March 18, 20 16
Leif A. Dorm sjo
Director
District Departm ent of Transportation
55 M Street, SE, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20 0 0 3

Re :

D D OT’s L Stre e t Pro te cte d Bike Lan e Clo s u re in Vio latio n o f th e
Bicycle Safe ty Am e n dm e n t Act o f 2 0 13

Dear Director Dorm jso:
Three years ago, the DC City Council unanim ously passed the Bicycle Safety Am endm ent Act to
prohibit the District Departm ent of Transportation (“DDOT”) from granting perm its to
developers to block sidewalks and bike lanes without providing safe accom m odation to
pedestrians and bicyclists. 1 Despite this law, DDOT recently granted a perm it to Carr
Properties, a developer that is demolishing the old Washington Post building at 110 0 15th St.
NW and constructing a new building on the property, to close the adjacent sidewalk and
protected bike lane on L Street between 15th and 16th streets for at least 27 m onths. (This letter
concerns only the closures during the future construction phase of the project, not the closures
during the current 10 week dem olition phase.) As a result of this permit, bicyclists riding in a
protected bike lane will be forced to m ix suddenly into a dangerous and fast-m oving car lane
without any safe accomm odation.
This letter and accom panying diagram s explain why DDOT’s granting of the perm it violates the
Bicycle Safety Am endm ent Act and DDOT’s own regulations implem enting the Act. This letter
also offers three options for how DDOT could m odify the perm it to comply with the law without
endangering bicyclists, pedestrians, or drivers, including two options that would not involve
closing any more m otor vehicle lanes than currently planned.
We understand that an am bitious construction project like the one contemplated at 110 0 15th
St. NW requires a certain am ount of creative planning and flexibility on the part of DDOT and
the developer. However, in the face of an unam biguous law that requires safe accom modation
for the most vulnerable roadway users, and the existence of a number of alternative
configurations that would comply with the law and protect the public, we respectfully submit
that DDOT should not resolve these issues in favor of the developer and against the will of the
legislature. Th e de ve lo p e r’s plan s s h o u ld yie ld to th e re qu ire m e n ts o f th e law , n o t
th e o th e r w ay aro u n d. Accordingly, we respectfully request that DDOT m odify the perm it to
correct the violation, and we offer our assistance in finding appropriate accom modations.

1

Bicycle Safety Am endm ent Act of 20 13, L20 -0 0 49, § 3 (codified at D.C. Code § 10 -1141.0 3(f)).
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I.

Th e L Stre e t Pro te cte d Bike Lan e Is a Ke y Part o f th e City’s Tran s p o rtatio n
In fras tru ctu re

L Street between 15th and 16th streets is an one-way, eastbound street that is designed to
accomm odate m any m odes of transportation. Before Carr Properties began the dem olition
phase of the 110 0 15th St. NW project, the block contained the following travel lanes, listed here
from the northern edge of the roadway to the southern edge:
•

Northern sidewalk

•

11 foot protected bike lane, including a buffer zone and plastic bollards separating
bicyclists from motor vehicle traffic

•

11 foot motor vehicle lane

•

11 foot motor vehicle lane

•

11 foot motor vehicle lane (used for automobile parking)

•

Southern sidewalk

The baseline arrangem ent is depicted in the following im age: 2
L Street NW Betw een 16th St. and 15th St. NW Prior to Dem olition Phase

This block is part of a 1.4 m ile stretch of L Street from Pennsylvania Avenue NW to
Massachusetts Avenue NW that contains a protected bike lane. Because of the physical
separation and protection from traffic in the adjacent m otor vehicle lane, riding in the protected
bike lane inspires significantly less fear of being struck by an automobile than riding in a m otor
vehicle lane or unprotected bike lane. DDOT has observed that the L Street protected bike lane
dem onstrates that “separating bicycles from car traffic with a physical barrier m akes people feel
safer about riding a bicycle, leading to significant increases in bicycling.”3 Following completion
of the protected bike lane in 20 13, bike ridership on L Street exploded, increasing 65 percent
within the protected bike lane’s first year of installation. 4 This is a rem arkable figure
considering that the westbound M Street protected bike lane had not yet been com pleted.

