhat or very interested in bicycling more oŌen. Fourteen 
percent of respondents reported they never bicycle; however, 64 percent of those respondents said they 
were either somewhat or very interested in bicycling. Only three percent of all survey respondents reported 
they never bicycle and are not interested in bicycling. 

 

Figure 4: How interested are you in bicycling more often? 

Bicyclists rent and ride e-bicycles through Trinity Metro Bikes bike share program.  
Source: Trinity Metro Bikes 

Very 
Interested 
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Barriers to Bicycling 

Understanding the types of barriers prevenƟng residents from 
bicycling is essenƟal for prioriƟzing improvements to make 
cycling a safer, more pracƟcal, and more appealing opƟon.  

More than half of survey respondents said safety concerns are 
the primary reason they do not bicycle more oŌen (see Figure 
5). When asked to idenƟfy the top one to three barriers 
prevenƟng survey parƟcipants from bicycling more oŌen, the 
top responses referred to the lack of safe bicycle 
accommodaƟons (see Table 2). These findings highlight safety 
percepƟons as a central factor limiƟng bicycling in local 
communiƟes. Understanding community concerns is criƟcal 
for prioriƟzing investments. Closing network gaps, designing 
safer intersecƟons, and ensuring safe routes are accessible 
where people live will allow local governments to address the 
exisƟng condiƟons deterring residents from choosing bicycling 
as a preferred mode of transportaƟon. 

 

Figure 5: Primary Reason for Not Bicycling More Often 

 

 

Bicyclists signaling a lane change while riding on a 
street in Downtown Dallas. 

Safety  
Concerns 
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Table 2: Barriers to Bicycling More Often 

 

 

What is the top 1-3 barriers preventing you from bicycling more often? Rank Percent of 
Responses 

I do not have safe routes nearby 1 26.5% 

There are too many gaps in safe routes to my typical destinations 2 18.6% 

There are large intersections that lack bicycle accommodation along my route 3 17.1% 

Potential harassment from other road users 4 8.1% 

I live too far from my daily destinations to bike there 5 5.9% 

There is no bike parking, showers, or changing rooms at my daily destinations 6 5.6% 

Lack of traffic enforcement 7 5.6% 

Weather conditions make it undesirable to bicycle 8 4.9% 

There are no barriers preventing me from bicycling more 9 4.1% 

I transport children or cargo on my way to/from my daily destinations 10 1.2% 

I want to bike more often but don't know how to begin 11 1.2% 

I am not confident enough in my bicycling abilities 12 0.9% 

Traffic enforcement is too aggressive 13 0.4% 

Total 100% 
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Perceptions of Safety 

Safety concerns are one of the primary barriers to bicycling in 
the region, yet the specific reasons residents perceive roadways 
as unsafe require closer examinaƟon. Factors such as 
inadequate bicycle infrastructure, high-speed vehicle traffic, 
driver behavior, and large vehicles were idenƟfied as oŌen 
contribuƟng to a sense of vulnerability among bicyclists. 
Understanding the elements of a roadway making bicycling 
unsafe is essenƟal to idenƟfying the condiƟons discouraging 
bicycling and to developing targeted improvements addressing 
the region’s most pressing safety needs. 

Survey respondents were asked how safe it is to bicycle in their 
communiƟes. A majority of respondents (53 percent) reported 
their communiƟes were either dangerous or somewhat 
dangerous (see Figure 6). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: How safe or dangerous is it to bicycle in your community? 

Bicyclist using hand signals to alert drivers of a 
right turn (Source NHTSA).  

Dangerous or 
Somewhat 
Dangerous 
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The respondents who reported their communiƟes were not safe to bicycle in were subsequently asked for the 
top reason they felt their communiƟes were unsafe. Of these respondents, 43 percent reported their top 
safety concern is roadways and intersecƟons are not designed to accommodate bicyclists and 42 percent 
reported motor vehicle driver behavior was the top reason their communiƟes were not safe for bicycling (see 
Figure 7). 

Figure 7: What is the TOP reason you feel it is unsafe to bicycle in your community? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Woman bicycling through busy intersecƟon (Source NHTSA).  
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Priority Safety Improvements 

Given the expansive geographic size of the North Central Texas region, it is important for this Plan to prioriƟze 
the allocaƟon of available funds towards implemenƟng effecƟve safety countermeasures. As such, survey 
respondents were asked to rank safety countermeasures for implementaƟon (see Table 3).  The respondents 
ranked construcƟng bike lanes as their top safety priority, followed by improving exisƟng lanes and making 
intersecƟons safer for bicyclists. These prioriƟes highlight the criƟcal role of roadway design with dedicated 
bicycle faciliƟes for supporƟng bicyclist safety and level of comfort.  

 Table 3: Desired Bicycle Safety Improvements  

Survey Conclusion 

The 2025 survey results underscore the criƟcal importance of invesƟng in safe and accessible bicycle 
infrastructure to encourage bicycling across North Texas. While there is strong and sustained community 
interest in bicycling, many residents perceive it as unaƩainable due to roadway designs prioriƟzing motor 
vehicle traffic and associated unsafe driver behaviors. Designing roadways with bicyclist safety and comfort in 
mind not only benefits bicyclists but also enhances safety and efficiency for motorists. Although safety 
educaƟon, traffic calming measures, and enforcement remain vital components of a comprehensive safe 
system approach, respondents consistently emphasized the construcƟon and improvement of bicycle 
accommodaƟons as their highest priority. These findings from the ciƟzen survey directly informed the 
development of recommended acƟon items provided in SecƟon 4. 

 

Bicycle safety improvement you would like to see in your community  
in order from most (1 being the highest priority) to least (9 being the lowest) important.  

Average Rank 

Construct bike lanes (lane markings) 2.2 
Improve exisƟng bike lanes to protected bike lanes  
(physically separated from traffic) 

3.0 

Improve the safety of bicycle crossings at intersecƟons  
(dedicated bike signals, designated bike lane markings through intersecƟons, etc.) 

3.5 

Increase educaƟon for bicyclists and drivers 4.0 
Increase bike lane maintenance  
(repair damaged barriers, restripe lanes, sweeping, etc.) 

4.2 

Reduce vehicle speeds through traffic calming measures  
(lower speed limits, speed bumps, narrow motor vehicle lanes, etc.) 

4.6 

Increase police enforcement of traffic laws 4.7 

Increase and improve secure bike parking 6.3 

No safety improvements are needed 8.2 



Page 25 

1.5.6 Map Your Experience 
Map Your Experience is an interacƟve online public input tool managed by the MPO. The tool allows 
residents from across the region to share comments about their daily travel experiences, and to specifically 
highlight transportaƟon infrastructure they believe needs improvement. The primary purpose of this iniƟaƟve 
is to gain meaningful insight into the transportaƟon problems North Texans face when navigaƟng their 
communiƟes. Data collected through Map Your Experience is used by regional and local planners alike as 
they develop targeted transportaƟon soluƟons informed by the lived experiences of residents.  

Between May 2020 and May 2025, RTC staff collected over 700 comments specifically related to bicycle and 
pedestrian travel. These bicycle- and pedestrian-focused comments were the largest category of comments 
provided in the tool, totaling 44 percent of all comments, compared to roadway- (37 percent) and transit- (19 
percent) specific comments. The large proporƟon of bicycle and pedestrian-related comments reflect the 
region’s interest in improving acƟve transportaƟon infrastructure. These comments were analyzed to idenƟfy 
recurring trends and highlight community concerns. 

Review of the comments revealed residents consistently emphasized the importance of connecƟvity, safe 
bicycle faciliƟes, and equitable access to their daily desƟnaƟons. These prioriƟes are deeply interconnected, 
reflecƟng a broader call for safe and inclusive transportaƟon systems supporƟve of diverse travel needs.  

The following summarizes bicycle related comments through the Map Your Experience tool. 

 

On-Street Bicycle Infrastructure Deficiencies 

Many streets lack dedicated bikeway faciliƟes, such as 
bike lanes separated from motor vehicle traffic, resulƟng 
in bicyclists having to share the street with vehicles. 
Residents reported exisƟng bike infrastructure ends 
abruptly, lacks physical separaƟon from fast-moving 
traffic, or is poorly maintained, and oŌen filled with 
debris. Rumble strips, potholes, and cracked asphalt 
make riding on the shoulder of lower volume roadways 
dangerous, even for more experienced bicyclists. 
Feedback revealed a strong desire for protected, 
conƟnuous bike lanes, especially across major barriers 
such as highways, railroads, and rivers.   

Bicyclist riding on-street with traffic in Fort Worth.  
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Trails Network Connectivity 

Residents expressed widespread support to expand and create more connecƟons within the trail network. 
Trails are viewed as some of the safest and most appealing infrastructure for bicycling, yet many trails do not 
connect to daily desƟnaƟons. Trails oŌen end abruptly or are missing short connecƟons to neighborhoods, 
schools, and other trails, discouraging residents from bicycle commuƟng and recreaƟonal riding. 

Community Concerns and Equity 

Residents idenƟfied infrastructure gaps and unsafe condiƟons disproporƟonately affect vulnerable groups 
such as students, seniors, low-income residents, and people with disabiliƟes. In areas near schools and 
universiƟes, unsafe crossings were cited as areas of concern. Residents in historically underserved 
communiƟes emphasized the need for affordable, safe, and accessible transportaƟon alternaƟves to reach 
jobs, schools, and essenƟal services. Addressing these inequiƟes is viewed as vital for ensuring investments in 
infrastructure benefit all residents, not just those with access to private vehicles. 

Bicyclist riding on-street with poor lighƟng condiƟons. 

Safety and Comfort Enhancements 

Residents report poorly illuminated streets, 
sidewalks, trails, and intersecƟons create unsafe 
condiƟons at night. Inadequate lighƟng 
discourages bicycling as respondents report feeling 
unsafe near major roadways due to low visibility 
and concerns about crashes. 

A recurring theme from the feedback was the 
perceived danger posed by major arterials with 
high traffic volumes, mulƟlane intersecƟons, and 
high-speed traffic. Residents reported unsafe 
crossing condiƟons at intersecƟons, especially at 
major roadways. Many respondents noted specific 
intersecƟons where crashes and near-misses have 
occurred and advocated for enhanced safety 
infrastructure. Addressing these safety concerns is 
not only a maƩer of improving mobility but also of 
prevenƟng future injuries and fataliƟes. 
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This secƟon provides an overview of bicycle crash data, safety educaƟon, and legislaƟon addressing bicycle 
safety. The measures undertaken and proposed at the federal, State, and regional level which are relevant to 
the Dallas-Fort Worth region are highlighted in the following secƟons.  

 
The NaƟonal Highway Traffic Safety AdministraƟon (NHTSA), part of the U.S. Department of TransportaƟon, 
promotes a safety campaign and tracks pedalcyclist (bicycle, tricycle, and unicycle) crashes and fataliƟes 
naƟonwide, detailed as follows. 

2.1.1 Bicycle Safety Education in the U.S. 
NHTSA promotes campaigns and provides resources to local governments and advocates aimed at educaƟng 
drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists about various aspects of traffic safety. The bicycle safety program 
highlights the vulnerability of bicyclists when involved in a crash with a motor vehicle, and the importance of 
understanding the rules of the road, wearing a properly fiƫng helmet, and riding predictably and 
defensively.5 NHTSA promotes safe motorists’ and bicyclists’ behavior through educaƟon by conducƟng public 
awareness campaigns like NaƟonal Bike Month.   

 

NHTSA bicycle safety campaign flyers (Source: NaƟonal Highway Traffic Safety AdministraƟon).  
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2.1.2. Bicyclist Crash Trends in the U.S.  
The number of bicyclists who died in traffic crashes naƟonwide has trended upwards for over a decade.6  In 
2023, bicyclist fataliƟes naƟonwide reached a decade-long high of 1,166 deaths, accounƟng for three percent 
of all traffic fataliƟes.7 From 2019-2023, there were 5,066 bicyclist fataliƟes naƟonwide, averaging 1,013 
deaths a year (See Figure 8).8 

Bicyclist injuries are also disproporƟonately high compared to other modes of travel due to the lack of 
physical protecƟons offered from a motor vehicle.  Further, bicyclist injuries are generally more severe when 
involved in a crash with an SUV due to the large size and shape of the front of these vehicles.9  

Figure 8: NaƟonal Pedalcyclist FataliƟes (2019-2023) 

 

It is important to note research suggests bicycle and pedestrian crashes with motor vehicles are 
underesƟmated naƟonwide in State motor vehicle crash reporƟng systems due to underreporƟng, with many 
incident locaƟons occurring outside the trafficway.10 AddiƟonally, State crash reporƟng systems do not 
account for “near miss” or “close call” scenarios between bicycles and motor vehicles. These experiences are 
oŌen traumaƟc for cyclists and affect cyclists’ behavior. InformaƟon about near misses could help illuminate 
addiƟonal dangerous areas and other contribuƟng factors.11  

Despite limitaƟons associated with underreporƟng motor vehicle-bicycle incidents, and lack of informaƟon 
related to close calls, analysis of crash reports provides insight as to the crash locaƟons, demographics, types 
of crashes, Ɵme of day when the incidents are occurring, and the contribuƟng factors. 
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Several strategies have been uƟlized and proposed to increase safety for bicyclists in Texas, including 
legislaƟon, promoƟng a bicycle safety educaƟon campaign, and monitoring the number of bicyclist crashes 
and fataliƟes, which are further highlighted in this secƟon. 

2.2.1 Bicycle Safety Legislation in Texas 
Traffic laws facilitate safe travel behavior for all roadway users by mandaƟng everyone who uses the roads to 
learn and follow predictable traffic movements. The following are excerpts from the State transportaƟon 
code pertaining to bicyclist travel behavior relevant to both motorists and non-motorists: 

· Texas law classifies bicycles as vehicles, giving bicyclists the same rights and duƟes as motor 
vehicle drivers (Sec. 551.101). 

