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 CENTRAL REGION  STANDARD DETAIL  DEVELOPMENT  

REPORT  (CRSDR) 

Central Region Plan No.:  CR-T-1.20   

Title:  Unsignalized Intersection STOP and Crossing Details 

Prepared by:  Scott E. Thomas, P.E. 

Date:  06-22-2020 

 
Use:  This regional detail is used for consistent STOP bar and STOP sign placement towards meeting sight 
triangles standards and minimizing angle conflicts with nom-motorized traffic.  Visibility is the #1 goal by 
putting all conflicts in the best location of minimum speed, likely motorist stopping, and full view of all 
users.  The most common traffic conflict situation DOTPF uses is STOP sign control.  This should be the 
most common and consistent standard plan DOTPF uses. 

(Attachments are shown in underlined bold italics) 

Design and Application Considerations:   

• 2016 MUTCD Fig 2A-3  (#2) and previous versions allows for significant variation in lateral 
placement (6-50 ft).  Significant lateral offset has less observable motorist compliance, which 
increases speed of conflict and thus crash severity when further from the edge of traveled way 
(EOTW).   Significant offsets are less likely to meet sight triangle requirements.    Most important in 
any situation is STOP sign visibility – on large radii intersections the STOP sign can be too far around 
the curve at the mainline and could be out of the line of sight on side-street motorist approach. 

• HPCM Fig 1190-1 (#3) shows motorist setback for sight triangles of 14.4 to 17 feet to the driver’s 
eye.  2011 AASHTO Green Book 6th ed, p. 9-36  (#4), Case B1 lists 14.5 to 18 feet with SSD minimum 
visibility per Table 9-6 (#4).  (Most driver’s eye point of view is set back 9 feet from the front 
bumper, as measured on most sedans to pickups.) 

• ATMS Fig 2C-101 (#5)shows a motorist can creep forward to up to the edge of traveled way or face 
of curb in less desirable situations to 9 feet or greater.  This is not a design standard, but an 
operational minimum in less feasible situations.   Similar findings are cited in 2011 AASHTO Green 
Book 6th ed, p. 9-36, Case B1 and Table 9-6. 

• 1999 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities Fig 22 (#6) shows pathway “sweeps” 
are more desirable for crossing pathways in front of the STOP bar than a pathway crossing behind 
the STOP bar.  2012 AASHTO Guide to Bicycle Facilities, p. 5-43  (#7) acknowledges the same 
conflicts and recommend close proximity to the main roadway, but does not show a figure for 
“sweeps”.    
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• Per the 2012 AASHTO Bicycle Guide, Tbl 5-2  (#8), the radius of approach is 70 feet to meet design 
speeds of non-motorized facilities at 20 MPH maximum, not higher bicycling speeds, the same as 
pathways in  general.   This is used when approaching intersections to stay closer to the pedestrian 
rules of the road upon intersection crossing.  This requires due care by the pathway user and 
stopping as needed, not riding across the intersection at 20 MPH or greater.   Speed reduction at 
intersection conflicts are recommended by the 2012 AASHTO Guide, p. 5-43. 

• 2005 HPCM Fig 1210-4 (#9) shows “sweeps” as intended pathway design at STOP controlled 
intersections. 

• 2017 CR DOTPF HSIP Memorandum 2017-06-28 CR-T-1 Pathway Sweeps and Stop Bar Review  
(#10).   A 10 year area-wide crash review of “sweeps” vs further STOP bar setbacks finds no crash 
variation in actual sites, but retains intended purpose of “sweeps”. 

• 2004 and prior (#11), angled STOP bars are not being recommended in this latest concept.   This 
expects right turners to hold back, yet they are the vehicle with the most likely gap in one direction, 
so most likely to pull forward and enter the roadway first.     

History (reverse chronological):   

• As of 2020, CR DOTPF continues to use “sweeps” at all intersections/driveways significant enough 
in conflict to require STOP signs. 

• 2017 CR DOTPF HSIP Memorandum 2017-06-28 (#10) modified “sweeps” to be outside of road 
shoulder based on HSIP crash review, to balance proximity to traffic concerns and to eliminate 
conflicts with biking with traffic on shoulders or in future bike lanes. 

• 2010 MOA Bicycle Plan (#12) adopted “sweeps” in the higher use, higher crash area of the state. 