2

Lane widths change near the 15th Street intersection to allow drivers turnin g left to enter the
protected bike lane.
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District Departm ent of Transportation , M St, NW, Protected Bike Lan e Fact Sheet (May 20 14).

4

National Institute for Transportation and Com m unities, Lessons from the Green Lanes:
Evaluating Protected Bike Lanes in the U.S., NITC-RR-583, at 62 (J une 20 14).
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The L Street protected bike lane — particularly in the 150 0 block — is an especially im portant
piece of infrastructure because it intersects with the 15th Street north-south protected bike lane,
which is itself connected to the westbound M Street protected bike lane, form ing the “most bikefriendly corner” of the city. 5 Together, these three protected bike lanes allow ordinary people to
bike for transportation in any direction downtown a n d m a k e r e t u r n t r ip s . Without a safe L
Street protected bike lane, the utility of the M Street protected bike lane would be greatly
dim inished. As Councilm em ber J ack Evans, the representative of Ward 2 in which the L Street
protected bike lane sits, has said, “we need a complete system ” of bike lanes downtown, and it
would be “crazy” to have to ride crosstown on streets like L and M without any good bicycle
facility option in the vicinity. 6
Councilm ember Evans’s statem ents reflect the well-established principle that a bike lane
network is only as robust as its weakest link: “the stress of a route is determ ined by its m ost
stressful link, and not by the sum or average of the stress on its constituent links. If people will
not use links whose stress exceeds their tolerance, several low-stress links cannot com pensate
for one high stress link.”7 Ordinary people will not use a bike lane that disappears when it is
needed m ost on a busy street.
The L Street protected bike lane is the only eastbound bike lane of a n y type in the trafficclogged western part of downtown DC. 8 The nearest parallel eastbound bike lanes or paths are
m ore than half a m ile in either direction from L Street. If any part of the L Street protected bike
lane were com prom ised, there would sim ply be no safe and direct way to ride a bike from Foggy
Bottom , the West End, or Georgetown to the eastern part of downtown. For thousands of city
residents, there would be no safe way to ride a bike to or from work. Crashes would increase,
bike ridership in a ll directions downtown would decrease, m otor vehicle trips would increase,
and m any of the Mayor’s stated traffic safety goals would be underm ined. 9
II.

D D OT Gran te d an Extrao rd in ary Pe rm it to Carr Pro pe rtie s to Clo s e th e
Pro te cte d Bike Lan e an d N o rth e rn Side w alk o f L Stre e t Be tw e e n 15th Stre e t
N W an d 16 th Stre e t N W Fo r At Le as t Tw e n ty Se ve n Mo n th s

We understand that Carr Properties, a local developer, approached DDOT m onths ago with
plans to demolish the old Washington Post building on 110 0 15th St. NW and construct a new
building in its place, spanning the entire city block between 16th and 15th streets and L and M
streets. Broadly speaking, the developer’s project is split into two phases: a dem olition phase
that is expected to end in April 20 16, and a construction phase that will last for m ore than two
years thereafter.
During the construction phase, Carr Properties’ plans call for expanding the project site well
beyond the borders of the developer’s own plot and into public space. The developer’s plot
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Greater Greater Washington, DC’s Most Bike-Friendly Corner: 15th and L (Oct. 9, 20 14).

6

Greater Greater Washington, Evans Discovers J oy of Cycletracks on Ward 2 Bike Ride (J uly 15,

20 11).
7

Mineta Transportation Institute, Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Conn ectivity, at 7 (May

20 12).
8

The L Street protected bike lane is also the only eastbound protected bike lane in the entire city.