· Bicyclists moving slower than the other traffic shall ride as near as pracƟcable to the right edge of 
the roadway, unless the following condiƟons are met: 

· The bicyclist is passing another vehicle moving in the same direcƟon 

· The bicyclist is preparing to turn leŌ 

· The bicyclist is prevented from safely riding next to the edge of the roadway due to 
condiƟons or hazards (Sec. 551.103.) 

· Bicyclists may ride in the center of the travel lane if the outside lane is less than 14 feet in width 
and does not have a bicycle lane or the travel lane is too narrow for a bicycle and motor vehicle to 
safely travel side by side (Sec. 551.103.). 

· When riding at night, a bicycle is required to be equipped with a front white light and a rear 
reflector or red light (Sec. 551.104).  

AddiƟonal legislaƟve measures are desirable to further ensure the safety and comfort of bicyclists on 
roadways, with such recommendaƟons for Texas State legislaƟon to improve bicyclist safety as outlined in 
SecƟon 3.6 of this Plan. 

Speed Limits in Texas 

In Texas, prima facie (pry-muh-fay-shee) speed limits are defined under SecƟon 545.352 of the Texas 
TransportaƟon Code. The term "prima facie" means "on its face" or "at first glance," and under traffic law, 
refers to travel speeds that are presumed to be lawful unless proven otherwise. If a driver exceeds the 
designated limit, it is considered prima facie evidence the speed was unreasonable and therefore unlawful. 
On roads in urban areas the prima facie speed limit in Texas is 30 mph.  
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Bicyclists are sensiƟve to the speed of motor vehicles in the event of a crash similar to other vulnerable road 
users such as pedestrians. As shown in Figure 9, with a vehicle traveling at 32 mph, a pedestrian’s risk of 
death is 25 percent, whereas the risk of death at 23 mph is reduced to 10 percent.12 While no equivalent 
research findings are available specifically for bicyclists, these risk of death staƟsƟcs are provided to illustrate 
how speed is a significant contribuƟng factor to a bicyclist’s level of injury when involved in a crash with a 
motor vehicle.  

Figure 9: Impact speed and a Pedestrian’s Risk of Death 

Source: United States Department of TransportaƟon 

For an on-system roadway, local government staff may coordinate with TxDOT District staff and follow the 
agency’s Procedures for Establishing Speed Zones document to evaluate decreasing the posted speed limit in 
locaƟons with safety concerns.13  TxDOT’s resource outlines the steps for conducƟng a speed zone study, 
calculaƟng the 85th percenƟle speed, and the approval process if a change is agreed upon. 

MunicipaliƟes may reduce the posted speed limit on local streets to 25 mph per SecƟon 545.356 of the Texas 
TransportaƟon Code as discussed in SecƟon 3.6.3. 
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2.2.2. Bicycle Safety Education in Texas  
TxDOT promotes a Statewide bicycle safety campaign, Be Safe. Bike Smart, which  includes video and print 
publicaƟons with a focus on encouraging safe bicyclist and motorist behaviors on the road. For bicyclists, the 
campaign centers on being safe and biking smart by following the rules of the roads such as riding with 
traffic, obeying stop signs and signals, using hand signals, and staying visible at night. For drivers, the 
campaign encourages passing a bicyclist at a safe distance, yielding the right of way to bicyclists, and obeying 
the posted speed limit and paying aƩenƟon to the road.14 

 

 

 

Bicycle Safety Campaign flyer (Source: Texas Department of TransportaƟon) 
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2.2.3. Bicyclist Crash Trends in Texas 
From 2019-2023 a total of 11,950 reported motor vehicle crashes involving bicyclists occurred in Texas. Of 
those reported crashes, 434 were fatal to bicyclists, accounƟng for nine percent of bicyclist fataliƟes 
naƟonwide, and 1,638 bicyclists experienced suspected serious injuries, as summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4: Bicyclist FataliƟes, Serious Injuries, and Total Crashes in Texas 2019-2023 

 

Like the NaƟonal trend, bicyclist fataliƟes steadily increased in Texas, peaking at 106 deaths in 2023. 
Suspected serious injuries follow a non-linear paƩern to a peak in 2023 at 384 bicyclists, as summarized in 
Figure 10. 

Figure 10: Bicyclist FataliƟes and Serious Injuries in Texas (2019-2023) 

Year Fatalities Suspected  
Serious Injuries 

Total  
Crashes 

2019 67 311 2,553 

2020 79 286 2,175 

2021 90 332 2,268 

2022 92 325 2,349 

2023 106 384 2,605 

Total 434 1,638 11,950 
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2.2.4 Statewide Bicycle Planning  

 

Figure 11: Statewide Trails Network 
In 2018, TxDOT completed the Texas Bicycle 
Tourism Trails Study intended to invesƟgate the 
development of a statewide bicycle tourism trails 
network.15 The final report documents TxDOT’s 
recommended bikeway accommodaƟons and 
design criteria for bikeways developed as bicycle 
tourism trails in Texas. The Study also outlines 
bikeway design recommendaƟons, challenges, 
and consideraƟons for various bikeway types. 
TxDOT supports the development of safer bicycle 
tourism trails for users of all ages and all abiliƟes.  
In addiƟon to the economic benefits of the 
statewide network, the Study highlights the 
transportaƟon and travel benefits of the 
statewide network to reduce congesƟon, 
improve access to transit staƟons, and increases 
to bicycle safety.    

The recommended statewide network alignments are idenƟfied in Figure 11 and Figure 12 and include: 

Cross-state Spines  

· Routes of statewide significance which connect to other states and link major urban areas which 
may be candidates for US Bicycle Route System (USBRS)  

ConnecƟng Spurs  

· Routes of statewide significance which connect major urban areas, state/naƟonal parks, and other 
desƟnaƟons, and provide important links between cross-state spines  

Regional Routes  

· Routes of regional significance that connect to scenic areas and frequently form regional loops 
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Figure 12: State Bikeway Network Alignments in North Texas 

TxDOT District Bike Plans  

In 2026, TxDOT iniƟated the development of district bicycle plans for the State’s on-system transportaƟon 
network - roads owned, operated, and managed by TxDOT – in the Dallas, Fort Worth, and Paris Districts.16 
These Plans are intended to guide the development of safe, thoughƞully designed well-maintained faciliƟes 
for bicyclists within each district and between districts, providing connecƟvity across the state.  Once 
completed, each District Plan will idenƟfy the needs for bicycle infrastructure on the state highway system, 
prioriƟze locaƟons for bicycling improvements, and idenƟfy what role different routes should play in the 
bicycling network.  
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2.2.5. Micromobility Devices (Electric Bicycles and Electric Motorcycles) 

Electric bicycles are growing in popularity across Texas, as the electric motor assistance allows riders to travel 
farther and faster than on a tradiƟonal bicycle. Under the Texas TransportaƟon Code § 664.001, an electric 
bicycle is defined as a bicycle equipped with pedals and an electric motor with an output of 750 waƩs or less. 
The State classifies electric bicycles into three categories based on the type of pedal assistance and maximum 
assisted speed: 

· Class 1: Equipped with a pedal-assist only motor that cuts off when the bicycle  

       reaches 20 mph. 

· Class 2: Equipped with a motor that may propel the bicycle without pedaling and cuts off when 
the bicycle reaches 20 mph. 

· Class 3: Equipped with a motor that provides assistance only while the rider is pedaling, cuƫng 
off when the rider stops pedaling or when the bicycle reaches 28 mph. 

Electric bicycles are subject to the same rules of the road as tradiƟonal bicycles, with riders holding the same 
rights and duƟes as motor vehicle operators. Reportable motor vehicle crashes involving an electric bicycle 
are included in the crash analysis of this plan.  

Also gaining popularity across the region are e-motorcycles, commonly known as e-motos. While e-motos 
may resemble e-bicycles, an e-moto is typically heavier, features motors with outputs exceeding 750 waƩs, 
and are capable of speeds above 28 mph and may exceed 60 mph (see Figure 13). Due to their higher speeds 
and minimal or absent pedal assistance, e-motos do not qualify for classificaƟon as electric bicycles in Texas.  
As such motor vehicle crashes involving e-motos are not included in this analysis. 

Figure 13: E-Bicycle and E-Motorcycle CharacterisƟcs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: City of Mercer Island, WA 



 

 

Page 36 

 

The MPO promotes a regional safety campaign and publishes bicycle safety data as resources and tools to 
encourage safe bicyclist and driver road interacƟons and depicts areas with a high density of bicycle crashes 
and fataliƟes. RTC staff also tracks the progress towards achieving zero fataliƟes and serious injuries by 2050. 
Many local jurisdicƟons have a similar safety goal and have prepared comprehensive safety acƟon plans, 
Vision Zero policies and manuals, and other ordinances related to bicycle and traffic safety to achieve fatality 
and crash reducƟon goals, as highlighted in the following secƟons. 

2.3.1. Existing Bicycle Network in the North Central Texas Region 

RTC staff compiles locally adopted master plans for acƟve transportaƟon infrastructure (including bicycle 
faciliƟes) throughout the region and coordinates with local jurisdicƟons to update the bikeway inventory of 
exisƟng, funded, and planned faciliƟes.  

The exisƟng regional bikeway network is over 1,755 miles and consists of  both on-and off-street bicycle 
faciliƟes (see Figure 14). Nearly 80 percent of bikeways are off-street faciliƟes, or shared use paths, commonly 
known as trails or side paths (1,378 mi.). These faciliƟes are physically separated from vehicle traffic, and 
generally extended through parks or natural open spaces or adjacent to the roadway, uƟlity corridors, and rail 
lines. For shared use paths to be included in this inventory, they must be a paved path at least ten feet in 
width, per AASHTO guidelines, to accommodate bicycle, pedestrian, and micromobility travel. 

Figure 14: Inventory of ExisƟng/Funded Bicycle FaciliƟes in the MPA  
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ExisƟng on-street bicycle faciliƟes currently account for 20 percent of the bikeway network (377 miles) in the 
region. These on-street faciliƟes are categorized by the level of visual and/or physical separaƟon they provide 
from vehicle traffic.  More than one-third of bikeways are shared lane faciliƟes which provide no form of 
visual or physical separaƟon from vehicle traffic.  These shared lanes consist of vehicle travel lanes with 
pavement markings alerƟng road users to the lateral posiƟon of where bicyclists are likely to occupy within 
the traveled way.17   Depending on the vehicle volume and speed of the road, these faciliƟes can be perceived 
to be unsafe or uncomfortable for bicycling by the general populaƟon (as discussed in SecƟon 1.4.2).  

Dedicated bicycle lanes consƟtute almost half (182 mi.) of the on-street bikeway network. Bike lanes provide 
an exclusive space for bicyclists designated by pavement markings and signage. They are located adjacent to 
motor vehicle lanes traveling in the same direcƟon as the vehicular traffic.18 Since striped bike lanes do not 
provide a physical barrier from vehicle traffic, they are also perceived by the general populaƟon to be less 
safe or more uncomfortable for bicycling, than bicycle faciliƟes with more separaƟon from vehicle traffic. 

Buffered bicycle lanes (34 mi. of the regional bikeway network) are similar to dedicated bicycle lanes but 
provide more visual separaƟon since they include a buffer of pavement markings between the vehicle travel 
lane and the dedicated bicycle lane. Depending on vehicle speed and volume, right of way constraints, and 
bicycle lane and buffer widths, buffered bicycle lanes may be a more comfortable design soluƟon for the 
interested but concerned user. However, since buffered bicycle lanes do not provide a physical barrier, vehicle 
traffic may sƟll encroach on the bicycle facility while driving or parking decreasing the effecƟveness, safety, 
and comfort of the facility.  

Separated bicycle lanes (17 mi.) and two-way cycle tracks (11 mi.) are on-street bicycle faciliƟes which 
separate vehicle and bicycle traffic by way of physical barriers (delineator posts, concrete separators, planters, 
etc.). These types of faciliƟes are oŌen viewed as more comfortable faciliƟes by the general populaƟon since 
they offer a dedicated space for bicyclists with a verƟcal element to discourage vehicles from entering the 
bicycle facility. More permanent barrier soluƟons are preferred by interested but concerned users; however, 
flexible delineator posts may be a more feasible and quick soluƟon due to budget constraints and 
maintenance.  
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Shared use paths (trails) are typically idenƟfied by all ages and abiliƟes of bicyclists to have the highest level 
of comfort and safety. While oŌen used for recreaƟon purposes, paths provide transportaƟon uƟlity for 
commute trips if they accommodate direct connecƟons from home to daily desƟnaƟons (see Figure 15).  
SupporƟng the regional trail network, on-street bikeway faciliƟes can provide more direct connecƟons to 
origins and desƟnaƟons; yet public feedback indicated concerns about perceived unsafe or uncomfortable on-
street faciliƟes due to a lack of physical separaƟon from vehicle traffic. To increase bicycle safety and 
encourage bicycling, exisƟng on-street faciliƟes should be enhanced to offer greater separaƟon from vehicle 
traffic. Planning and implementaƟon of new bikeway connecƟons should consider local land use and road 
context, community need, and the target design user-- the interested but concerned bicyclist (see SecƟon 
1.4.2).   

Figure 15: Shared Use Path Providing Access to a Rail StaƟon 
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2.3.2 Future Bicycle Network in the North Central Texas Region 

In addiƟon to the exisƟng/funded bicycle network in the region, there are over 7,400 miles of planned bicycle 
faciliƟes in the MPA. The bicycle network consists of community shared use paths, regional shared use paths 
(also referred to as the Regional Veloweb), and the on-street bikeway network (including on-street wide 
shoulders in rural areas). This network idenƟfied in Mobility 2050  (see Figure 16) is a compilaƟon of more 
than 84 local adopted bicycle and trail master plans. 

