Bicycle traffic in the new ASVV manual
Following the recent publication of the latest recommendations for traffic provisions in built-up areas (ASVV 2004), the Fietsberaad (Bicycle Consultancy) decided to compare the revised ASVV with the ASVV 1996 to find out what had changed for bicycle traffic. Conclusion: the revision contains some useful recommendations with regard to bicycle provisions. It also concludes that a revised version of the Bicycle Traffic Design Indicator published by CROW would be useful too. Which is good: a new version is currently being developed.
One of the main reasons for revising the ASVV manual concerned recent developments relating to Duurzaam Veilig (Sustainable Safety). This is chiefly reflected in the layout of the specification sheets, the most frequently consulted part of the ASVV. The sheets are no longer ordered according to type of road user and type of provision, but according to road category: access roads and distributor roads.

But let’s start at the beginning. The main layout of the ASVV remains unchanged. After the introduction, there are still four sections: basic information, working methods, provisions and special topics.
Basic information
The section Basic information contains general and technical information which form the basis of every traffic-related subject. The new ASVV provides more information about the different categories of traffic participants than the previous version. For cyclists, this information is stereotypical, somewhat one-sided: ‘… for some of the population, such as children, people without a driving licence and people on lower incomes, the bicycle is the only alternative to walking for many journeys…’ While this may be true, such reasoning does not take into account the fact that the bicycle is the most common means of transport in local traffic, also for many adults with a driving licence and a good income. A manual concerning traffic provisions at local level should focus more on the importance of bicycles as a means of transport. However the ASVV does state that the requirements of children and the elderly on bicycles are very important in traffic engineering design and that cyclists need high quality facilities.

The Basic Information section includes details about dimensions and statistical data. The dimensions of the bicycle and its rider are unchanged in the ASVV; in general the dimensions for motor traffic have increased slightly. For the first time, the new ASVV includes data about the recumbent bicycle, but not about ATBs. The statistics relating to mobility, infrastructure and traffic hazards have been updated: instead of using data from 1993, the ASVV 2004 refers to data from 2001.

Working methods
The section Working methods studies analytical methods and traffic plan related aspects, focusing predominantly on Sustainable Safety. In view of the function of the ASVV, it is not surprising that most attention is devoted to the infrastructure. The policy side of Sustainable Safety is hardly addressed at all. For example, there is no mention of the fact that stimulating bicycle traffic contributes to a sustainably safe traffic system and that mobility policy therefore depends on the good competitive position of the bicycle compared with motor traffic. Because this pillar often has to contend with incorrect judgements and misunderstandings, the ASVV should certainly devote more attention to this. The ASVV could also focus more on main bicycle routes, a difficult subject for many road managers. Although the ASVV devotes a lot of attention to the requirements of large vehicles and public transport with regard to 30km/hour areas, it does not contain an item ‘main bicycle routes through residential areas’ or more generally ‘cyclists in residential areas’. To some extent, this is explored in a technical sense: there is a specification sheet related to (the intersection of) a main bicycle route in a residential area.

In the Chapter Planning aspects of bicycle traffic, which mainly addresses the requirements to be met by a bicycle network, the contents are unchanged. The ASVV 2004 still emphasises the familiar five requirements: cohesion, directness, attractiveness, safety and comfort. And the elaboration of these requirements in measurable units still has a number of unknowns.
Thinking about the choice of bicycle provisions in a given situation is still an important chapter for designers. According to the ASVV, this starts with the function of the road (distributor road or access road) and then with the importance of the road for bicycle traffic. This does not differ significantly from the ASVV 1996, although the distributor road/access road distinction was not yet used in those days. However there is an important difference in how recommendations are presented. Instead of advice like ‘recommended’, ‘to be considered’ and ‘to be avoided’, resulting in fourteen possible situations (reference sheets), the reader is now only directed to good solutions. The ASVV 2004 thus includes only six reference pages for bicycle provisions on road sections.

A much debated item among traffic experts is the choice of type of bicycle provision. The ASVV offers the designer the necessary scope. For example, mixing is a general starting point for access roads, but later we read that bicycle provisions depend on the situation and that separate bicycle provisions (bicycle lanes, suggested lanes and separate bicycle paths) may be unacceptable on a main bicycle route. In the case of distributor roads which do not constitute an important bicycle connection, bicycle lanes may be constructed instead of bicycle paths. With regard to distributor roads which do constitute a bicycle connection, only separate bicycle paths and parallel roads are recommended. If a distributor road is part of a main bicycle route but there is no room for a bicycle path, the ASVV is very clear in its recommendation: find space by abolishing parking spaces, reduce the width of the carriageway, introduce one-way traffic for cars or rethink the function of the road. Clear language.

Provisions
The section Provisions contains examples of measures and is the most frequently consulted part of the ASVV. The examples are not subdivided into means of transport but according to road category (distributor road and access road). This creates a problem because many provisions, also those for cyclists, may relate to both road categories. That problem is solved by including a separate chapter Slow traffic relating to cyclists, pedestrians and scooter riders. For bicycle traffic, the changes compared with the previous version relate to important and less important issues. First the most important changes:

• 
The ASVV recommends not implementing bicycle lanes beside parking bays, parking lanes or parking places.

• 
In the ASVV 1996, the width of a carriageway of an access road depended on the traffic function for motor traffic. The ASVV 2004 states that the position of the cyclist must also be taken into account and forces the designer to think even more about the desired situation on the street.

• 
The new ASVV is unambiguous about the priority of cyclists on roundabouts and only recommends solutions whereby cyclists have priority on single lane and double lane roundabouts. There will be no more roundabouts with a bicycle lane.  
• 
New is the bicycle/scooter path, for 70km/hour roads where the scooter is not allowed on the carriageway.  

Other changes in this section related to details, but these are often very important. Provisions on the road are particularly important for cyclists.

• 
The markings for bicycle provisions are much clearer and more consistent than in the ASVV 1996. Wherever the bicycle has priority, block markings and give-way markings will appear.

• 
For bicycle crossings at bus sluices, narrow roads, etc. the ASVV 1996 recommended a width of 1.35 m. The recommendation is now 1.50 m, with 1.35 m as a minimum.

• 
Where road sections and bicycle paths are blocked with a bollard, warning markings are now recommended and a through width of 1.50 m. This was only 1.20 m in the ASVV 1996.

• 
At crossroads, the minimum curve for cyclists has been increased from 4 to 5 metres.

Finally
After considering all the texts relevant for bicycle traffic, only one conclusion can be reached about the revised ASVV: it’s been a good thing! Periodical updating of a popular manual like the ASVV is an absolute must and the current update has resulted in improvements regarding the provisions for bicycle traffic. Anyone who is regularly involved in such provisions – whether in terms of policy or design – will sometimes have to delve deep in the ASVV. Moreover there is sometimes too little consistency between the various sections, which can be confusing. A manual with such a wide scope as the ASVV will always have limitations with regard to details and elaboration of provisions in a sub area, as with bicycle provisions in this case. Reading the ASVV 2004 once again confirms that it is a good thing that a revised edition of Tekenen voor de fiets (Signing for the bicycle), the CROW Design Indicator for Bicycle Friendly Infrastructure from 1993 is being planned.
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