9

See Mayor Bowser’s Vision Zero Action Plan.
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contains or abuts subterranean vaults on the southern side that m ake it challenging for the
developer to find space for loading trucks on the perim eter of its land. Squeezed for space on its
own land, the developer nevertheless chose to pursue a project plan that calls for t w o truck
loading lanes within the project site, requiring — under the developer’s own tim eline, that is —
the use of even m ore public space than would otherwise be the case. 10
Rather than force the developer to find m ore space within the site or adjust its tim eline
accordingly, DDOT approved a traffic control plan that ratifies the unnecessary encroachm ent of
public space. The plan calls for the closures of the protected bike lane and northern sidewalk of
L Street between 15th and 16th streets during the construction phase, which will last for at least
27 m onths, and longer if the project runs behind schedule.
During the construction phase, the publicly accessible portions of L Street will consist of the
following travel lanes, listed here from the northern edge of the roadway to the southern edge:
•

13 foot m otor vehicle lane (with stenciled paint indicating the lane is to be shared with
bicyclists, so-called “sharrows”)

•

11 foot motor vehicle lane (no longer used for autom obile parking)

•

Southern sidewalk

The arrangem ent is depicted in the following im ages:
Traffic Control Plan for L Street NW Betw een 16th St. and 15th St. NW During Construction
Phase

10

The two truck lan es on L Street are in addition to two truck lanes on 15th Street.
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Cross-Section of Traffic Control Plan

Automobile traffic will largely be unaffected, as two m otor vehicle travel lanes will rem ain. 11 The
protected bike lane and northern sidewalk, on the other hand, will be elim inated. Pedestrians
will be routed to the southern sidewalk. Bicyclists passing through the 16th Street intersection
with a green light will be forced to m erge suddenly from a protected bike lane into fast-m oving
car traffic. There will be no sidewalk on the north side of the street that would allow less
confident bicyclists to walk their bikes for a block to avoid car traffic. For bicyclists fortunate
enough to hit a red light at 16th Street, the traffic signal’s leading pedestrian interval will be
extended from 3 to 5 seconds, giving them a brief window to enter the 13 foot m otor vehicle lane
before accelerating cars catch up to them m id-block.
III.

Th e Bicycle Safe ty Am e n d m e n t Act Pro h ibits Pro te cte d Bike Lan e an d
Side w alk Clo s u re s W ith o u t Safe Acco m m o d atio n

The City Council anticipated the problem s that would ensue if the city’s bike lanes were m ade
unsafe because of construction like the 110 0 15th St. NW project. After repeated bike lane and
sidewalk closures, the Council grew concerned that DDOT’s regulations showed “lim ited
recognition of the danger to pedestrians and bicyclists posed by public space activities that block
sidewalks or bicycle paths. When public space perm ittees block these avenues of travel, both
bicyclists and pedestrians m ust pursue other routes that present unnecessary exposure to
vehicular collisions.”12
To ensure DDOT would no longer issue perm its that allow for the closures of sidewalks and bike
lanes without providing safe alternatives, the Council unanim ously passed the Bicycle Safety
Am endm ent Act in 20 13. The Act provides, among other things, that “The Mayor shall require