Figure 16: Combined Regional Veloweb, Community Paths, and On-Street Bikeway Network 
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2.3.3 Regional Pedestrian and Bicycle Traffic Count Program 

The MPO collects data on pedestrian and bicycle facility usage throughout the region to support effecƟve 
pedestrian and bicycle planning. Data related to actual non-motorized travel volumes helps: 

· Inform the public and decision makers about actual usage and travel paƩerns  

· Analyze trends 

· Evaluate the impacts of specific projects (before and aŌer) with mobile counts 

There are over 50 count staƟons installed on trails across the Dallas-Fort Worth region, spread across 14 ciƟes 
in four counƟes. RTC staff acƟvely monitors data collected at locaƟons primarily used for transportaƟon 
purposes, while the remainder of the count locaƟons are located in parks and considered primarily 
recreaƟonal-oriented trips.  

The most recent regional paƩerns and trends are highlighted in the regional  Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Use 
Summary, 2024-2025.19 AddiƟonally, RTC staff provides data for TxDOT's Texas Bicycle and Pedestrian Count 
Exchange, a centralized map-based interface to easily access and visualize count data across the state, 
including the North Central Texas region (see Figure 17).20 The Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Program 
provides a wealth of best pracƟces and guidance on bicycle and pedestrian count data collecƟon.21 

Figure 17: Texas Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Exchange (BP|CX)  
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2.3.4.  Bicycle Safety Legislation and Policy in the North Central Texas Region 

Several local governments in the region have taken steps to improve bicycle 
safety in their communiƟes through policy, plans, and ordinances. 

Many ciƟes address bicycle safety through policy and safety acƟon plans. 
Several ciƟes have completed or are in the process of developing safety 
acƟon plans.  Currently, four of the region’s largest ciƟes by populaƟon 
have adopted Vison Zero and comprehensive Safety AcƟon Plans to reduce 
fataliƟes and serious injuries, which include High Injury Networks to 
prioriƟze projects for vulnerable road users. These ciƟes include: 

· City of Dallas 

· City of Denton 

· City of Fort Worth 

· City of Arlington  

Through the USDOT Safe Streets for All (SS4A) compeƟƟve grant program, more ciƟes in the region have been 
awarded funding to develop similar safety plans.  

Several municipaliƟes are working to improve bicycling safety and comfort through Complete Streets (Context 
SensiƟve) and related policies.22 As of December 2025, seven municipaliƟes have adopted these policies to 
prioriƟze the needs of all road users, including bicyclists:  

 

 

 

 

Addressing bicycle safety requires a comprehensive approach. Policy establishes the framework for bicycle 
safety improvements and plans provide acƟonable steps to achieve safety goals.   

Another key provision municipaliƟes can implement to enhance bicycle safety is through local ordinances. For 
example, the Town of Flower Mound enacted an ordinance to reduce the posted speed to 25 mph citywide in 
residenƟal neighborhoods.23 Streets where vehicles travel at a slower speed are more comfortable for 
bicyclists of all ages and abiliƟes, but most importantly, reduce the risk of fatality and serious injury if the 
bicyclist is involved in a crash with a motor vehicle (see SecƟons 1.4.2 and 2.2.2). 

 

1. City of Dallas  
2. City of Fort Worth 
3. City of Lewisville 
4. City of Richardson 

5. City of Terrell  
6. City of Weatherford 
7. Town of Flower Mound  
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Over a 15-year period (2006-2021), Flower Mound went through several iteraƟons of the speed limit 
ordinance to reduce the posted speed limit to 25 mph in residenƟal neighborhoods.  

· In 2006, Flower Mound’s Town Council, under House Bill 87, declared the prima facie speed limit 
as unreasonable or unsafe for roadways within one-quarter mile of a school or major street 
construcƟon projects that were not included in the Thoroughfare Plan. Speed limits were lowered 
to 25 mph on a street-by-street basis.  

· In 2010, the policy was updated to reduce speed limits on a subdivision-by-subdivision basis, and 
an excepƟon process was developed for subdivisions that fell outside of the established one-
quarter-mile radius.  

· In 2021, the ordinance to reduce speed on residenƟal streets passed. Over an 18-month period, 
new signage was installed at the entrance of residenƟal neighborhoods to establish a 25-mph 
speed limit for all streets within the subdivisions.   

This ordinance is unique to the Town of Flower Mound but can serve as an example of the process of 
reducing speed on residenƟal streets to improve safety for vulnerable road users for local jurisdicƟons. That 
said, the process for reducing the prima facie speed at the local level can be long due to the current State 
legislaƟon mandaƟng traffic studies. Changing the State legislaƟon to allow local jurisdicƟons to reduce speed 
limits under 30 mph without traffic studies is a more effecƟve and efficient strategy to enhance safety for 
vulnerable road users (see SecƟon 3.6.3).  

 

 

 

Neighborhood with posted speed limit of 25 mph. Source: GeƩy Images 
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2.3.5. Bicycle Safety Education in the North Central Texas Region 

The Look Out Texans safety campaign promoted by the MPO aims to increase safety for all road users by 
educaƟng North Texans on their rights and responsibiliƟes when walking, biking, or driving. Campaign 
messaging consists of 21 safety Ɵps to promote safe travel for all North Texans. Other campaign acƟviƟes 
include paid adverƟsing, outreach events, local social media campaign coordinaƟon, and online educaƟonal 
resources.  

The safety Ɵps recommend safe and predictable behaviors while using the road, being alert and looking out 
for other users, and being visible.  

 

· Tip #8: Bicyclists are required to stop and yield at traffic 
signals and stop signs (Figure 18). 

· Tip #9: Use hand signals to let others know when 
you’re turning, changing lanes, or stopping. 

· Tip #10: Be alert. 

· Tip #11: Ride as far to the right as pracƟcable.  

· Tip #12: Always ride in the same direcƟon as traffic. 

· Tip #13: Claim your space at intersecƟons. 

· Tip #14: Be seen while riding at night. 

Figure 18: Look Out Texans Safety Tip #8  
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2.3.6. Regional Cooperative Purchase Program for Bicycle Safety Infrastructure 

TxShare is a cooperaƟve purchasing program, through the MPO, designed to empower public sector and 
nonprofit enƟƟes by allowing them to pool their collecƟve buying power, significantly streamline 
procurement processes, and achieve substanƟal cost reducƟons on essenƟal goods and services. Member 
organizaƟons parƟcipaƟng in TxShare can uƟlize TXShare contracts which were established through a fully 
compeƟƟve procurement process that adheres to strict regulatory standards. TXShare offers a diverse 
porƞolio of contract categories in addiƟon to the Bicycle Safety Infrastructure Contract.  

The Bicycle Safety Infrastructure Contract has awarded-suppliers in the following categories: 

In addiƟon to the cost effecƟve and streamlined advantages of TxShare, purchasing bicycle infrastructure 
products and services through the program promotes regional consistency. Bicyclists and drivers shared 
familiarity with standardized bicycle infrastructure encourages compliance, predictability, and safer 
interacƟons between bicycling and driving modes across the region. AddiƟonal informaƟon on Bicycle Safety 
Infrastructure is available at: hƩps://txshare.nctcog.org/available-contracts/bicycle-safety-infrastructure.  

 

Product/Service Category #1: Provide Customizable 
precast concrete traffic lane barriers (or parking 
stops) to separate bike lanes from vehicular lanes. 
MulƟple size varieƟes are desired to account for 
different street sizes, traffic levels, and/or other 
contexts.  

Product/Service Category #2: Provide Custom 
CasƟng OpƟons for concrete lane barriers (or 
parking stops) to separate bike lanes from vehicular 
lanes. 

Product/Service Category #3: Provide Non-
Concrete Lane Barriers, traffic control and safety 
products for bicycle safety. 

Product/Service Category #4: Provide Bicycle Traffic 
Signal Improvements including acƟve and passive 
detecƟon of bicyclists at intersecƟon. 

Product/Service Category #5: Provide Signage 
Services that increase the safety of bicyclists at both 
intersecƟons and non-intersecƟon locaƟons. 

Product/Service Category #6: Provide InstallaƟon 
Services for any of the products/services refer-
enced. 

Product/Service Category #7: Provide Shared Lane 
Markings (also known as sharrows). 

Product/Service Category #8: Provide Bicycle Safety 
Infrastructure otherwise not anƟcipated in the 
RFP.24 
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2.3.7.  Bicyclist Crash Trends in the North Central Texas Region 

The crash data analyzed for this Plan is from the years 2019-2023, which is referred to as the “analysis 
period” henceforth. TxDOT’s Crash Records InformaƟon System (CRIS) was used in collecƟng and analyzing 
the 2,471 crash records. VerificaƟon of all data, including all query fields and filters, can be found in  
Appendix B.   

The crash data analyzed for this Plan includes only reportable motor vehicle traffic crashes involving a 
bicyclist. This data does not include scooter, e-motorcycles (e-motos), or other micromobility devices. The 
reported crashes used for this analysis were limited to crashes occurring within the roadway, thus excluding 
bicyclist collisions with vehicles on sidewalks, driveways, or in parking lots, and with a property damage 
threshold of $1,000 or more to the property of any one person. The general locaƟon of all reported crashes 
involving bicyclists, by crash severity, are reflected in Figure 19. 

 

Figure 19: Bicycle Crash LocaƟon in the MPA (2019-2023) 
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During the analysis period there were 2,471 reported motor crashes involving bicyclists, consisƟng of 74 fatal 
crashes, 355 suspected injury crashes, 1,182 minor injury crashes, and 860 other severity crashes (see Table 
5). Crashes classified as “Other” include the crash severiƟes of possible injury, no injury, or unknown injury.   

Table 5: Bicycle Crashes by Crash Severity in the MPA (2019-2023) 

A total of 2,510 bicyclists were involved in the 2,471 reported bicycle crashes.  The 74 fatal crashes and 355 
suspected serious injury crashes account for 73 bicyclist fataliƟes, one motorist fatality, and 360 bicyclist 
suspected serious injuries (see Table 6).  

The number of individual bicyclist fataliƟes and injuries differs from the number of crashes because a single 
crash can involve mulƟple people (in some cases mulƟple drivers, passengers, bicyclists). The severity of a 
crash is classified by the highest level of severity experienced by any person involved in the crash. The crash 
records provide both the number of crashes by crash severity and by injury severity by person type (driver, 
bicyclist, etc.) for analysis.     

 

 

 

Year Fatal  
Crash 

Suspected 
Serious  

Injury Crash 

Suspected 
Minor Injury 

Crashes 

Other  
Crashes 

Total  
Crashes 

2019 7 61 230 201 499 
2020 12 66 193 195 466 
2021 15 83 222 167 487 
2022 22 64 253 143 482 
2023 18 81 284 154 537 
Total 74 355 1,182 860 2,471 

Average per Year 15 71 236 172 494 

Year Fatalities Suspected  
Serious  
Injuries 

Suspected  
Minor Injuries 

Other Total  
Injuries 

2019 7 61 229 206 503 

2020 12 68 192 203 475 

2021 14 83 229 173 499 

2022 22 65 253 147 487 

2023 18 83 287 158 546 

Total 73 360 1,190 887 2,510 

Average  
Per Year 15 72 238 177 502 

Table 6: Bicyclists Injuries in the MPA (2019-2023) 
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During the analysis period, bicyclist fataliƟes and suspected serious injuries trended upward consistent with 
naƟonal and State trends (see SecƟons 2.1.2 and 2.2.3). Suspected serious injuries peaked in 2021 and 2023 
with 83 reported serious injuries while bicyclists fataliƟes peaked in 2022 with 22 deaths (see Figure 20).  

Figure 20: Fatal and Suspected Serious Injury Crashes in the MPA (2019-2023) 

Bicycle Crashes Key Findings (2019-2023) 

InformaƟon from crash records including injury severity, locaƟon, lighƟng condiƟons, person demographics, 
and contribuƟng factors guide recommended Plan acƟon items to strategically address bicycle safety through 
educaƟon, engineering, evaluaƟon, and enforcement. For example, all the items detailed above inform how 
the Look Out Texans campaign craŌs and delivers safety educaƟon messages, so educaƟon outreach reaches 
targeted populaƟons effecƟvely (see SecƟon 4.1, Table 13, AcƟon Item O-5).  

Tables and narraƟve supporƟng the key findings of this crash analysis are found in Appendix B.  
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The following are key findings of bicycle crash analysis conducted for the MPA for the years 2019-2023. 
More detail is provided in (Appendix B).   

 

17% of bicycle crashes resulted in fa-
tality or  

suspected serious injury.  

Almost all bicycle crashes (98%) occur 
within a 2-mile radius of a school. 

46% of bicycle crashes  
occur within 3 miles of a staƟon. 

65% of all fatal and  
suspected serious injury crashes  

occurred at or within  
100 feet of an intersecƟon. 

Most bicycle crashes (99%)  
occur in small and large urban areas  

accounƟng for 90% of all fatal crashes 
and 98% of suspected  
serious injury crashes. 

Over 80% of bicyclists who were 
killed in a traffic crash were not 

wearing a helmet. 
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Males account for 86% of all reported  
bicyclist fataliƟes with males over the age of 55 
having the highest percentage of fataliƟes and  

serious injuries. 

Nearly one-third of all bicycle crashes involving females 
occurred among females under the age of 18. Females in 

this age cohort also had the highest percentage of  
serious injuries. However, females in age groups over 35 

had the highest percentage of fataliƟes.  

Youth under 18 and adults over 55 
years old are the age cohorts who are 

most involved in bicycle crashes. 

Black and White bicyclists were overrepresented 
in bicyclist deaths compared to the overall  

percentage of these groups within the regional 
populaƟon. 

Fatal crashes are significantly higher in 
dark lighƟng condiƟons  

(65%). 

