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1. Introduction 

1.1. DANUBE CYCLE PLANS PROJECT 

In 2016, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe started cooperating with the Transport, Health and 

Environment Pan-European Programme (THE PEP) to develop the pan-European master plan for cycling. In its 

report, the ECE (2020) proposes the definitions of various infrastructure types of importance in regard to cycling 

and offers recommendations for further development of cycling networks at pan-European and national, regional 

and local levels. 

Afterwards, in 2019, nine European countries joined together to develop a project idea and submit a candidacy to 

the Danube Transnational Programme with the application form for the Danube Cycle Plans project (DCP). The 

Danube Cycle Plans project aims to address: 

(1) Lack of, or poor cooperation between local/regional authorities and national/transnational authorities 

crystallises in the low number of countries (AT, CZ, SK, HU) having national cycling policies, supported by National 

Cycling Plans (NCP) in place;  

(2) Lack of coordination also leads to fragmented cycling infrastructure development, differences in quality of 

infrastructure conditions amongst participating countries, existing design standards (if any) differ a lot between 

countries, and financial support is inadequate; 

(3) Cycling is often treated as a side topic in transport policies and there is little awareness about the needs of 

cyclists and benefits of cycling.  

The project will address these challenges by setting actions to strengthen three main pillars of cycling promotion: 

(1) Facilitate the development of cycling policies at a national and transnational level supported by National Cycling 

Plans, based on a common transnational Danube Cycling Strategy;  

(2) Support the provision of adequate cycling infrastructure by defining the Danube Cycle Route Network, 

developing common standards and deriving an investment plan to upgrade current conditions;  

(3) Increase the awareness of relevant stakeholders for the needs of cyclists and increase their capacity to promote 

cycling in the whole Danube region by implementing a mentoring system, inspiration events and national cycling 

conferences. 

Within the DCP project, Project partner 5, the Croatian Ministry of the sea, transport and infrastructure, is 

responsible for the task T2.2.1 Catalogue of Cycling-friendly Infrastructure Standards for the Danube Countries. 

The Ministry engaged a team of external consultants to perform this task. 

The Catalogue will be used following DCP project objectives (as explained in more detail in chapter 1.4.) but also 

for other projects and initiatives supporting cycling development expected in the future. 

  



 

 

 

6 

 

Guidelines to define a National Cycle Route Network 

 

1.2. GENERAL CONDITION OF CYCLING AND INFRASTRUCTURE IN DCP COUNTRIES 

 
 

 
Table 1 gives an overview about commuter 
cycling in DCP countries ς source: 
questionnaires from project partners, and 
comparison with highly developed countries 
such as DK and NL. 
Not all data are actual, reliable and 
comparable, but they can still give a rough 
impression about differences in bicycle use in 
9 DCP countries. 
 
The map shown in figure 1 gives an overview 
about the income from cycling tourism per 
capita in European countries.  

Country 
Eurobarometer - Modal 
share of cycling as a mode 
most often used 

Country reports - modal 
share bicycle - no. of trips 

AT 6% 6.4% (2013/14) 

BG 4% 0.5 - 2.5% (2019 - estimation) 

CZ 8% 4.5% (2017 - 2019) 

HR 6% 5.1% 2019 

HU 22% 16.8% (2012) 

RO 7% 1.5% (2012) 

RS 1% 
2020 - country data not 
available 

SI 9% 4.5% (2017) 

SK 7% 7% (2015) 

DK 23% 16% (2016) 

NL 36% 27% (2016) 

Table 1. Overview about commuter cycling in DCP countries from 
questionnaires by project partners, and comparison with highly developed 
countries such as DK and NL. Source: Special Eurobarometer 422a - 
European Commission (12/2014) 

 
Figure 1. Overview about the income from cycling 
tourism per capita in European countries. Source: 
http://www.eurovelo.org/wp-content/uploads/ 
2015/01/AB-Presentation- European-Tourism 
Forum.pdf 
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1.3. THE IMPORTANCE OF CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE 

Numerous studies and articles point out and prove the benefits of cycling. Cycling is time and cost-efficient, safe, 
healthy, and environmentally friendly. Cycling brings significant benefits not only for persons who are cycling but 
for society in general: less pollution, fewer costs and energy consumption, higher productivity, lower public health 
costs, lower public infrastructure costs, new business opportunities through cycling tourism and bicycle industry, 
and even higher efficiency of the remaining motorized traffic. Table 2 gives an example of comparing costs of 
cycling and car driving costs per km, related to an individual and society. [1] 

 
Table 2. Comparative costs of cycling and car driving costs per km, related to an individual and society. [1] 

 
 
The key factor in supporting the development of cycling is 
appropriate infrastructure. To motivate more people to cycle and 
people to cycle more, they need to have free choice among different 
ways of transport. And free choice is available only if different ways 
of transport have comparable quality. Quality of use should be 
equally available for public transport, walking, and cycling compared 
to individual motorized traffic. Moreover, if the policy really supports 
sustainable and healthy transport, public transport, walking and 
cycling should have even better conditions than individual motorized 
traffic (figure 2). [1] 

  
 

Figure 2. Free choice is available only if 
different ways of transport have 
comparable quality. 