11
Left-hand turns by autom obiles onto 15th Street have been ban ned as part of the dem olition
phase, and will continue to be banned throughout the construction phase. We note that as DDOT
representatives acknowledged in the first public m eetin g about the project on March 10 , 20 16, drivers are
ignoring the ban.
12
Council of the District of Colum bia, Com m ittee Report of the Com m ittee on Transportation and
the En viron m ent on Bill 20 -140 , the “Bicycle Safety an d Am endm ent Act of 20 13”, at 4 (J uly 2, 20 13).
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perm ittees blocking a sidewalk, bicycle lane, or other pedestrian or bicycle path to provide a safe
accomm odation for pedestrians and bicyclists.”13 DDOT testified in favor of the legislation. 14
The following year, DDOT proposed and finalized regulations im plem enting the Act. 15 DDOT’s
regulations define a safe accomm odation for bicyclists in three ways. First, the regulations
define the term “safe accom modation” as a “safe and convenient route for pedestrians and
bicyclists that ensures an accomm odation through or around a work zone that is e q u a l t o the
accomm odation that was provided to pedestrians and bicyclists before the blockage of the
sidewalk, bicycle lane, or other public bicycle path.”16 Second, the regulations state that the
routing for a safe accomm odation for bicyclists “s h a ll r e p lica t e t h e s a fe t y le v e l o f t h e
e xis t in g b icy cle r o u t e , such as by providing:
(1) A route that is physically separated from m otor vehicle traffic if a protected bicycle
lane is blocked or providing a route that is for the exclusive use by bicyclists if a
bicycle lane is blocked whenever feasible;
(2) A route which is free of obstructions and surface hazards, such as construction
equipm ent, construction m aterials, debris, holes, m ud, loose gravel, m illed surfaces
and uneven pavem ent; and
(3) A route that does not share a covered or open walkway with pedestrians.”17
Finally, the regulations state that a safe accom modation to bicyclists must be provided by
prioritizing the following m ethods, in order from highest priority to lowest priority:
(1) Closing a parking lane and keeping the adjacent bicycle lane open;
(2) Shifting the bicycle lane to a location on the sam e roadway to by-pass the work zone,
and if necessary, shifting and narrowing the adjacent m otor vehicle traffic lanes;
provided the adjacent motor vehicle travel lanes shall be m aintained at no less than
ten feet (10 ft.) wide;
(3) Closing the adjacent motor vehicle travel lane to provide space for a bicycle lane;
provided that a m inim um of one (1) m otor vehicle travel lane shall rem ain in the
sam e direction of travel;
(4) Merging the bicycle lane and the adjacent motor vehicle travel lane into a shared
travel lane adjacent to the work zone, installing sharrow lane m arkings in the shared
travel lane and installing work zone signage directing bicyclists to m erge into the
shared travel lane; provided the shared travel lane shall be m aintained at no less than
thirteen feet (13 ft.) wide; and
13

Bicycle Safety Am endm ent Act of 20 13, L20 -0 0 49, § 3 (codified at D.C. Code § 10 -1141.0 3(f)).

14

Com m ittee Report, supra n ote 12, at 5.

15

The Act allows DDOT to define “safe accom m odation” by regulation but requires DDOT’s
definition to “ensure the safe and expedient passage of pedestrians and bicyclists.” D.C. Code § 10 1141.0 4(6).

16

24 D.C.M.R. § 3315.3 (em phasis added).

17

24 D.C.M.R. § 3315.4(c) (em phasis added).
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(5) As a last resort, detouring bicyclists onto an adjacent roadway, in which case the
detour route shall replicate, as closely as practicable, the level of safety found on the
bicycle route being blocked. 18
Collectively, DDOT’s regulations provide a clear and comprehensive schem e that m ust be
followed when DDOT considers a perm it application for a developer to close a bike lane: the
developer’s plan m ust provide an accom modation that is “equal to” the closed lane, the
accomm odation must “replicate the safety level of” the closed lane, and DDOT m ust select the
highest priority option for a safe accomm odation that is possible under the term s of the
regulations. 19
IV.

D D OT’s Clo s u re o f th e L Stre e t Pro te cte d Bike Lan e an d Side w alk Be tw e e n
15th Stre e t an d 16 th Stre e t Vio late s th e Bicycle Safe ty Am e n d m e n t Act an d
D D OT’s Re gu latio n s By Failin g to Pro vide Safe Acco m m o d atio n