69% of fatal crashes 
 occurred in census tracts idenƟfied as Fair Access 

CommuniƟes with individuals with limited financial 
resources and/or a minority populaƟon above the  

regional average. 
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2.3.8 Bicycle Crash Density Analysis  

A crash density analysis was conducted to idenƟfy areas within the urbanized areas of the region with the 
highest density of bicycle crashes.  The analysis idenƟfies where the highest frequency of crashes occurred 
and coincides with areas with the highest frequency of bicycle acƟvity. As shown in Figure 21, the high and 
moderate crash density areas occur in the large urban areas of the region with the densest crash clusters 
located in the core areas of Collin, Dallas, Denton, and Tarrant County.  

The methodology for designaƟng high, moderate, and low crash density areas is summarized in Appendix F.  

Figure 21: Bicycle Crash Density in the MPA (2019-2023) 
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2.3.9.  Economic Impacts of Bicyclist Fatalities and Serious Injuries 
The economic impact of bicyclist crashes differs from that of motorist crashes since bicyclists are not encased 
in a vehicle structure for protecƟon. Due to the increased exposure, bicyclists are vulnerable in the event of a 
crash and therefore sustain different types of injuries than motorists, even when injury severity levels are 
similar. For example, bicyclist crashes resulƟng in serious injuries tend to include a higher incidence of both 
head and limb injuries compared to serious motorist injuries. Because the costs associated with specific 
injuries vary, the average unit cost of bicyclist injuries at any severity level differs from a motor vehicle 
occupant injury of the same severity.  

Based on research from the NHTSA report “The Economic and Society Impact of Motor Vehicle Crashes, 2019 
(Revised)” the unit costs associated with bicyclist injuries and fataliƟes consider the following: 

Medical expenses: Direct healthcare costs such as emergency response, hospital care, doctor visits, 
rehabilitaƟon, prescripƟon drugs, and long-term care for serious injuries.  

Work loss: The value of lost wages and benefits due to injury-related absences from work, as well as 
reduced future earning potenƟal if the injury leads to long-term disability or premature death. 

Household producƟvity: The economic value of tasks people perform outside of the workforce that may 
be lost or reduced due to injury or death, like childcare, cooking, cleaning, and home maintenance. 

Insurance administraƟon: The cost insurers incur for processing and managing claims, including overhead 
and administraƟve costs. 

Legal costs: The expenses related to legal proceedings such as aƩorney fees, court costs, and seƩlements. 

Lost quality of life: A measure of the pain, suffering, and diminished well-being caused by injury or death, 
and is oŌen the largest and most difficult cost to quanƟfy.25    

 
Unit costs from the 2019 NHTSA report for serious injuries resulƟng from bicyclist crashes (those with a 
Maximum Abbreviated Injury Score of 3+) were inflaƟon adjusted to 2026 costs, ranging from $2.9 million to 
$9.5 million per crash to reflect the differing levels of injury severity. This range only accounts for serious 
injuries and does not account for minor or moderate injuries from bicyclist crashes.  Unit costs for fataliƟes 
resulƟng from bicyclist crashes were adjusted to inflaƟon, resulƟng in $13 million per fatality.   
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Table 7 reflects the total esƟmated cost of the 429 serious injury and fatal bicyclist crashes between 2019 – 
2023 which resulted in an esƟmated loss of $2.05 to $4.39 billion or an average of $400 to $878 million 
annually in 2026 dollars.  

Table 7: Total Unit Cost of Bicyclist Crashes by Severity (2019 - 2023) 

 

Consistent with the goal to eliminate all serious injury and fatal bicycle crashes across the region by 2050, by 
reducing serious injuries and fatal bicyclist crashes the cost burden will be reduced for individuals and 
communiƟes across the region.  

Conversely, bicycling can result in economic benefits across the region. The InsƟtute for TransportaƟon and 
Development Policy’s report Making  the  Economic  Case  for  Cycling found bicycling can result in economic 
benefits to society. Specifically, replacing motor vehicle trips with bicycle trips minimizes costs to individuals 
for maintenance, fuel, and insurance, and decreases the number of premature deaths by improving public 
health. AddiƟonally, reduced road congesƟon because of bicycling leads to Ɵme saved and increased property 
values and municipal revenues. Finally, bicycling improves access to commercial areas, resulƟng in higher 
retail sales.26  

Injury Severity Number of 
Crashes 

Unit Cost  
(2026 $) 

Total Estimated Cost  
(2026 $) 

Serious Injury 355 $2,900,000 to $9,500,000 $1,029,500,000 to 
$3,372,500,000 

Fatality 74 $13,800,000 $1,021,200,000 

Total 429   $2,050,700,000 to 
$4,393,700,000 

 

Group of bicyclists riding in Fort Worth (Image Credit: Julia Ryan). 
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2.3.10.  Performance Measures and Targets 
Measuring and tracking the performance of the region’s transportaƟon system is a fundamental component 
in advancing the goals of Mobility 2050.27 Improving bicycle safety supports regional mobility, quality of life, 
and system sustainability.  

In February 2023, the RTC approved the 2023-2027 Safety Performance Target reducƟon schedule for the 
region as reflected in Table 8. This target includes reducing serious injuries and fataliƟes across all modes of 
transportaƟon, including bicyclists. Developing incremental targets ulƟmately supports the Regional 
TransportaƟon Council goal to reduce the number of fataliƟes in the region to zero by 2050.  

Table 8: Five-Year Rolling Average for the Number of Nonmotorized FataliƟes and Serious Injuries as shown in 
Mobility 2050 

*Based upon linear trend analysis from 2020-2022 CRIS data. 2020–2022 data is observed and  
2023–2024 data is projected. 
** Calculated by applying a 2 percent reducƟon to regional projecƟon or actual data 5-year average. 
FARS: NaƟonal Highway Traffic Safety AdministraƟon Fatality Analysis ReporƟng System 
CRIS: TxDOT Crash Records InformaƟon System 

 

 

 

Year Source Fatalities Serious Injuries Combined Fatalities and  
Serious Injuries 

2020 FARS-CRIS 191 379 570 

2021 FARS-CRIS 190 453 643 

2022 CRIS 208 480 688 

2023 Target* 208 498 706 

2024 Target* 216.5 548.5 765 

2024 Target expressed as 5-year 
average** 

202.7 471.7 674.4 
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InvesƟgaƟng crashes is criƟcal to understanding how to prevent them. Frequently, numerous crashes in a 
localized area result from similar contribuƟng factors. The following is based on interviews with TxDOT and 
local police department staff and summarizes best pracƟces for crash invesƟgaƟons and the steps to 
implement countermeasures and reduce crashes in problemaƟc areas. 

Police departments invesƟgate all significant off-system crashes. Per Chapter 550 of the Texas TransportaƟon 
Code, all crashes which cause apparent damages of over $1,000 or cause any injury are intended to have a 
report filed by the police. These reports are then made available through the TxDOT Crash Records 
InformaƟon System (CRIS). A team within the police department should regularly review all the crash reports 
in their city to gain a holisƟc understanding of all crashes. 

Best pracƟces for invesƟgaƟng major crashes involving a bicyclist include a mulƟdiscipline team of police 
officers and local government staff.  The responding police officers should consult with the responding 
paramedics to beƩer document any injuries sustained, interview any witnesses to understand the 
circumstances contribuƟng to the crash. AddiƟonal evidence, including field observaƟons and camera 
footage, can be used to provide addiƟonal context regarding the crash.  Through recurring coordinaƟon 
meeƟngs with local government staff, the police officers should provide relevant crash informaƟon to inform 
all available methods of potenƟally prevenƟng future crashes, including engineering, educaƟon, 
encouragement, and enforcement.  The recurring meeƟngs should include any city staff involved in the 
design, maintenance, and operaƟons of the roadways, including but not limited to the transportaƟon, public 
works, engineering, traffic management, and planning departments, etc.  

For on-system fatal crashes TxDOT staff conduct in-depth invesƟgaƟons. Staff hold monthly Fatal Review 
Team meeƟngs focused on addressing fatal and suspected serious injury crashes occurring on on-system 
roadways. These meeƟngs are a crucial part of TxDOT’s safety strategy, fostering a more coordinated and 
proacƟve approach to road safety. A key focus of the meeƟngs is to understand the underlying factors 
contribuƟng to these fatal crashes and explore how exisƟng and future construcƟon projects can be 
leveraged to minimize their occurrence.  

The TxDOT Team evaluates current road condiƟons and integrates safety improvements into construcƟon 
projects. This proacƟve approach helps prevent similar incidents from recurring. This structured review 
process has enhanced communicaƟon, reduced delays in idenƟfying issues, and accelerated the 
implementaƟon of effecƟve engineering soluƟons.  
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The Team consists of the District Engineer (DE), District Directors, Area Engineers (AE), Maintenance SecƟon 
Supervisors, Behavior Traffic Safety (who do safety-related public outreach for the District), and the Traffic 
Safety Team from District TransportaƟon OperaƟons. This collaboraƟon ensures a comprehensive evaluaƟon 
of each crash and its potenƟal connecƟon to roadway design, which can inform construcƟon and 
improvement plans. Using aerial imagery, staff examine the locaƟons of each fatal crash, and the team finds 
soluƟons to prevent crashes in the future, through engineering, educaƟon, and/or enforcement. Staff discuss 
all details of each crash, including the modes of transportaƟon involved, whether those involved were 
intoxicated, whether the parƟcipants were wearing seatbelts, the crash report narraƟve from law 
enforcement, and other factors. Area office staff provide technical experƟse regarding potenƟal engineering 
improvements, while district staff primarily assist in idenƟfying funding sources, such as Highway Safety 
Improvement Program funds, to be used for safety improvements. The process is data-driven, following a 
standardized approach that starts with a detailed crash analysis and concludes with acƟonable 
recommendaƟons. 

 

Engineers meeƟng to discuss potenƟal roadway design soluƟons. Source: GeƩy Images 



 
The primary purpose of this Plan is to significantly 
reduce the total number bicycle crashes, fataliƟes, 
and  serious  injuries  in  the  region. To achieve  this 
outcome,  projects  and  programs  must  be 
strategically  selected  to  direct  limited  funding  to 
those areas offering the greatest safety benefits in 
return. 

 

The  North  Texas  Region  consists  of  over  9,000 
square miles of land area and is approaching  nine 
million  residents.  Thus,  to  achieve  zero  deaths 
and  serious  injuries  by  2050,  it  is  essenƟal  to 
strategically target safety improvements providing  
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the  greatest  opportunity  to  reduce  the  total  number  and  severity  of  bicycle  crashes.  Bicyclist  crashes  are 
generally more dispersed  across  the  region  compared  to  pedestrians  and motor  vehicle  crashes. However, 
some areas of the region have a higher density of bicyclist crashes than others as reflected in Figure 21.  

The  purpose  of  the  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  is  to  idenƟfy  areas  in  the  region  with  the  highest  density  of 
bicyclist  crashes  where  safety  countermeasures  can  be  strategically  implemented  to  produce  the  greatest 
benefit for reducing the total number and severity of crashes. In addiƟon, these areas should be prioriƟzed to 
construct  the  full build out of  the bicycle network.  ConstrucƟng a  complete  and balanced bicycle network 
within  the  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  will  improve  safety  and  reduce  crashes.  Furthermore,  implemenƟng  a 
complete network in these areas will increase comfort for bicyclists of all ages and abiliƟes and facilitate the 
opportunity for short daily trips to be made by bicycle rather than an automobile.  

Bicyclist riding in a physically separated cycle-track  
in North Texas. 
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3.1.1. Priority Emphasis Area Methodology 

A two-step process was used to idenƟfy areas with bicycle safety issues: hot spot crash analysis and context 
sensiƟve approach (see Figure 22).  

Figure 22:  Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety AcƟon Plan Methodology Overview Diagram 

Hot Spot Crash Analysis (Density) 

A hot  spot  analysis  based  strictly  on  crash history was used  to  idenƟfy  areas where  the highest density of 
bicyclist crashes occurred in the region as reflected in Figure 21. The analysis calculated the density of crashes 
occurring in close proximity to other crashes, using a 2-mile search radius, reflecƟng an average bicycle trip 
distance.  

Context Sensitive Approach 

Building on  the hot  spot  crash analysis,  the areas of high and moderate density were evaluated  through a 
context sensiƟve lens to proacƟvely account for broader areas also at risk for bicycle crashes even if a recent 
crash history may not be present. This approach refined the hot spot density boundaries to reflect real-world 
local  geography,  local  context,  and  local  stakeholder  feedback  including  key desƟnaƟons  and  known  safety 
issues.   
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This approach contextualized the crash data by examining the characterisƟcs of: 

· the roadways where crashes occurred, 

· land-use characterisƟcs,  including the density and proximity of key desƟnaƟons, natural or man-
made barriers,  

· trail and bikeway corridors, and 

· the  boundaries  of  the  Mobility  2050  Demand  Zones  for  Walking  and  Bicycling  Travel  (see 
Appendix F).  

The Demand Zones were developed based on the density of employment, short distance trips,  low-income 
populaƟons, and zero car households. The Mobility 2050 Demand Zones depict areas with greater demand 
for  walking  and  bicycling  infrastructure.  Mobility 2050  recommends  the  areas  with  the  greatest  demand 
should be prioriƟzed for future infrastructure investments, parƟcularly those suited for an urban environment 
such as on-street bicycle accommodaƟons. 

 

Source:  NaƟonal AssociaƟon of City TransportaƟon Officials  
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3.1.2. Priority Emphasis Areas Findings and Application  
The Priority Emphasis Areas were developed based on the combined hot spot analysis and context sensiƟve 
approach as represented  in Figure 23.   These Areas are intended to be used as a planning tool for regional 
and  local planners  to guide decision-making when considering areas to target  investments  in bicycle safety 
improvements  that  will  improve  safety,  reduce  the  number  of  bicycle  crashes  and  fataliƟes,  and  increase 
bicycle network connecƟvity thus increasing the opportunity for bicycling as a mode of transportaƟon.  

