
Street space is a limited resource. The process of street 
design must therefore take into account the demands of all 
street users under consideration of the surrounding land 
uses and the function of the street. Contrary to the historical 
emphasis on the flow of motor vehicles, Cycling Expertise 
Fact Sheet I-02, in reference to German guidlines [FGSV 
(2010)], emphasises that street design should be conside-
red “from the edge of the road to the middle” [Thiemann-
Linden (2010), p.2], ensuring that pedestrians and cyc-
lists are taken into consideration even when road width 

Overview is limited.
Due to space and safety considerations it is not always pos-

sible or advisable to provide separated infrastructure for each 
road user group. The choice of cycling facility depends to a lar-
ge extent on the available street space and the speed of moto-
rised traffic [FGSV (2010)].

Cycle provision on urban roads can be classified into:
● Mixed traffic on the carriageway
● Advisory lanes
● Bicycle lanes
● Dedicated combined bus and bicycle lane
● Bicycle streets

Fact Sheet h-02 – cycling FacilitieS on the Road

Types of cycle provision

The initial approach when choosing a 
type of cycle provision in German gui-
delines typically depends on carriage-
way width, car traffic volumes and mo-
tor vehicle speeds along with the four 
main considerations listed in Table 1.

In general, the higher car volumes 
and speeds are the greater the degree 
of separation between cyclists and 
motorised traffic. However the type of 
cycle provision should be decided on a 
case-by-case basis whilst considering 
the four main points listed above as 

well as the additional criteria.
Mixed traffic is recognised in Ger-

man guidelines as generally acceptab-
le for streets with narrow carriageways 
and low traffic volumes ( < 700 vehicles 
per hour (veh/h)). Some carriageway 
widths can be problematic when a dri-
ver tries to overtake a cyclist against 
oncoming traffic (see Safety Conside-
rations on next page). If there is kerb-
side car parking a clearance distance 
needs to be maintained between cyc-
lists and parked cars, for example by 
extending the kerb at certain intervals 
between parking spaces (see image 

Main Considerations for Dividing Street Space Additional Criteria
Road type within the transport network and predo-
minant surrounding uses (are significant levels of 
pedestrians, cyclists or deliveries to be expected?)

Frequency of junctions and property access points (amount and frequency 
of turning vehicles) - the greater the number and higher the frequency of tur-
ning vehicles, the greater the need for keeping cyclists on the carriageway)

Presence of public transit Proportion of heavy goods vehicles
Expected volumes of motorised and non-motorised 
traffic

Type of vehicles parking along the street - turnover frequency (how often are 
vehicles pulling in and out), double-parking, amount of delivery vehicles, etc.

Width of available street space Street gradient

above). In general, mixed traffic is the 
standard in speed 30 zones, where car 
volumes are low.

Whenever the attention of drivers 
needs to increased due to the pre-
sence of cyclists, pictograms might 
be a feasible measure since they are 
already often used in the Czech Repu-
blic. Even though this is not a legally 
reserved space for cyclists, experien-
ces from the Czech Republic show that 

safety clearance

parking

carriageway

Table 1: Considerations for division of street space amongst road users (based on FGSV (2006), 
p.15 and FGSV (2010), p.20p)
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Safety considerations

Two of the main safety issues for cy-
clists on the carriageway are visibility 
and clearance distances. Cyclists must 

Best Practice: Making space for advisory lanes in Berlin
In many German cities, the number of cars on city streets is decreasing, provi-

ding opportunities for expanding cycling infrastructure by removing travel lanes 
for motor vehicles. In Berlin, for example, three different streets were each re-
duced from two travel lanes per direction to one as part of a noise abatement 
programme. As a result, an advisory lane was able to be added to the carriage-
way. Because bottlenecks occur mostly at intersections and not on open road 
segments, the roads retained turning lanes in the approaches to intersections.

pictograms are unlikely to be crossed 
by cars unless they have to avoid on-
coming traffic.

Advisory lanes are indicated by 
dashed guide markings on the carria-
geway. They act as a suggested cycle 
lane and should be used on streets that 
are too narrow for mandatory bicycle 
lanes. They may be crossed by motor 
vehicles only when necessary, e.g. in 
the case of oncoming lorry traffic. For 
this reason advisory lanes are not re-
commended for streets with a high vo-
lume of heavy goods vehicles (HGV). 
Additionally, car speeds should not ex-
ceed 50 km/h.