The DC City Council believed the Act and its im plem enting regulations would cover perm it
applications just like the one Carr Properties subm itted for the 150 0 block of L Street NW. And,
when issuing proposed regulations implem enting the Act — which were substantively identical
to the final regulations — DDOT assured the public and the City Council that under the
regulations, “if a work zone blocks a protected cycletrack a bike lane that is physically separated
from m otor vehicle traffic m ust be provided for cyclists using the affected area.”20
Yet, DDOT approved a traffic control plan for the construction phase of Carr Properties’ project
that violates the Act and DDOT’s regulations in three ways. First, a 13 foot m otor vehicle lane
with no dedicated space for bicyclists is in no sense “equal to” the protected bike lane that
existed before the demolition. The large increase in ridership on L Street when the protected
bike lane was completed is clear evidence that a protected bike lane is superior to a motor
vehicle lane for bicycling on L Street. 21
Second, the 13 foot m otor vehicle lane will not “replicate the safety level of” the protected bike
lane. A recent civil engineering study in Chicago confirms what any person who has ridden a
bicycle in a city already knows: m otor vehicle lanes with sharrows are less safe than roads with
bike lanes. 22 A street with automobile traffic m oving as quickly as on L Street is a particularly
unsafe place for sharrows. As noted above, bicyclists on L Street passing through the 16th Street
intersection during a green light phase will be forced to m erge from a protected bike lane into
this autom obile traffic. The sudden m erger of lanes is unsafe for bicyclists a n d d r iv e r s , who
18

24 D.C.M.R. § 3315.4(d).

19
In the March 10 , 20 16 public m eetin g, representatives of DDOT stated that the law requires a
“m ulti-factor analysis” and that sharrows could be used in this case as a “last resort.” The statute and
regulations contain no such m ulti-factor test. And the regulations are clear that the m ethods of safe
accom m odation are sequen tial; the “last resort” is the fifth m ethod on the list (which has nothin g to do
with sharrows), and can only be used if the first four m ethods are inapplicable by their term s.
20

District Departm ent of Transportation , DDOT Releases Proposed Rules Requiring Safe Routes for
Pedestrians and Bicyclists Near Work Zones (Aug. 18, 20 14).
21

See supra note 4 and accom panying text.

22
See Nick Ferenchak & Wesley Marshall, Relative (In)Effectiven ess of Bicycle Sharrows on
Ridership and Safety Outcom es (Aug. 1, 20 15). In fact, this study suggests sharrows m ay even be less safe
than roads with no bicycle m arkings at all.
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m ay not see or expect bicyclists to em erge from their left. At a red light phase, bicyclists on L
Street will be given a short head start through the 16th Street intersection, but will not be able to
clear the block before cars catch up to them. Bicyclists generally travel m ore slowly on open
road than drivers, m eaning that in either traffic signal phase, drivers m ay be forced to decelerate
quickly or swerve into the adjoining lane to avoid crashing into bicyclists who pedal in front of
them . Inattentive or reckless drivers could easily crash into bicyclists.
DDOT’s plan seem s to be predicated on a startling num ber of assum ptions of perfect hum an
behavior: that drivers will allow bicyclists to m erge into their lane; that drivers will proceed
slowly and cautiously behind bicyclists for a block or safely pass them in the adjoining lane; that
pedestrians will not take the m ost direct route to their destination notwithstanding signs routing
them elsewhere; and that bicyclists will be confident and skilled enough to navigate one of the
busiest corridors of the city without dedicated space. An expectation that all drivers,
pedestrians, and bicyclists will navigate this obstacle safely is unrealistic and flies in the face of
the fundam ental principle of Vision Zero: that hum an error should be a s s u m e d and that its
effects should be m inimized through road design.
Third, DDOT did not follow the regulations’ m andatory priority schem e when it selected a
m ethod of safe accom modation. Before it m ay adopt the fourth m ethod on the regulations’
priority list, DDOT m ust adopt the third m ethod on the list unless it would be im possible to do
so under the term s of the regulations. That is, before closing a bike lane and adopting a 13 foot
m otor vehicle lane with sharrows, DDOT is required to close the adjacent m otor vehicle travel
lane to provide space for a bicycle lane so long as one m otor vehicle travel lane rem ains in the
sam e direction of travel. DDOT’s current traffic control plan for L Street during the
construction phase would leave two motor vehicle travel lanes in place, m eaning there would
still be capacity under the regulations for one m ore m otor vehicle lane to be closed.
We note that the statute and regulations include no exception for expediting a developer’s
construction. They also include no exception for accom m odating structural issues that a
developer might encounter on its own land, like the vaults underneath the Carr Properties
project site. Finally, they include no exception for streets thought to be too im portant to motor
vehicle travel for drivers to be inconvenienced. (As im portant as L Street m ay seem for drivers,
who have a number of options to travel eastward from the western part of downtown, it is m ore
im portant for bicyclists, who have no other safe options.) To the contrary, the statute
specifically states that it applies to “all permitees.”23 DDOT and the developer m ust find a way
to comply with the law, not stretch the law to accom m odate the developer’s challenges and
expose the public to risk in the process. The law would have little force if it could be set aside in
the circumstances where it is needed m ost, like this project. Indeed, one wonders whether the
law m ade any m eaningful difference in this case, beyond the bare stenciling of sharrows on a
m otor vehicle lane.