AddiƟonal  detailed maps  for  Collin,  Dallas,  Denton,  and  Tarrant  CounƟes  are  idenƟfied  in Appendix F  and 
include the exisƟng and planned bikeway network for those areas. 

Figure 23: Priority Emphasis Areas 
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Table  9  features  the  proporƟon  of  crashes  in  the  region  located  in  the  high,  medium,  and  low  Priority 
Emphasis Areas. 

Table 9: Crash Results per Priority Emphasis Area 

The High  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  encompass  2.6% of  the  urbanized  area  and  capture 21% of  the  bicyclist 
crashes. Similar to High Demand Zones for Walking and Bicycling reflected in Mobility 2050, the High Priority 
Emphasis Areas are primarily located in the denser urban centers of Dallas, Fort Worth, Denton, and Arlington 
as  well  as  other  suburban  communiƟes  with  higher  density  of  crashes  such  as  Allen,  Carrollton,  Farmers 
Branch, Garland, Plano, and Richardson. 

The  Moderate  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  encompass  approximately  9%  of  the  region’s  urbanized  area  and 
capture 34% of bicyclist crashes. These areas expand the zones for safety countermeasures and bicycle facility 
implementaƟon to less dense communiƟes that nonetheless have a demand for bicycle safety improvements, 
including Addison, Balch  Springs,  Flower Mound,  Frisco, Grand Prairie, Haltom City,  Irving,  Lewisville,  LiƩle 
Elm, McKinney, Mesquite, North Richland Hills, Richland Hills, Saginaw, and The Colony. 

The High and Moderate Priority Emphasis Areas (represented in Figure 23) together capture 55% of bicyclist 
crashes in 11.6% of the North Texas urbanized area.  

 

Priority Emphasis Area 
Category 

Percent of Crashes Percent of  
Urbanized Area 

Crashes per  
Square Mile 

High 21% 2.6% 5.7 

Moderate 34% 9.0% 2.5 

Low 45% 88.4% 0.4 
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Bicycle safety will be improved by targeƟng improvements in corridors and at intersecƟons with the highest 
bicycle crash frequency where exisƟng condiƟons are most in need of safety countermeasures. To achieve this 
aim, Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors (PBSCs) and Priority Bicycle Safety IntersecƟons (PBSIs) were idenƟfied 
based on  roadway  segments  experiencing  a high  frequency  of  bicycle  crashes  above  the  regional  average. 
These corridors are recommended for future study,  including Road Safety Audits, projects, and programs to 
improve bicycle safety. 

3.2.1 Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors and Intersections Methodology  

The  PBSC methodology  follows  a  process  similar  to  the  development  of  the  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  (see 
Figure 22). A crash frequency analysis was first completed using historical crash data to idenƟfy corridors with 
a  crash  frequency  per mile  above  the  regional  average.  A  context-sensiƟve  approach was  then  applied  to 
adjust corridor limits, accounƟng for road characterisƟcs, land use paƩerns, posted speeds, number of vehicle 
travel  lanes,  funcƟonal classificaƟon, and trip generators that may contribute to future bicycle crashes. The 
final  step,  outlined  in  Figure  24,  involved  soliciƟng  feedback  from  city  and  TxDOT  staff  to  further  refine 
corridor  limits,  ensuring  the  corridors  represent  the  most  appropriate  locaƟons  for  further  study  and 
implementaƟon of safety countermeasures. 

Figure 24. Priority Bicycle Safety Corridor IdenƟficaƟon Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Through this process, various intersecƟon locaƟons were idenƟfied to have a high frequency of crashes where 
safety countermeasures should be a focus for further study to implement safety projects and programs. The 
complete methodology for PBSCs and PBSIs can be found in Appendix H. 
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3.2.2. Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors and Intersections Findings 

Figure 25  idenƟfies 187 PBSCs, both on-system and off-system roadways,  located  in 36 ciƟes and spanning 
795 centerline miles (Table 10). A detailed list of corridors, including crash frequency per mile, average injury 
severity, road characterisƟcs, and proximity to fair access communiƟes, is provided in Appendix H. 

A PBSI was designated when mulƟple bicycle crashes were reported at an intersecƟon between 2019 and 
2023. As shown in Table 10, there are 68 PBSIs across 19 ciƟes (54 on-system and 14 off-system), most of 
which are located along Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors. The full list of intersecƟons is provided in  Appendix 
H. These intersecƟons are candidates for the safety countermeasures idenƟfied in SecƟon 3.5.1. 

Crash  data  should  be  periodically  reviewed  to  idenƟfy  problemaƟc  corridors  and  intersecƟons,  and  to 
evaluate these areas before and aŌer safety improvements to gauge efficacy.  

Table 10: Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors and IntersecƟons  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25: Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors and IntersecƟons 

Category Number of Corridors Centerline Miles Number of Corridors 
On-System Corridor 25 127 14 
Off-System Corridor 162 667 54 

Total 187 795 68 
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Achieving the goals of the Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan will not only require ongoing educaƟon efforts, 
adjustments  to mulƟ-agency  transportaƟon  planning  pracƟces,  and  implemenƟng  safety  improvements  in 
targeted  locaƟons,  it  will  also  require  persistent  data  collecƟon,  monitoring,  and  evaluaƟon  at  the  local, 
regional, and state level.   

3.3.1. Data Collection 
Data-driven  planning  is  the  fundamental  framework  to  address  and  reduce  bicyclist  crashes  in  the  North 
Texas  region.  Leveraging  exisƟng  datasets,  collecƟng  new  data,  and monitoring  emerging  technologies  for 
data  collecƟon  all  contribute  to  planning-based  decisions  based  on  documentaƟon  and  evidence.  The 
following forms of data collecƟon are recommended acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Bicyclist Crashes:  The  TxDOT  Crash  Records  InformaƟon  System  (CRIS)  data  for  all  reportable 
bicyclist  crashes  will  be  analyzed,  published,  and  communicated  to  stakeholders  on  an  annual 
basis. Planners will monitor advances in emerging technologies capable of registering close calls at 
intersecƟons, instances of when a bicyclist is almost in a crash with a motor vehicle. Close call data 
would supplement exisƟng crash data and would highlight locaƟons with a documented history of 
near miss crashes and prevent future crashes.  

· Bicyclist Traffic Volumes: While bicycle count data along shared-use paths in the region have been 
collected  for  several  years,  there has been minimal data  collecƟon  for bicyclists using on-street 
faciliƟes.  CollecƟng  bicyclist  traffic  volume  count  data  from  on-street  bikeways  will  inform 
transportaƟon  planners  and  traffic  engineers  about  areas  of  high  demand  and  where  safety 
countermeasures should be prioriƟzed.  

· Bikeway Network: CoordinaƟng bikeway network connecƟons among communiƟes is a vital step 
to ensure bicyclists can safely travel on a conƟnuous dedicated network. The regional inventory of 
exisƟng,  funded,  and  planned  off-street  and  on-street  bikeway  faciliƟes  helps  improve  mulƟ-
agency  coordinaƟon  and  connecƟons  to  major  desƟnaƟons.  This  data  collecƟon  effort  also 
includes  an  inventory  of  high  injury network  corridors  for bicyclists  idenƟfied  in  local,  regional, 
and state safety plans.  
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3.3.2. Monitoring  
Ongoing  reporƟng  of  the  latest  bicyclist  crash  data,  as  well  as  the  status  of  implemenƟng  acƟon  items 
outlined  in  this  Plan  keeps  the  public,  stakeholders,  and  elected  officials  informed.  The  following  forms  of 
monitoring are recommended acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Data Dashboard: Develop  and maintain  a  data-driven bicyclist  crash  dashboard highlighƟng  on-
going and long-term paƩerns and trends. Figure 26 is an example of an acƟve transportaƟon crash 
dashboard used by the North Carolina DOT. 

· Progress Reports:  Publish  a  progress  report  every  two  years  aŌer  the  adopƟon  of  the  Plan 
including the status of acƟon items and an outline of next steps. 

 

Figure 26: North Carolina DOT Non-Motorist Crash Dashboard 
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3.3.3.  Evaluations  
The purpose of an evaluaƟon  is  to determine  the overall effecƟveness of  individual programs and projects. 
Understanding the level of effecƟveness for each type of safety intervenƟon strategy allows agency staff and 
stakeholders  to  reflect  on  and  idenƟfy  opportuniƟes  for  improvements  in  the  next  implementaƟon  of  the 
same  intervenƟon strategy. Repeated evaluaƟons across mulƟple programs and types of projects provide a 
comprehensive  overview  to  idenƟfy  safety  intervenƟon  strategies  with  the  largest  impact  on  reducing 
bicyclist crashes. The following evaluaƟons are recommended acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Crash InvesƟgaƟons:  An  invesƟgaƟon  led by  a  collaboraƟon of  staff  from mulƟple  departments 
evaluates contribuƟng  factors  involved  in every bicyclist crash. See SecƟon 2.4 for examples and 
best pracƟces. 

· Before and AŌer Assessments:  Safety  countermeasures  are  oŌen  associated  with  a  Crash 
ModificaƟon Factor (CMF), a mulƟplicaƟve factor used to compute the reducƟon in the number of 
crashes aŌer implemenƟng the strategy. CMFs are developed based on numerous before and aŌer 
research studies. Agencies are recommended to collect baseline data prior to implemenƟng safety 
countermeasures and aŌer construcƟon  is complete. These assessments should be  included  in a 
project’s  scope of work  and  include  follow-through over mulƟple  years  including publishing  the 
assessment.  

· Develop Safety Targets:  Large  Metropolitan  Planning  OrganizaƟons  must  develop  targets  for 
federally  required  transportaƟon  performance  measures  such  as  the  number  of  nonmotorized 
fataliƟes  and  nonmotorized  serious  injuries.  Therefore,  the  RTC  approves  targets  in  compliance 
with federal regulaƟons and transportaƟon staff evaluates the effecƟveness of achieving targets to 
reduce bicyclist fataliƟes and bicyclist serious injuries.  

· Plan Updates: The Plan will be updated five years aŌer adopƟon when the most recent five-year 
bicyclist crash data is available to provide further analysis and evaluaƟon of bicycle crash paƩerns 
and trends.  
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Planners, engineers, and policymakers at all levels of government have a role in contribuƟng to achieving the 
goals of the Plan.  IdenƟfying Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors,  IntersecƟons, and Priority Emphasis Areas for 
targeted safety improvements is one of many tools to reduce bicyclist fataliƟes and bicyclist serious injuries.  

3.4.1. Multimodal Planning Analysis 
Changing  the  way  roadways  are  historically  planned  and  designed  to  accommodate  safe  bicyclist  travel 
requires  the  applicaƟon  of  new,  and  proven,  tools  and methods  during  the  planning  process. MulƟmodal 
Level  of  Service  (MMLOS)  is  a  framework  capable  of  quanƟtaƟvely  evaluaƟng  and  comparing  the 
performance of roadway designs for motor vehicles, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians. This approach seeks 
to balance the needs of mulƟple transportaƟon modes, rather than focusing solely on motor vehicle traffic 
and throughput. The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) contains a detailed overview of the MMLOS framework 
in the chapter on Urban Streets.  

3.4.2. Special Plans 
AddiƟonal planning acƟviƟes performed at the local, regional, and state level will further the collecƟve effort 
to reduce bicyclist crashes in the North Texas region. AddiƟonal local and regional planning will build on the 
Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan to insƟtuƟonalize bicycling as a safe mode of transportaƟon. The following 
plans are recommended acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Safety AcƟon Plans: Developing a local mulƟmodal safety acƟon plan allows local staff and elected 
officials  to  idenƟfy aspects of  crashes unique  to  their  community. The  safety acƟon plan  should 
idenƟfy and prioriƟze improvements on bicyclist high-injury network corridors.  

· TxDOT District Bicycle Plans: State-owned (on-system) roadways are common barriers to cross for 
bicyclists and are typically designed for motor vehicles traveling at high speeds. The District Bicycle 
Plans  currently under development  in 2026 are  anƟcipated  to  idenƟfy  strategies  and on-system 
corridors to improve the safety of bicyclists. 

· Safe Routes to School Plans: FacilitaƟng safe travel for children to walk and bicycle to school is a 
core  goal  for  the  naƟonal  Safe  Routes  to  School  (SRTS)  iniƟaƟve.    This  Plan  recommends  the 
targeted  development  of  SRTS  plans  for  schools  located  within  the  Priority  Emphasis  Areas  to 
further safety improvements in areas with a regionally significant density of bicyclist crashes. 
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· Road Safety Audits:  Roadway  safety  audits  (RSA)  are  an  in-depth and  systemic  assessment of a 
roadway  corridor’s  exisƟng  condiƟons  performed  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  to  idenƟfy 
mulƟmodal  safety  improvements.  These RSAs  should be preformed on all  Priority Bicycle  Safety 
Corridors and Priority Bicycle Safety IntersecƟons idenƟfied in this Plan. 

· Maintenance Plans: Bicycle facility maintenance is criƟcal for safety. RouƟne clearing of debris in 
bikeway faciliƟes reduces the risk of bicyclists swerving unexpectedly into the motor vehicle travel 
lane and reduces the risks of skids and falls. Equally important is rouƟne repair of on-street bicycle 
facility  separators  as  damaged  roadway  devices,  such  as  a  flexible  delineator  posts,  may  block 
travel lanes (for both bicyclists and drivers) and remove visual guidance for drivers of the locaƟon 
of the bicycle facility. The crash risk for these maintenance-related issues are even greater during 
dark/low lighƟng condiƟons so it is essenƟal to ensure roadway illuminaƟon is adequate.  