• 2009 NR confirmed by email they also use “sweeps” in pathway design. 

• 2008 CR-T-1.00 CR DOTPF Memorandum 2008-10-09 (#13) updated “sweeps” to maximize STOP 
bar compliance very close to the AASHTO and HPCM sight triangles. 

• 2005 DOTPF CR details (#14) outlined “sweeps” in Regional Detail for each project to consistently 
increase STOP bar compliance, such as Tudor Road 1R. 

• 2005 CR DOTPF HSIP ped/bike crash study (#15) of Anchorage Area non-motorized crashes, 
coordinating with the Municipality and Anchorage Police Department.    CR DOTPF noted significant 
occurrence of angle crashes at STOP bars – with a concern for STOP bar compliance set too far back 
from the curb or EOTW. 

• 2005 HPCM 1210-4 (#9) adopted for bicycle facilities designs, including “sweeps” as desirable at 
STOP controlled side-streets. 

• 1990’s-2004 individual designs (#11) used angled stop bars and did not address pathway sweeps. 

• 1999 AASHTO Guide for Bicycle Design Fig 22 (#6) clearly showed “sweeps”. 

• 1990 CR Memorandum 2-23-1990 adopted “sweeps” in relation to STOP bars. (#16) 
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1986 NR Memorandum 9-29-1986 adopted “sweeps” in relation to STOP bars. (#16)Applicable Design 
Standards, Codes and Specifications:    Most cited above.  Others include: 

• MUTCD 3B.16 (10) (#17)  4 ft separation between stop bar and marked or unmarked crosswalk.   
Extensions of shoulder, sidewalk, or pathway are an unmarked crossing. 

• MUTCD 3B.16 (08) (#17) DOTPF has consistently used 2 ft stop bars, when used.  The maximum 
width has been combined with signalized crosswalk historically in AK rather than use two lines with 
one as an advance STOP bar.   End result is driver’s eye is a minimum of 9 ft from EOTW with no 
shoulder.  With shoulder, driver’s eye is width of shoulder (4 ft min up to 8 ft) plus 4 ft gap, 2 ft 
stop bar, and 9 ft setback (19+ ft from EOTW).     With path, driver’s eye can be width of shoulder 
(4-8 ft), width of path up to 10 ft, 4 ft gap, 2 ft stop bar, and 9 ft setback (or 29 feet from EOTW).   It 
is clear that all required widths in balance can result in greater setbacks than desirable for sight 
triangles or STOP bar compliance, increasing pathway/sidewalk risk if not minimized.    Designs 
submitted in the past in excess of 30 ft setbacks to driver’s eye are generally revised.  In some 
special cases, such as RR Xings, advance STOP bars may be necessary. 

• Direction by email 05-11-24 NO MOTOR VEHICLES signs (#18) Central Region practice since 2005 after 
discussions with the Regional Director’s office of frequent OHV on pathway concerns.   Past experience in 
Anchorage was Municipal ordinance prohibited motorized vehicles on sidewalks, pathways citywide, so 
regulatory signs were not used.    Instead, green D11-1 BIKE ROUTE guide signs were historically used.    
However, with concerns for rules of the road being pedestrian, and that bike routes were also on a mix of 
vehicular facilities, this became an identified issue in the 2010 MOA Bicycle Plan.    The goal is to use D11-1 
BIKE ROUTE signs where vehicular rules of the road apply, and use regulatory R9-101 PATHWAY guide signs 
with ped/bike symbols to show where shared used occurs, but to also demonstrate the route is subject to 
pedestrian rules of the road. 

• To further clarify R5-103 NO MOTOR VEHICLES regulatory sign use in rural areas, R5-103P PATHWAY plates 
were added atop the sign.   This was to address several unpaved pathways built, and to address paved 
pathways in close proximity to roads where concerns were they were being mistaken as roads or driveways. 

• MUTCD Fig 3B-2, Fig 3B-7 (#19) Left Turns – Example show dedicated LT bays are typically provided at major 
cross streets, not minor cross streets.      While the MUTCD breaks centerlines in examples for all cross 
streets, Central Region finds so many cross streets that striping becomes frequently discontinuous.    
Instead, in CR TWLTO lanes are continued without breaks unless a dedicated LT lane is selected.    Centerline 
and lane line striping is broken at intersections with streets with the need for a dedicated LT lane.  