23

D.C. Code § 10 -1141.0 4(7).
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V.

Th e Pe rm it Can Be Mo d ifie d In At Le as t Th re e W ays to Co m ply w ith th e Law
an d Pro te ct Vu ln e rable Ro ad w ay U s e rs

DDOT has the full authority and discretion under the law to modify Carr Properties’ permit to
comply with the law. 24 Prelim inarily, we have three suggestions for how the traffic control plan
could be m odified.
A.

Op tio n 1: In s tallatio n o f Te m p o rary Sid e w alk an d Te m p o rary
Pro te cte d Bike Lan e w ith Clo s u re o f On e Car Lan e

First, a tem porary sidewalk and a tem porary protected bike lane could be installed, and a lane of
m otor vehicle travel removed. Bicyclists and pedestrians would have safe accomm odations that
would be “equal to” and that would “replicate the safety of” their accom modations before the
construction. All m odes of transportation would be accom m odated and physically separated.
Drivers could still drive down the street and, in an im provem ent from the current plan for the
construction phase, would not have the prospect of hitting a m erging bicyclist. Any excess
m otor vehicle traffic would naturally m ove to any of the nearby eastbound streets: K Street, H
Street, Pennsylvania and New York Avenues, or N Street. And the developer could still use
double truck loading lanes within the project site, if DDOT still wished to accom m odate that
request.
The arrangem ent is depicted in the following im age:
Option 1 - Installation of Tem porary Sidew alk and Protected Bike Lane w ith Closure of One
Car Lane

B.

Op tio n 2 : Re clam atio n o f Pu blic Sp ace to Pro vid e a Sid e w alk an d a
Pro te cte d Bike Lan e W ith N o Fu rth e r Clo s u re s o f Car Lan e s

Second, the developer’s perm it could be conditioned on the developer finding a sm all am ount of
space within the currently envisioned boundaries of the project site to accom m odate pedestrians
and bicyclists. We note that if DDOT narrowed the proposed 13 foot m otor vehicle lane to 10
24

See D.C. Code § 10 -1141.0 3(c) (“The Mayor m ay revoke any perm it issued pursuant to this
subchapter at any tim e”); 24 D.C.M.R. § 3315.8 (“The Director m ay revoke a public right-of-way
occupancy perm it authorizing the blockage of a sidewalk, bicycle lan e, or other pedestrian or bicycle path
for any of the followin g reasons: (a) The perm ittee fails to com ply with a provision of Subsections 3315.1
through 3315.7 above; (b) The perm ittee does not com ply with the traffic m anagem ent plan approved by
the Director; (c) To protect the public safety and welfare; or (d) Any other reason authorized by law.”).
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feet, only 4 m ore feet would be required to build a tem porary 7 foot wide or buffered bike lane. 25
Any increm ental space that could be found within the project site beyond those 4 feet would be
used to build a tem porary sidewalk. This option would preserve two lanes of autom obile traffic,
a protected bike lane, and a sidewalk. All m odes of transportation would be accom m odated and
physically separated.
The arrangem ent is depicted in the following im age:
Option 2 - Reclam ation of Public Space to Provide Sidew alk and Protected Bike Lane W ith N o
Further Closures of Car Lanes

C.