· It is important for local governments to allocate appropriate budget resources to ensure a rouƟne 
schedule  to  sweep,  maintain,  and  repair  bikeway  facility  pavement  markings  and  on-street 
bikeways separator devices, and roadway lighƟng. 

· Motor Vehicle Speed Studies:  High motor  vehicle  speeds  increase  the  risk  of  severe  and  fatal 
bicyclist crashes. Studies should be conducted to lower posted speed limits on local roadways with 
bikeways  located  in Priority Emphasis Areas.  In addiƟon, vehicle traffic calming measures should 
be implemented to improve motorist compliance with the posted speeds.  
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3.4.3.  Policies 
Policies help insƟtuƟonalize safety consideraƟons in standard operaƟng procedures, a key aspect of the safe 
system approach. The following local policies are recommended acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Context SensiƟve Design:  MulƟmodal  roadway  designs  are  capable  of  balancing  the  needs  of 
various modes and improves safety for vulnerable roadway users. Adopt a context sensiƟve design 
(Complete Streets) policy to accommodate mulƟple modes of travel. 

· Access Management: Access management designs and policies seek to improve mulƟmodal safety 
by reducing turning movements. Adopt a policy or integrate access management principles in local 
roadway design manuals to prevent bicyclist crashes in advance.  

3.4.4. End of Trip Facilities 
While  significant  efforts  are  being  made  to  construct  bikeways  for  people  to  safely  ride  bicycles  for 
transportaƟon, consideraƟon should also be given  to accommodaƟng end-of-trip  faciliƟes that  improve  the 
last mile  experience  for bicyclists.  The  following end-of-trip  strategies  are  recommended  local  government 
acƟon items for this Plan: 

· Short-Term Bicycle Parking:  A  dedicated,  convenient,  and  visible  locaƟon  for  parking  bicycles 
avoids haphazard equipment potenƟally being a tripping hazard for bicyclists. Local governments 
should  adopt  bicycle  parking  regulaƟons  or  development  ordinances  and  incenƟves  to  provide 
short-term bicycle parking in new development or major renovaƟon projects.  

· AccommodaƟons:  DesƟnaƟons  where  bicyclists  commute  are  best  served  by  addiƟonal 
accommodaƟon catering to the physical stress as a result of bicycling. Local governments should 
adopt regulaƟons and incenƟves to provide end-of-trip accommodaƟons, including but not limited 
to, indoor bicycle parking space, showers, changing rooms, and lockers.  
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Streets with bicycle faciliƟes should be designed to accommodate bicyclists of all ages and abiliƟes for at least 
the 15th percenƟle bicyclist (those with less experience and vulnerable users), in terms of speed and ability. 
Street designs should also consider those with disabiliƟes. Recumbent bicyclists may have an “eye height” of 
four feet or less, so it is essenƟal streets are designed to maintain adequate visibility. Children, older people, 
and/or novice bicyclists may also use the street, making it essenƟal to plan for people of all ages and abiliƟes. 
Bicycle signal push buƩons should be located so they are easily accessed by all bicyclists. 

The  AASHTO  Guide  for  the  Development  of  Bicycle  FaciliƟes  and  NACTO  Urban  Bikeway  Design  Guide 
provides addiƟonal guidance and minimum/maximum standards for different types of faciliƟes and should be 
consulted prior to the implementaƟon of any safety improvements. Sufficient flexibility is permiƩed to allow 
context-sensiƟve  soluƟons,  and  independent  discreƟon  should  be  used  in  the  implementaƟon  of  safety 
improvements.  
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3.5.1. Intersection Safety Countermeasures  

Planning  for  safety  within  and  near  intersecƟons  is 
criƟcally  important  in  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  region, 
where  TxDOT  Crash  Records  InformaƟon  System 
records  indicate  nearly  three-fourths  of  reported 
bicycle  crashes  occur,  including  49%  of  reported 
fataliƟes.  Several  different  strategies  can  be  used  to 
improve  safety  for  bicyclists  at  intersecƟons  (27%  at 
signalized  intersecƟons  and  47%  at  unsignalized 
intersecƟons, see Appendix B for supporƟng tables). It 
is  important  to  note  most  strategies  are  easier  and 
more cost-effecƟve to implement earlier  in the design 
process,  so  potenƟal  safety  countermeasures  should 
be  considered  “early  and  oŌen”  throughout  the 
duraƟon  of  the  design  process.  These  strategies 
include a wide range of opƟons, including projects that 
can  be  introduced  during  various  roadway 
development  phases,  projects  for  different  budget 
constraints,  and  projects  areas  with  various  amounts 
available right-of-way.  

PotenƟal  intersecƟon  safety  countermeasures  are 
summarized  in  Table  11  to  idenƟfy  the  range  of 
improvements  which  can  be  implemented  at 
intersecƟons  to  improve  bicyclist  safety.  AASHTO  and 
NACTO  provide  a  wide  range  of  guidance  for  the 
design  of  intersecƟons  to  improve bicyclist  safety,  for 
example the NACTO design guide Don’t Give Up at the 
IntersecƟon.28  PotenƟal  intersecƟon  improvements 
include  protected  intersecƟons,  which  provide  the 
most  possible  safety  to  bicyclists,  and  dedicated 
intersecƟons,  which  provide  safety  to  bicyclists  in 
condiƟons  with  constrained  rights-of-way  (see  and 
Figure 27 and Figure 28). 

 

 

Bikeway Setback  
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Raised Bike Crossing 

Minor Street  
Crossings 

Dedicated   
IntersecƟons  

Protected  
IntersecƟons  

Strategies Tools 

IntersecƟon Safety Countermeasures  
at a Glance 

Source:  NaƟonal AssociaƟon of City TransportaƟon Officials, 
Don’t Give Up at the IntersecƟon 
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Table 11: Potential Intersection Safety Countermeasures  

 

Pavement markings 
Extending bicycle lanes pavement markings through intersecƟons (dashed lines) 
Extending bicycle lanes pavement markings through intersecƟons (chevrons) 
Extending bicycle lanes pavement markings through intersecƟons (green thermoplasƟc) 

Two-stage queue box 
Bicycle box 
Speed management 
Protected intersecƟons, interim materials (flex posts, bollards, pavement markings, parking blocks, and/or 
planters) 
Protected intersecƟons, permanent materials (medians and signals) 
Raised bicycle crossings (limited to streets of 30mph or less) 
Reduce right turn radii 
Hardened leŌ turn centerline 
Signage in between lanes 
Median island at approaches to intersecƟon (at least 10' wide) 
Speed bumps/humps/rumble strips leading to intersecƟons 
Motor vehicle travel lane width reducƟon 
Improve visibility at turn conflicts 
"Stop Here For" or "Yield Here To" bicycles signs (R1-5d, R1-5e, and R1-6 signs) 
Well-illuminated intersecƟons with high uniformity 
Having right turn lane cross the bicycle lane prior to the intersecƟon 
Corner island / Bikeway setbacks 
On/off bicycle ramps to sidepaths at intersecƟons 
Adequate sight triangles 
Signal improvements 
Passive bicycle detecƟon 
AcƟve bicycle detecƟon (ensure buƩon is within reach of bicyclists) 
Leading bicycle intervals 
RetroreflecƟve backplates 
Review red and yellow signal Ɵming intervals for bicyclists to clear intersecƟon 
Traffic signal phases to minimize conflicƟng movements 
"No right turn on red" signs for motorists 

Eliminate permissive leŌ turn movements by motorists 
Prohibit leŌ turn movements 
Design signal Ɵming for 15th percenƟle biking speed 
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Figure 27: Protected Intersection 

 

 

Source:  NaƟonal AssociaƟon of City TransportaƟon Officials, Don’t Give Up at the IntersecƟon 
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Figure 28: Dedicated Intersections 

 

 

Source:  NaƟonal AssociaƟon of City TransportaƟon Officials, Don’t Give Up at the IntersecƟon 
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3.5.2. Separated Bicycle Lanes on Higher Speed Roadways  

According  to  the  Federal  Highway  AdministraƟon,  a  growing  body  of  evidence  in  the  United  States  and 
internaƟonally  demonstrates  separated  bicycle  lanes  have  significantly  fewer  crashes  involving  people 
bicycling  on  higher  speed  roadways.29  Separated  bicycle  lanes  can  be  constructed  with  various  forms  of 
separaƟon,  including  raised curbs or other  raised barriers between bicycle  travel and motor vehicle traffic. 
Most  recorded  crashes  in  the  Dallas-Fort  Worth  region  occurred  on  streets  that  did  not  have  dedicated 
bicycle  faciliƟes  separated  from motor  vehicle  traffic.  Of  those  crashes  occurring  on  streets  with  exisƟng 
bicycle faciliƟes, the vast majority occurred where bicycle lanes were not separated from vehicular lanes with 
a verƟcal barrier. The NACTO Designing for All Ages & AbiliƟes guide provides guidance for selecƟng bikeway 
faciliƟes based on exisƟng or planned roadway characterisƟcs (see Table 12).30 

Streets with higher  traffic  volumes  should provide more  space  and more  robust  barriers  for bicyclists  (see 
Figure  29).  Some  corridors may  have motor  vehicle  traffic  speeds  and  volumes where  bicyclists  should  be 
redirected to alternaƟve corridors, as there may be no viable soluƟon to retrofit the corridor adequately for 
safety  and  comfort.  However,  bikeway  network  connecƟvity  should  be  maintained  for  bicyclists  to  access 
major desƟnaƟons within the community.    

Figure 29: Recommended Bicycle Facility SelecƟon for Urban, Urban Core, Suburban, and Rural Town Context 

 

 

 

 

Source: TxDOT Roadway Design Manual,  Federal Highway AdministraƟon Bikeway SelecƟon Guide 
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Table 12: Contextual Guidance for SelecƟng All Ages & AbiliƟes Bikeway 

 

Roadway Context 

All Ages & Abilities 
Bicycle Facility Target Motor 

Vehicle Speed * 

Target Max. 
Motor Vehicle 
Volume (ADT) 

Motor Vehicle 
Lanes 

Key Operational 
Considerations 

Any Any 
Any of the following: high curbside 
activity, frequent buses, motor vehi-
cle congestion, or turning conflicts ‡ 

Protected Bicycle Lane 

< 10 mph Less relevant 
No centerline, 
or single lane 
one-way 

Pedestrians share the roadway Shared Street 

≤ 20 mph ≤ 1,000 - 2,000 
< 50 motor vehicles per hour in the 
peak direction at peak hour Bicycle Boulevard 

≤ 25 mph 

≤ 500 - 1,500 

≤ 1,500 - 3,000 
Single lane 
each direction, 
or single lane 
one-way Low curbside activity, or low conges-

tion pressure 

Conventional or Buffered Bicycle Lane, or 
Protected Bicycle Lane 

≤ 3,000 - 6,000 Buffered or Protected Bicycle Lane 

Greater than 
6,000 

Protected Bicycle Lane 

Any Multiple lanes 
per direction 

Greater than 26 
mph † 

≤ 6,000 

Single lane 
each direction 

Low curbside activity, or low conges-
tion pressure 

Protected Bicycle Lane, or Reduce Speed 

Multiple lanes 
per direction 

Protected Bicycle Lane, or Reduce to Sin-
gle Lane & Reduce Speed 

Greater than 
6,000 Any Any Protected Bicycle Lane, or Bicycle Path 

High-speed limited access roadways, 
natural corridors, or geographic edge 
conditions with limited conflicts 

Any 
High pedestrian volume Bike Path with Separate Walkway or Pro-

tected Bicycle Lane 

Low pedestrian volume Shared-Use Path or Protected  
Bicycle Lane 

*  While posted or 85th percentile motor vehicle speed are commonly used design speed targets, 95th percentile speed captures high-end speeding, which causes 
greater stress to bicyclists and more frequent passing events. Setting target speed based on this threshold results in a higher level of bicycling comfort for the full 
range of riders. 
† Setting 25 mph as a motor vehicle speed threshold for providing protected bikeways is consistent with many cities' traffic safety and Vision Zero policies. Howev-
er, some cities use a 30 mph posted speed as a threshold for protected bikeways, consistent with providing Level of Traffic Stress level 2 (LTS 2) that can effectively 
reduce stress and accommodate more types of riders. 
‡ Operational factors that lead to bikeway conflicts are reasons to provide protected bike lanes regardless of motor vehicle speed and volume. 



Page 76 

The  NACTO  Urban  Bikeway  Design  Guide  outlines  a  wide  range  of  verƟcal  barrier  opƟons,  including mid-
height barriers  (tall  curbs), delineators posts,  raised curbs,  raised medians, and others  (see Figure 30).  The 
implementaƟon costs and maintenance needs vary for each type of barrier, therefore the appropriate barrier 
should be selected for the specific context of the area.  The Federal Highway AdministraƟon (FHWA) provides 
a guide on the design of bicycle lanes in various contexts (reference Separated Bike Lane Planning and Design 
Guide). FHWA also  recommends  increasing the horizontal and verƟcal  separaƟon from traffic  in correlaƟon 
with  traffic volumes and  speeds  (reference Separated Bike  Lanes on Higher Speed Roadways: a Toolkit and 
Guide). 

Figure 30: Examples of Forms of Bicycle Facility SeparaƟon 

 

 

Source: Achieving MulƟmodal Networks, Federal Highway AdministraƟon 
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3.5.3. Design  Considerations for Bikeways at Driveways and Unsignalized Intersections  

In  addiƟon  to  signalized  intersecƟons, bicyclists are  vulnerable  to  crossing motorized  vehicles  at  driveways 
and unsignalized  intersecƟons. Strategies to  improve safety at  these  locaƟons primarily  focus on  improving 
visibility  for  all  modes  of  traffic,  limiƟng  leŌ-turn  movements,  reducing  the  frequency  of  driveways,  and 
lowering motor  vehicle  speeds.  These  improvements  contribute  to  a  roadway  design  with  fewer  stressful 
crossings for both bicyclists and motorists. 