Bicycle lanes are mandatory, dedi-
cated lanes for cyclists and separated 
from motor vehicle lanes through a con-
tinuous lane marking. Cycle lanes can 
be considered for use in streets with 
motor vehicle speed limits ≤ 70 km/h as 
long as motorised traffic flow does not 
exceed approx. 500 veh/h. In general, 
however, speeds limits on urban arteri-
als should be 50 km/h or less.

If no other type of cycle facility can be 
provided due to lack of space, cyclists 
can be allowed use of a dedicated bus 
lane in streets with bus lanes. Advan-
tages include the relatively easy traffi-
cability and avoidance of conflicts bet-
ween cyclists and passengers at bus 
stops. Because this leads to new con-
flicts between cyclists and buses, how-
ever, a combined lane is only recom-
mended under certain conditions. The 
bus lane should  either be wide enough 
( ≥ 4,75 m) to allow safe overtaking or 
narrow enough ( ≤ 3,50 m) to prevent 
overtaking [FGSV (2010), p.29]. Howe-

ver, if a bus lane is wider than 4,75 m, 
narrowing the bus lane and providing a 
cycle lane should be considered. In ad-
dition, a bus lane would fail to serve its 
purpose (improve reliability of bus ser-
vice) if high numbers of cyclists impede 
bus traffic; high numbers of buses also 
decrease attractiveness and safety for 
cyclists [Ahrens et al. (2009), p.168 
and Deffner et al. (2012), p.105].

Low car volumes and speed li-
mits ≤ 30 km/h on the secondary road 
network provide good preconditions for 
cycling. However these cycle routes are 
often not very visible. Bicycle streets, 
dedicated roads for cyclists, can help 
to clarify this function  and thus lead 
to a bundling of cycle traffic on these 
streets, e.g. as part of the main bicycle 
network. This increases visibility and 
thus also awareness and safety for 
cyclists. The speed limit is 30 km/h for 
all road users. Motorised vehicles may 
only use the street if permitted with an 
additional sign. Cyclists are allowed to 
ride side by side. 

be visible to drivers with clear lines of 
sight between cyclists and motorists. In 
general, on-carriageway provision al-
lows for good visibility  and clear sight-
lines between cyclists and drivers. A 
critical situation, however, can arise at 
intersections due to turning motorists 
(see Fact Sheet H-04 – Intersections).

Citing the U.K. Department for Trans-
port, Mobile2020 [Deffner et al. (2012), 
p.72] identifies three factors influenci-
ng clearance distance: cyclist stability, 
passing distance to fixed objects and 
distance from (and speed of) car traffic. 
For cyclists on the carriageway, safety 
clearance to parked cars is especially 
important due to opening car doors. In 
addition, it is important to ensure safe 
passing distances between cyclists and 
vehicles wishing to overtake. Widths 
should either be wide enough to allow 
for safe passing or narrow enough to 
ensure that passing is discouraged.

Sufficient safety clearance between parking lane 
and cycle lane (source: Tomas Cach)

Sources: 
Ahrens, G.-A.; Aurich, T.; Böhmer, T.; Klotzsch, J.; Pitrone, A.: “Interdependenzen zwischen Fahrrad- und ÖPNV-
Nutzung”. TU Dresden, Chair of Transport and Infrastructure Planning. 2009.
City of Berlin: “Abschlussbericht zum Pilotprojekt Beispielstrecken”. Lärmaktionsplan Berlin 2013–2018. 2014. 
Deffner, J.; Ziel, T.; Hefter, T.; Rudolph, C. (eds.): “Handbook on Cycling Inclusive Planning and Promotion”. Capa-
city development material for the multiplier training within the Mobile2020 project. Frankfurt/Hamburg. 2012.
(FGSV) Road and Transport Research Association: “Richtlinien für die Anlage von Stadtstraßen” (Guidelines for 
urban road design). Cologne. Road and Transport Research Association. 2006.
(FGSV) Road and Transport Research Association: “Empfehlungen für Radverkehrsanlagen” (Recommendations 
for cycle facilities). Cologne: Road and Transport Research Association. 2010.
Thiemann-Linden, Jörg (ed.): “Cycling in Urban Main Streets”. Cycling Expertise I-02. Berlin. German Institute of 
Urban Affairs (DIfU) GmbH. 2010.

Lessons learned: The type of cycling provision depends on many factors, in particular type of connection within the 
transport network, carriageway width and motor vehicle volumes and speeds. When implementing cycling facilities the 
two main safety considerations are clearance distances (to parked and moving vehicles, obstacles, etc) and visibility. 
Other considerations when designing cycling provision include surrounding land use, amount of HGV, street gradient and 
intersection frequency.