Op tio n 3 - Re clam atio n o f Pu blic Sp ace to Pro vid e a Pro te cte d Bike
Lan e W ith N o Fu rth e r Clo s u re s o f Car Lan e s

Third, DDOT could require the developer to find only 4 feet within the project site to
accomm odate bicyclists but not pedestrians. The result would be sim ilar to Option 2 above, but
without a sidewalk. Option 3 is not our preferred approach because arguably it does not provide
a safe accom modation to pedestrians under DDOT’s regulations. In a February 18, 20 16 letter
to DDOT, City Council Chairm an Phil Mendelson concluded that a sim ilar arrangem ent on 15th
and L streets during the dem olition phase violated the regulations. Moreover, our experience is
that when sidewalks are closed, pedestrians naturally tend to walk in bike lanes rather than
crossing the street, which creates conflict and som e safety concerns. Chairm an Mendelson
noted this phenom enon in his letter, writing that “[t]he lack of pedestrian accom m odations [on
15th Street and L Street during the demolition phase] forces those on foot to walk in the
cycletrack. The situation is not ideal for either bicyclists or pedestrians.” At the sam e tim e,
however, this option would be a m odest im provem ent over the current traffic plan for the
construction phase, which accom modates neither bicyclists nor pedestrians. 26
The arrangem ent is depicted in the following im age:

25

Only 2 feet would be required to build a 5 foot un protected bike lane, which would be inferior to a
protected bike lane but a vast im provem ent over the current plan for the construction phase.

26

While they would not bring the plan in com pliance with the Act, we note that DDOT could have
taken a num ber of addition al steps within the current plan to create safer conditions, including: reducing
the speed lim it on the affected block (with autom ated enforcem ent); installin g raised pedestrian
crosswalks on both sides of the 16th Street intersection to force drivers on L Street to slow down; and
installing a tem porary protected bike lan e on 16th Street and a contraflow bike lan e on M Street to
provide a safe detour for bicyclists.
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Option 3 - Reclam ation of Public Space to Provide Protected Bike Lane W ith N o Further
Closures of Car Lanes

VI.

W ABA Stan d s Re ady to H e lp D D OT Fin d Ap pro p riate Mo d ificatio n s

We appreciate your prom pt reconsideration of the traffic control plan for L Street between 15th
and 16th streets as it is currently contem plated, and we offer our assistance in correcting the
deficiencies. We also hope DDOT will improve its processes for m aking decisions on future
perm it applications that would involve bike lane and sidewalk closures. We note, for instance,
that while DDOT has developed a guideline for accom modating bicyclists during bike lane
closures by using temporary protected bike lanes 27 (which was not followed in this case), DDOT
has not updated its Pedestrian Safety and Work Zone Standards or Construction Managem ent
m anuals to reflect its guideline or the Bicycle Safety Am endm ent Act. 28 In addition, we hope
that DDOT will work more closely with the bicyclist and pedestrian advocacy comm unities
before closing key infrastructure when a sim ilar project is proposed in the future. We stand
ready, as always, to provide our advice and viewpoints on best practices that will safely
accomm odate all m odes of transportation.

*

27

*

*

See District Departm ent of Transportation, Standards and Guidelines, Section 60 0 (60 5) (Aug.

20 15).
28

See District Departm ent of Transportation, Pedestrian Safety and Work Zone Stan dards: Covered
and Open Walkways Manual (Dec. 14, 20 0 7); District Departm ent of Transportation, Construction
Managem ent Manual (May 20 10 ).
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If you have any questions, please contact m e (greg@waba.org or (20 2) 518 -0 524, ext. 20 5) or
WABA’s Advocacy Director Tam ara Evans (tam ara.evans@waba.org or (20 2) 518 -0 524, ext.
212).
Sincerely,

Gregory Billing
Executive Director
Washington Area Bicyclist Association
cc:

Mayor Muriel Bowser
J ohn A. Wilson Building
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20 0 0 4
City Council Chairm an Phil Mendelson
J ohn A. Wilson Building
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20 0 0 4
Councilm ember J ack Evans
J ohn A. Wilson Building
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20 0 0 4
Councilm ember Mary Cheh
J ohn A. Wilson Building
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20 0 0 4
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