Bicycle Visibility of Bicyclists Traveling along a Roadway  

Adequate sight distances between motorists and bicyclists provide all users of the roadway Ɵme and space to 
react to oncoming crossing traffic. Sight obstrucƟons such as vegetaƟon, signs, or parked vehicles too close to 
the crossing can pose safety risks by limiƟng the visibility of traveling bicyclists. Such obstrucƟons should be 
located where they will not obstruct the visibility of bicyclists by motorists entering or exiƟng a driveway. For 
driveways with a high volume of traffic, dashed green pavement markings illustrate recommended posiƟoning 
for  motorists  and  bicyclists  on  the  roadway  and  remind  drivers  to  look  for  bicyclists  before  entering  the 
roadway from a driveway (see Figure 31).  

Figure 31:Sight Triangles for Motorists ExiƟng Driveways and Alleys 

 

Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle FaciliƟes,  5th EdiƟon  
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Driveway Design and Access Management  

Reducing  turning  speeds  of  vehicles  into  driveways  and  the  number  of  driveway  crossings  of  a  bikeway 
improves  both  safety  and  comfort  for  bicyclists.  A  raised  bicycle  lane  and  sidewalk  through  a  driveway 
requires motorists  to slow down and communicates to drivers  the priority  for vulnerable  road users within 
the  right-of-way  (see  Figure  32).  Access management  is  a  comprehensive  set  of  roadway design  strategies 
balancing mobility  and access by  facilitaƟng  safe  and efficient movement  for all modes of  travel,  including 
bicyclists.  These  strategies  may  include  installing  raised  medians  in  the  roadway  to  restrict  leŌ  turns  by 
vehicles, as well as coordinaƟng with landowners to consolidate the number and spacing of driveways. 

Figure 32: Raised Driveway Crossing  

 

Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle FaciliƟes,  5th EdiƟon  



3.5.4. Design Considerations for Shared-Use Path Midblock Roadway Crossings 

Shared-use path crossings of roadways in midblock locaƟons should maintain a low-stress facility suitable for 
people of all ages and abiliƟes. Where feasible, grade separated crossings of a roadway should be provided to 
limit conflicts with motor vehicles and to maximize comfort and faster travel Ɵmes for bicyclists. 

Where  grade  separaƟon  is  not  feasible,  reducing motor  vehicle  speeds and  improving  visibility of  at-grade 
roadway  crossings  are  important  principles  for  midblock  crossing  safety  reflected  in  Figure  33  and  the 
associated  design  consideraƟons  recommended  by  the  FHWA publicaƟon Achieving MulƟmodal Networks: 
Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts. 

1 
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YIELD pavement markings and yield signage or a STOP sign and stop line pavement markings as 
the shared use path approaches both sides of the roadway. 

Warning  signage  idenƟfying  the  crossing  locaƟon on  the  vehicle  travel  lanes  approaching  the 
shared-use path crossing. 

Pavement markings, such as “BIKE XING,” on vehicle travel lanes warning drivers of an upcoming 
shared-use path crossing. 

Direct sidewalk connecƟons to the shared-use path. 

ADA ramp access of appropriate width for both bicyclists and pedestrians crossing the roadway, 
and bicyclists transiƟoning between the on-street bikeways and the off-street path facility.  

Treatments  to  enhance  the  safety  and  comfort of  path  intersecƟons,  including  traffic  calming 
techniques  such  as  refuge  islands,  raised  crossings  or  chicanes,  curb  extensions  to  improve 
visibility  and  shorten  crossway  distances,  or  a  wider  path  approaching  the  crossing  to 
accommodate queuing of path users.  

High-visibility  crosswalks  paired  with  advanced  stop  or  yield  lines.    Where  warranted,  traffic 
signals may be installed such as rectangular rapid flashing beacons or pedestrian hybrid beacons 
(PHB). 

2 

5 

3 

4 

6 

7 



Figure 33: Shared-Use Path Midblock Design Strategies  
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Source: MulƟmodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts, Federal Highway AdministraƟon 
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Traffic Signal or Beacon 

Design consideraƟons for a midblock crossing may include applying warrants to determine if a traffic signal or 
beacon  will  improve  safety.    Designers  should  consider  the  exisƟng  and  projected  crossing  demand,  in 
addiƟon  to  the  potenƟal  users  including  the  young,  elderly,  and  people  with  disabiliƟes.  Signal  warrants 
should be performed to determine the appropriate type of crossing, whether  it may be a pedestrian hybrid 
beacon  or  rectangular  rapid  flashing  beacon  or  a  full  traffic  signal.  Figure  34  idenƟfies  various  crossing 
treatment consideraƟons which should be evaluated to improve safety of midblock crossings for shared use 
paths.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Provide refuge islands for pedestrians and bicyclists to cross the street in two stages and reduce 
the crossing distance. 

Install advance yield lines and signage on mulƟ-lane roadways to idenƟfy where drivers should 
yield and to avoid blocking another driver’s view people within the crossing. 

Install advance stop lines and signage to  idenƟfy where drivers should to stop at a rectangular 
rapid flashing beacon or traffic signal. 

2 

3 

Source: MulƟmodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing Conflicts, Federal Highway AdministraƟon 

Figure 34: Midblock Crossing Treatments  
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3.5.5. Bicycle Boulevards 
Bicycle  boulevards  are  streets  intended  to  accommodate  both  bicycle  and  motor  vehicle  traffic.  These 
designated  corridors maintain  safety  and  comfort  for bicyclists by managing  low motorized  traffic  volumes 
and  low  travel  speeds.  From  a  bicycle  network  perspecƟve,  bicycle  boulevards  support  dedicated  bikeway 
corridors (similar to a collector roadway supporƟng an arterial roadway). These shared roadway faciliƟes are 
typically  located  on  residenƟal  streets  and  provide  criƟcal  connecƟons  between  dedicated  bikeways  and 
access to neighborhood desƟnaƟons such as schools and community faciliƟes. 

 

 

Source:  Dallas Bike Plan 

Figure 35: Design OpƟons for Bike Boulevards Bicycle  boulevards  differ  from  on-
street  dedicated  bikeway  facility 
types  in  there  is  not  a  standard 
design  approach.  Based  on  the 
context  of  the  neighborhood 
mulƟple  strategies may  be  used  for 
bicycle  boulevards  to  encourage 
lower  motor  vehicle  volumes  and 
traffic  speeds.  Design  strategies 
should  consider  the  street  width, 
adjacent  land  uses,  exisƟng  traffic 
paƩerns,  and  the  locaƟon  and 
frequency  of  driveways  and  major 
street intersecƟons. To ensure a high
-comfort  facility  for  bicyclists  of  all 
ages and abiliƟes, bicycle boulevards 
oŌen  integrate  the  use  of  mulƟple 
design  strategies,  as  depicted  in 
Figure 35.  
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The AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle FaciliƟes, 5th EdiƟon, and the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design 
Guide, 3rd EdiƟon recommend the following strategies for Bicycle Boulevards: 

Speed Reduction Strategies 

Streets designed for slow vehicle traffic can best safely accommodate bicyclists and drivers in a shared lane. 
20  mph  or  less  is  the  preferred  operaƟng  travel  speed  for  motor  vehicles  on  a  bicycle  boulevard  thus 
contribuƟng to a higher level of comfort for bicyclists of all ages and abiliƟes. During the design process for 
bicycle boulevards, an engineering study may be performed to evaluate the feasibility of reducing the speed 
limit  below  30 mph  for  residenƟal  streets.  Figure  36  outlines  the  use  of  a  speed  cushion  on  a  residenƟal 
street to reduce motor vehicle speeds. 

Figure 36: Typical Geometry for a Speed Cushion 

 

 

Source: AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle FaciliƟes,  5th EdiƟon  
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Vehicular Volume Management Strategies 

Roadways  serving as bicycle boulevards  should  include a  focus on  reducing  the  volume of motor  vehicles. 
Volume management discourages motor vehicles from entering or using a designated bicycle boulevard and 
gives priority to bicyclist travel. Vehicle volumes on bicycle boulevards suitable for all ages and abiliƟes are 
recommended to be 2,000 vehicles per day or  less according to NACTO’s Designing for All Ages & AbiliƟes: 
Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle FaciliƟes.31 

Signage, Wayfinding, and Pavement Markings 

The use of signage and pavement makings is intended to communicate to motorists a roadway designated as 
a  bicycle  boulevard  is  shared  with  bicyclists.  Thus,  motorists  must  pracƟce  cauƟon  and  travel  at  slower 
speeds. Signage and wayfinding also direct bicyclists to designated bicycle boulevard corridors as part of the 
overall bicycle network. 

Minor Street Crossing Strategies  

At the intersecƟon of two local or residenƟal streets aim to encourage conƟnuous bicycle travel with fewer 
stops. Stop signs installed on perpendicular minor street crossings can prioriƟze the movement of bicyclists 
along the bicycle boulevard. Yield signs allow bicyclists to maintain their momentum through intersecƟons. 
Giving bicyclists the right-of-way and reducing the number of stop signs for bicyclists maintains the flow of 
bicycle travel. In addiƟon, design characterisƟcs at street crossings may include cross-bike markings adjacent 
to  crosswalk  markings,  raised  crossings  to  improve  bicyclist  visibility  and  reduce  vehicle  turning  speeds, 
compact corners with small radii to force turning drivers to slow down, and centerline hardening to reduce 
the speed of motor vehicles on turns interfering with bicyclists. 

 

Source:  NACTO, Urban Bikeway Design Guide 
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Bicycle-Friendly Pavement Treatments 

Pavement  treatments  that  are bicycle-friendly  focus on  safety,  tracƟon,  comfort,  and durability.    Smoother 
surfaces  are desirable  for bicyclists  such as  smooth asphalt overlays  and  slurry  seal  / micro-surfacing.    For 
rural roadways, seal coaƟng surface treatment may be a cost-effecƟve maintenance technique. However, seal 
coat aggregate  can be uncomfortable or hazardous  for bicyclists and not  ideal  for modes of  transportaƟon 
other  than  automobiles.  SecƟon  18.3.7  (Surface  ConsideraƟons)  of  the  Texas Roadway Design Manual, 
November 2024, indicates it is important to construct and maintain  a smooth ridable surface clear of defects, 
joints, and other potenƟal obstrucƟons on bicycle faciliƟes.33  The Manual indicates when placing a seal coat 
as a final driving surface, consideraƟons should be given to one of the following low cost opƟons to provide 
an improved riding surface for bicycles: use a smaller seal coat aggregate, use a smaller seal coat aggregate 
on the shoulders, use fog seal on exisƟng seal coated shoulders rather than a new seal coat, or use smaller 
aggregate for the top course of mulƟple course seal coats. 

The TxDOT District Bike Plans iniƟated in 2026 are anƟcipated to provide further guidance on the locaƟon of 
on-system rural bicycle  routes,  and addiƟonal policies and procedures  for accommodaƟng bicyclists on on-
system roadways.   

 

 

 

Source: Small Town and Rural MulƟmodal Networks, Federal Highway AdministraƟon 



Page 86 

3.5.6. Federal and State Guidance for Rural Bicycle Safety 
According  to  the  Federal Highway AdministraƟon  (FHWA),  in  contrast  to  urban  roadways,  rural  roads  have 
certain characterisƟcs that can increase the severity of crashes for bicyclists, such as higher average vehicle 
speeds and uncontrolled crossings.   Bicyclists  in  local and rural areas may vary  in  their  levels of ability and 
experƟse in riding with motor vehicle traffic; for example, more experienced or compeƟƟve bicyclists tend to 
prefer  using  the  roadway  rather  than  separate  faciliƟes,  while  inexperienced  bicyclists  may  lack  the 
confidence or the necessary skills to use the roadway.31   

The  FHWA  Safe  Roads  for  a  Safer  Future  iniƟaƟve  provides  the  following  list  of  roadway  elements  and 
associated safety enhancements for roadway design benefiƫng both bicyclists and motorists.32  

· Presence or width of shoulders –  At  locaƟons where  shoulders  are  not  present  or  are  narrow,  the 
addiƟon  of  shoulders  or  extra  shoulder  width may  allow  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  to  travel  with  a 
buffer from moving traffic without impeding vehicular flow. 

· IntersecƟon offsets – Offset intersecƟons may discourage bicyclists and pedestrians from crossing at a 
marked intersecƟon crosswalk and “encourage” crossings at midblock locaƟons that are not marked. By 
aligning intersecƟons and driveways to Ɵe at a single locaƟon, safety enhancements at that locaƟon can 
be more impacƞul. 

· Shoulder or edge line rumble strips – Frequently traveled bicycle routes should be considered when 
determining whether to place shoulder or edge line rumble strips. Where bicycles are present, include 
gaps in shoulder or edge line rumble strips.  

· Roadside obstacles, including uƟlity poles and mailboxes – Roadside obstacles can prevent motorists 
from  recognizing  approaching  bicyclists  and  pedestrians  and  vice  versa.  The  needs  of  bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and motorists should be considered during design and placement of such objects.  

· Signs –  Roadside  signs  should be mounted  at  an  appropriate  height  such  they  do  not  interfere with 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  movements,  nor  should  the  signs  obstruct  travelers’  ability  to  see            
oncoming traffic. 