• State traffic code 13 AAC 02 does not have a restriction on passing within the vicinity of STOP controlled 
sidestreets. 

• Anchorage Municipal Code AMC 9.16.090 (#20) states that no lane changing is allowable within 100 feet of a 
signalized intersection.    Similar to AAC, there are no restrictions to changing lanes in the vicinity of STOP 
controlled cross-streets. 

• ADAAG Access: This drawing does not provide ADAAG detail for actual construction of grades, tiles, and 
ramp dimensions.  However, it does show parallel ramps may fit better with STOP bar and pathway 
geometry as compared to perpendicular ramps.  Perpendicular ramps too far around the cross-street radii 
can greatly increase STOP bar setback. 
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Tests or Backup Data:  (to support that the plan meet standards – this is typical for roadside hardware that 
is tested by someone else and verifies that it meets MASH, for example)   HSIP Crash review cited above. 

 

Design Backup:  Cited above.  Design layout as per CR-T-1.10, both curbed and uncurbed intersections. 

 

Construction Considerations:  (not necessary for all plans)   Regional Detail may be overridden by Design 
Details or specific design sheets for specific cases in the Design.    

 

M&O Considerations:  (not necessary for all plans)   Pathway plowing is a common consideration, but not 
altered by this concept.   STOP sign and STOP bar placement are simplified for easiest layout.  Angled STOP 
bars were not recommended in this concept. 

 

Abbreviations: 

AAC  Alaska Administrative Code 

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

ADAAG  Americans with Disabilities Act Accessible Guidelines 

AMC  Anchorage Municipal Code 

ATMS  Alaska Traffic Manual Supplement 

DOTPF  (Alaska) Department of Transportation and Public Facilities 

CR  Central Region 

fa  Edge of Traveled Way 

HPCM  Highway Preconstruction Manual 

HSIP  Highway Safety Improvement Program 

MASH  AASHTO Manual for Assessing Safety Hardware 

M&O  Maintenance and Operations 

MPH  miles per hour 

MUTCD Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

NR  Northern Region 
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Anchorage Bicycle Plan
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These deficiencies and the associated challenges addressed by 
this Bicycle Plan are discussed below. Solutions to these 
problems are discussed in subsequent chapters, particularly in 
the action item recommendations in Chapter 6.

Separated Pathways
As noted above, separated pathways are two-way facilities 
shared by bicycles, pedestrians, in-line skaters, and others. The 
Guide for Development of Bicycle Facilities (1999) by the American 
Association of State Highway Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) states that these pathways operate best when they 
offer opportunities not provided by the road network and have 
continuous separation from traffic. (AASHTO specifies a 
minimum of 5 feet and a preferred distance of 7 feet to 
separate the bikeway from the roadway.) AASHTO lists the 
following operational problems with separated pathways along 
roadways: 

When the path ends, bicyclists going against traffic tend to continue to 
travel on the wrong side of the street. Likewise, bicyclists approaching the 
path often travel on the wrong side of the street to get to the path. Wrong-
way travel by bicyclists is a major cause of crashes.  

Bicyclists coming from the right are often not noticed by drivers who are 
emerging from or entering cross streets and driveways. The drivers are not 
expecting the bicyclists whose direction of travel is opposite the direction 
of the flow of vehicle traffic. 

Signs posted for roadway users are backward for bicycle riders who are 
traveling in a direction against traffic.  

Although users of the shared-use path should be given the same priority 
through intersections as users of the parallel roadway, motorists falsely 
expect bicyclists to stop or yield at all cross streets and driveways.  

Stopped motor traffic on cross streets or vehicles using side streets or 
driveways may block the separated pathway crossing. 

Many utility bicyclists use the roadway instead of the separated pathway 
because they have found the roadway to be safer, more convenient, or 
better maintained.  

DOT&PF recommends implementation of design techniques to improve the safety 
of separated pathways. The solution incorporates “sweeps” that align separated 
pathways in front of stop bars at unsignalized intersections with public streets by 
bringing the separated pathway closer to the roadway. A sweep minimizes conflicts 
and reduces crashes because the bicyclists and pathway users become more visible. 
Sweeps are now included in new construction and are added through retrofit to 

Winter bicyclist on separated path
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existing construction. DOT&PF use of sweeps has been a standard for 18 years at 
unsignalized intersections with public streets. 