· Sight distance –  Unrestricted  sight  distance  at  intersecƟons  and  locaƟons  where  bicycles  and 
pedestrians are known to travel helps motorists perceive and react to their presence 

· Number and LocaƟon of Driveways –  ConsolidaƟng  several  driveways  into  a  single  entrance  can 
improve  bicycle,  pedestrian,  and motorist  safety  by  limiƟng  the  number  of  conflict  points.  It  is  also 
important  to  locate  this  single  entrance  an  ample  distance  away  from  the  intersecƟon  to  minimize 
conflicts. 
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PotenƟal  measures  that  could  be  addressed  in  future  legislaƟve  sessions  to  improve  bicycle  safety  and 
strengthen the ability of law enforcement to protect bicyclists on the roadway include the following: 

3.6.1. Statewide Safe Passing Distance  

Texas does not have a statewide minimum safe passing distance for motorists overtaking a bicyclist, although 
ciƟes may set their own ordinances.  In 2009, a Safe Passage bill was approved in both the Texas House and 
Senate. This bill did not become law due to it being vetoed by the governor.32 

Developing a uniform standard for the safe passing of bicyclists by motor vehicles and integraƟng this lesson 
in statewide driver educaƟon would remove the guesswork currently required for making passing maneuvers 
and promote predictable  traffic movements.  By  codifying  a minimum safe passing distance,  the  law would 
reinforce a culture of shared responsibility and create safer condiƟons for all roadway users.  

According to the NaƟonal Conference of State Legislatures, 35 states in the U.S. have legislaƟon designaƟng at 
least a three foot minimum passing distance (some states require more distance). North Carolina is the only 
state with a two foot minimum passing distance, and eight states have statutes with “safe distance” passing 
requirements  but  do  not  specify  the  minimum  distance.  Texas  is  one  of  six  states  in  the  U.S.  with  no 
legislaƟon idenƟfying how motorists are to safely pass a bicyclist on the roadway.33 

3.6.2. Universal Helmet Usage by Bicyclists 

 
 

 

Bicyclist with a reflecƟve helmet and gear posing for a photo in 
Denton Square. 

Studies consistently find helmets reduce the severity 
of  injuries  incurred  by  bicyclists  involved  in  crashes 
and  bicycle  helmet  legislaƟon  increases  rates  of 
helmet  use.34  Texas  is  one  of  28  states  in  the  U.S. 
with no statewide law mandaƟng the use of helmets; 
however,  it  is  not  uncommon  for  municipaliƟes  to 
require helmets for children riding bicycles. 22 states 
in  the U.S. mandate helmet usage  for all  children of 
differing ages per state statute, ranging to those aged 
under 18 years of age.35 
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3.6.3. Speed Limits under 30 MPH without Conducting Traffic Studies 

Bicyclists are sensiƟve to the speed of motor vehicles in the event of a crash, like other vulnerable road users 
such as pedestrians. Lower motor vehicle speeds could drasƟcally reduce the severity of bicyclist  injuries  in 
the event of a crash.  

State law in Texas allows municipaliƟes to reduce the posted speed limit on local streets to 25 mph. However, 
agencies are required to do the following:  

· perform traffic studies concluding the prima facie speed limit is unreasonable or unsafe,  

· the governing body must pass an ordinance,  

· and agency staff must install new signage idenƟfying the new posted speed limit.  

Every state in the U.S. has different approaches to statutes regulaƟng speed limits. As of January 2023, four 
states enable 20 mph speed limits in designated urban or business districts.36 Per Sec. 542.352 of the Texas 
TransportaƟon Code, the minimum speed limit in urban districts is 30 mph. As idenƟfied in SecƟon 3.1 of the 
Plan, Priority Emphasis Area boundaries commonly correspond with dense urban areas. Urban districts with a 
high density of desƟnaƟons are suitable for facilitaƟng daily short distance trips by bicycle. The safety of 
bicyclists can be improved if these areas in Texas are enabled to lower motor vehicle speeds and separated 
bikeways are constructed. Furthermore, as outlined in SecƟon 3.3.4 (Bicycle Boulevards) of the Plan, the 
ability for communiƟes to reduce posted speed limits to 20 mph would contribute to fulfilling the design for a 
type of bicycle facility suitable for all ages and abiliƟes. 

The required steps in the process to lower the posted speed limits are costly due to the Ɵme effort and 
required engineering. State legislaƟon is needed to authorize municipaliƟes to streamline the process, as well 
as the potenƟal to reduce the speed limit further to 20 mph which could have a meaningful impact on 
bicyclist safety. The “Safe Neighborhood Streets” bill (HB 5253) was filed in 2025 to enable municipaliƟes to 
establish safe speeds; however, this legislaƟon failed to pass.37 
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The recommended AcƟon items of this Plan outline 
strategies and tools to implement across the 
transportaƟon system that will guide decision making 
and set the framework for accomplishing long-term 
goals. 

 

Table 13 and Table 14 provide recommended acƟon 
items for implementaƟon aŌer adopƟon of the Plan 
which are categorized by ongoing and short-term 
Ɵmeframes. Responsible parƟes are idenƟfied for 
each acƟon item, reflecƟng mulƟjurisdicƟonal agency 
efforts required to improve roadway safety for all 
bicyclists. These acƟon items reflect a diverse 
approach to addressing bicyclist crashes, including 
efforts related to educaƟon, enforcement, 
engineering, and evaluaƟon (organized from low to 
high cost in alphabeƟcal order of AcƟon Item Type 
categories). All acƟon items in the BSAP will be 
incorporated as policies, programs, or projects into 
the next Metropolitan TransportaƟon Plan, the long 
range transportaƟon plan for the North Texas region.  

 

 

 

Road Safety Audit (RSA) team compleƟng field observaƟons 
of Elm St. in Dallas  as part of the planning grant awarded to 
NCTCOG through the USDOT FY23 Safe Streets and Roads for 
All compeƟƟve grant program (August 2025). 

RTC staff at Dallas Mayor’s Back to School Day providing 
traffic safety educaƟon  materials and Ɵps for safe bicycle 
and pedestrian road behavior (August 2025).  



Page 90 

Table 13: Recommended Ongoing AcƟon Items 

 

# Action Item Action Item 
Type 

Responsible Party Costs 
(H/M/L) 

O-1 Provide training for transportaƟon design                  
professionals about bicycle facility design best          
pracƟces and how bicyclists operate on the roadway. 

EducaƟon MPO Low 

O-2 Educate elected officials about bicycle safety and      
economic benefits of bicycle faciliƟes. 

EducaƟon Local  
Governments 
MPO 

Low 

O-3 Host adult and child bicycle educaƟon classes. EducaƟon Advocacy  
OrganizaƟons 
Local  
Governments 
Independent 
School Districts 

Low 

O-4 Coordinate with police departments and regional and 
local academies to provide training through work-
shops and roll-call video about the transportaƟon 
code and crash reporƟng best pracƟces for incidents 
involving vulnerable road users. 

EducaƟon MPO 
Local  
Governments 

Low 

O-5 Update the Look Out Texans safety campaign with Ɵps 
and messages to encourage safer roadway behavior 
and aƫtudes to improve safety, highlight the benefits 
of wearing a bicycle helmet and using bicycle lights, 
and raise awareness of the heightened risks that large 
vehicles pose to vulnerable road users. 

EducaƟon MPO Low 

O-6 Target educaƟon and outreach efforts for bicycle    
safety in Priority Emphasis Areas and where Priority  
Bicycle Safety Corridors are located. 

EducaƟon Local  
Governments 
 

Low 

O-7 PrioriƟze enforcement of traffic laws such as speed 
limits, impaired driving, safe driving pracƟces, traffic 
control device compliance. 

EducaƟon and 
Enforcement 

Local  
Governments 

Low 
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# Action Item Action Item 
Type 

Responsible Party Costs 
(H/M/L) 

O-8 Conduct road safety audits for Priority Bicycle Safety 
Corridors and Priority Bicycle Safety IntersecƟons. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 
MPO 
TxDOT 

Low 

O-9 Install wayfinding signage for bicyclists. Engineering Local  
Governments 

Low 

O-10 Encourage parƟcipaƟon in the NCTCOG regional  
cooperaƟve purchasing  program for bicycle safety 
infrastructure. 

Engineering MPO 
  

Low 

O-11 Conduct before and aŌer assessments for                 
implemented safety projects and report results. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 

Low 

O-12 Develop and maintain a bicycle crash data dashboard 
idenƟfying long term paƩerns and trends. 

EvaluaƟon MPO Low 

O-13 Maintain a regional network of planned, funded, and 
exisƟng on-street bikeways and shared use paths,  
including faciliƟes along High-Incidence Crash Corri-
dors and in Priority Emphasis Areas. 

EvaluaƟon MPO Low 

O-14 Conduct MulƟmodal Level of Service (MMLOS)     
analysis as part of the planning and scoping process 
for roadway improvement projects. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 
TxDOT 

Low 

O-15 Conduct public safety invesƟgaƟons and coordinate 
across mulƟple departments to address contribuƟng 
factors of all bicycle crashes. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 

Low 

O-16 Analyze, publish, and communicate bicyclist crash  
data to stakeholders on an annual basis. 

EvaluaƟon MPO Low 
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# Action Item Action Item 
Type 

Responsible Party Costs 
(H/M/L) 

O-17 Publish a progress report every two years aŌer adop-
Ɵon of the BSAP idenƟfying acƟon items completed to 
date and outline of next steps. 

EvaluaƟon MPO Low 

O-18 Improve bikeway infrastructure condiƟons through reg-
ular street sweeping, maintenance, repair, and road-
way illuminaƟon. 

Engineering Local 
 Governments 

Medium 

O-19 Develop a bicycle facility maintenance plan and estab-
lish budgets with dedicated funding for maintenance 
and implementaƟon of bicycle infrastructure. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 
TxDOT 

Medium 

O-20 PrioriƟze implementaƟon of dedicated bikeway facili-
Ɵes, intersecƟon improvements, and other safety 
countermeasures benefiƟng bicyclists in Priority Em-
phasis Areas and Priority Bicycle Safety Corridors and 
IntersecƟons. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 
MPO 
TxDOT 

High 
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Table 14: Recommended Short Term AcƟon Items (1 - 5 Years) 2027 - 2031 

 

# Action Item Action Item 
Type 

Responsible 
Party 

Costs 
(H/M/L) 

ST-1 Promote state legislaƟon developing a uniform  
standard for the safe passing of bicyclists by motor 
vehicles. 

EducaƟon MPO 
Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-2 Integrate bicycle safety lessons in statewide driver 
educaƟon curriculum. 

EducaƟon Department of 
Public Safety 

Low 

ST-3 Promote state legislaƟon requiring bicyclists’ helmet 
usage when riding on roadways. 

EducaƟon MPO 
Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-4 Promote state legislaƟon authorizing municipaliƟes to 
reduce the posted speed limit on local roadways be-
low 30 mph without the need to conduct traffic stud-
ies. 

EducaƟon MPO 
Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-5 Develop TxDOT District Bike Plans to include recom-
mended bikeway faciliƟes for on-system roadways. 

Engineering TxDOT Low 

ST-6 Adopt citywide bicycle parking regulaƟons and/or in-
cenƟves to provide short-term bicycle parking accom-
modaƟons in new development or major renovaƟon 
projects. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-7 Adopt regulaƟons and/or incenƟves to provide end-of
-trip faciliƟes, including long-term bicycle parking, 
showers, changing rooms, lockers, and related  
accommodaƟons. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-8 Adopt access management policies to reduce  
conflicts. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-9 Develop local citywide mulƟmodal safety acƟon plans 
including the idenƟficaƟon of high injury bicycle  
network corridors and maintain a regional inventory 
of these plans. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 
MPO 
  

Low 

ST-10 Develop Safe Routes to School plans for schools  
located in the Priority Emphasis Areas. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 
MPO 

Low 
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# Action Item Action Item 
Type 

Responsible 
Party 

Costs 
(H/M/L) 

ST-11 Install and maintain equipment and technology to col-
lect data related to bicycle traffic volumes and record 
near-miss crash incidents. 

EvaluaƟon Local  
Governments 

Low 

ST-12 Adopt local citywide context sensiƟve design 
(Complete Streets) policies prioriƟzing the safety of 
vulnerable road users. 

EvaluaƟon Local 
 Governments 

Low 

ST-13 Update the BSAP, including review of the most recent 
five-year crash data to evaluate changes in paƩerns 
and trends. 

EvaluaƟon MPO 
  

Low 

ST-14 Conduct studies to implement traffic calming 
measures and to decrease posted speed on local road-
ways with bikeways located in Priority Emphasis Are-
as. 

Engineering Local 
Governments 

Medium 

ST-15 Provide adequate roadway lighƟng along bikeway cor-
ridors, especially at conflict locaƟons such as intersec-
Ɵons and driveways. 

Engineering Local  
Governments 
TxDOT 

Medium 
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The Regional Bicycle Safety AcƟon Plan reflects a data-
driven approach to idenƟfying crash locaƟons and 
causes, with a robust public outreach process to 
idenƟfy goals and comprehensive strategies aimed at 
reducing bicyclist serious injuries and fataliƟes to zero 
by 2050. The idenƟficaƟon of Priority Bicycle Safety 
Corridors, Priority Bicycle Safety IntersecƟons, and 
Priority Emphasis Areas serve as a collecƟve approach 
to addressing areas and corridors with a documented 
history of crashes, while also using a safe systems 
approach to address improvements in locaƟons 
before crashes may occur.  

Improving safety for bicyclists on roadways requires 
close coordinaƟon and ongoing collaboraƟon across 
mulƟple agencies, including various city departments, 
TxDOT, RTC, the MPO, and local transportaƟon 
agencies. CollaboraƟon must occur across various 
local government departments, including law 
enforcement, transportaƟon, public works, and land 
use planning to achieve the Plan’s goals.  

The commiƩed implementaƟon of this Plan by all 
agencies will reduce the number and severity of 
bicycle crashes in the North Central Texas region. 
Achieving the goals of the Plan will result in 
communiƟes where connected bicycle networks will 
be available and everyday trips by bicycle will feel 
safe, comfortable, and enjoyable for people of all ages 
and abiliƟes. 

 

Woman loading her bicycle on a Trinity Metro bus. 

Young girl fiƫng her bicycle helmet.  
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