The Alaska Railroad encourages all crossings of its tracks to be grade-separated 
(requiring either an underpass or overpass). When a grade-separated crossing is not 
possible, the network should direct bicyclists to a crossing with an automated 
device that warns bicyclists about approaching trains. To promote bicyclist safety, 
at-grade crossings at unprotected locations (with no gates or signals) should be 
avoided. The design details of track crossings also should be addressed to reduce 
hazards to bicyclists, especially on separated pathways.  

Gaps in the Bicycle Network
Similar to pedestrians, bicyclists typically seek the most direct routes possible to 
their destinations and are reluctant to deviate far from the most direct route. 
However, many bicyclists will deviate from direct routes when the route is not 
perceived to be safe. Ideally, the bicycle network should form a grid system with 
connections every half mile to provide direct and continuous routes.  

The Anchorage greenbelt trail system, which generally follows the major creeks and 
coastline of the Anchorage Bowl, does not provide direct connections to many 
destinations within Anchorage. In addition, these greenbelt trails are often busy 
with slower-moving users and should not be relied on for primary bicycle corridors. 
Small children, people with pets on leashes, walkers positioned two or three 
abreast, and in-line skaters are among the trail users who create obstacles that 
hinder faster-moving utility bicyclists. The greenbelt trails are primarily intended for 
recreational users, and the roadway bicycle infrastructure is planned for utility 
bicyclists and others who use bicycles as a method of transportation. 

Even with the recent addition of several separated pathways built in conjunction 
with new road projects, many gaps in the existing network remain (see Figure 1). 
These gaps are particularly noticeable on the Hillside and in Chugiak-Eagle River 
where few facilities have been built. Other major gaps in the system include the 
Sand Lake area, which needs better east-west bicycle facility connections, and the 
Government Hill neighborhood, which lacks a single bicycle route connection to 
the rest of the network.  

Many otherwise viable parts of the bicycle infrastructure are discontinuous. For 
example, short segments of multi-use pathways built on the west side of Minnesota 
Drive between Benson Boulevard and Tudor Road abruptly begin and end. The 
Campbell Trail, which has a gap at the Seward Highway, is the most glaring 
discontinuous trail in the system and drew the majority of public comment about a 
needed connection. Bikeway gaps present major difficulties for medium- and long-
distance bicycle riders and utility bicyclists.  















Pedestrian & Bicycle Collisions 21 11/21/2005
 In the Central Region

Alaska has a higher number of bike 
related accidents (58%) than pedestrian 
related accidents (42%) & leads the
country in bicycle fatality rate, despite 
short bicycling seasons.  We may see 
higher accident rates involving bicycles 
as more wintertime bicycle riding is 
being observed and winter maintenance
of bicycle paths has improved.

There are significant pedestrian 
accidents in midtown and downtown
(Approximately 35% of total Anchorage
accidents.)

There is a higher risk of injury & fatality with pedestrian and bicycle related accidents than other 
types of accidents. (3% fatal, 12% Major Injury, 70% Minor Injury for pedestrian & bicycle 
related accidents vs. 0.6%, 4% and 28% for all accidents.) 

Right angle accidents with turning
vehicles are a number one pattern.  That is, 
vehicles on a side street preparing to 
entering the cross street fail to look right
after looking left for a gap in the traffic
stream and strike a pedestrian or bicyclist
on their right.  (Evident in top 15 
intersections for # of accidents) 

There are several sites with a continuing
record of injuries and/or several fatalities.
(Northern Lights/Seward Highway had 2 
fatalities during the past 10 years, 
Glenn/Bragaw had 3 fatalities during that 
same period.)

Alcohol involvement is a big factor,
particularly in fatal pedestrian and bicycle 
related accidents. (Involved in 52% of 
fatal pedestrian/bike related accidents.)

School related pedestrian & bicycle
accidents are not a significant problem.
(Anchorage School District Hazardous 
Transportation Committee & school 
walking route traffic controls and maps
effective.)

Jaywalking, mid-block Crossing (5 lane 
roads), and nonconformance with the rules 
of the road were a major observation. 
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