 

 

 

8 

 

Guidelines to define a National Cycle Route Network 

Questionnaires investigating opportunities to 

cycle more always find that the highest barriers 

for people, preventing them from cycling (or 

cycling more) is the infrastructure or some other 

aspects connected with the infrastructure (safety, 

inconvenience). Share of cycling and the quality 

of cycling infrastructure are always highly 

correlated. One example in figure 3 shows the 

investigation in Netherlands conducted by the 

Dutch Cycling Embassy. Bicycle balance score is a 

value derived from an objective infrastructure 

quality measurement performed. [2] 

 
 
 
 

Following EU road safety 

statistics, while the trend of 

fatalities in every other type of 

transport dropped by 20-30% 

between 2010 and 2018, it 

increased for cyclists, 

especially in urban areas 

where it increased by 6% 

(figure 4). [3] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

In several of the DCP project partner countries, cycling infrastructure is at present quite undeveloped. Deciding to 

use a bicycle is often connected with individualǎΩ courage, proficiency, and risk acceptance, therefore not 

applicable for a wide range of users. Although the number of cyclists still grows, driven by cycling benefits, it 

happens despite and not because of the cycling infrastructure. However, it is not possible to exploit the huge social 

benefit of cycling only by promotion without having appropriate infrastructure. 

 
Figure 3. Dutch example of the relation of cycling infrastructure 
quality and cycling share. [2] 

 
Figure 4. EU road safety statistics. [3] 
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1.4. WORKING SCOPE, METHODOLOGY AND DOCUMENT STRUCTURE 

Following the project task, a comprehensive analysis of national, and international standards has been performed. 

Scope of relevant national documents is given by all 9 national project partners through the project questionnaire 

at the beginning of the project and follow-up communication. Documents are provided in national languages. The 

Croatian consultant team is able to understand the original documents from most of the countries to a quite high 

extent and, for the remaining information, google translation has been used. Some fine tuning is clarified with 

project partners directly or through the document review. 

On top of 9 country standards, several advanced countries or advanced recommendations have been used. While 

4 of them have been consistently used through the whole analysis and for the comparison with 9 country 

standards, many additional sources have been used for additional information, mostly to obtain best practice 

information and for inspiration. In addition, European Certification Standard (ECS) [48] was used and referenced 

where applicable. For detailed scope of documents used see chapter 2. 

 

On top of document analysis, the Catalogue also includes examples of good (and bad) practices in DCP countries, 

and reference cycling infrastructure costs. For this country-specific parts, information provided by project partners 

is used.  

Finally, the Catalogue contains recommendations based on the standards described and situation in practice. It 

turned out that the best structure would be to compare the situation aspect by aspect across all 9 countries and 

to place the recommendations right after each respective aspect. The systematic approach with different aspects 

is explained in chapter 2, followed by the analysis of various aspects in chapters 3 - 12. Summary of the analysis is 

given in chapter 13 and common recommendations, not related to any particular aspects are given in chapter 15. 

To support the task of the DCP project to estimate route development infrastructure costs, some ideas are given 

in chapter 14. 

Members of the consultant team have large personal experience in 9 DCP countries, including visiting, living, 

cycling, cooperating, and field research, so this experience is also added to the information received by DCP project 

partners. Experience with EU cycling projects, strategy development, and cycling advocacy are used as well. 

Processed aspects and recommendations are, following the project task, focussing on the infrastructure. However, 

in some cases when analysed documents contain other aspects (policy, right of way) that fit well in the Catalogue, 

they were additionally included. 

1.5. APPLICATION OF THE CATALOGUE OF STANDARDS FOR CYCLING 

INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE DANUBE REGION 

Following the DCP project objectives, this catalogue will be the basis for BG (Bulgaria), HR (Croatia), RO (Romania), 

SK (Slovakia), and RS (Serbia) to develop draft national standards, adapting the international key principles for 

national use.  

After discussing the draft standards during National coordination working group meetings BG, HR, RO, SK, SI 

(Slovenia), and RS elaborate road maps with recommendations for the integration of new/updated standards into 

existing national regulations. These road maps will consider implications for other standards, highway codes and 

other relevant legislation. HR, in close cooperation with all PPs, consolidates a Danube wide infrastructure 

standard for the highest-level national networks (inspired by the EuroVelo standard and the already existing 
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standards in AT (Austria), CZ (Czech), HU (Hungary)) which will be an important input for the definition of 

investment necessities. 

 

On top of particular DCP project objectives, this Catalogue of standards will contribute to the convergence of 

European standards related to the cycling infrastructure. European countries are more and more connected due 

to tourism, temporary assignments and migrations. Having different standards is inconvenient and risky, so a 

tendency toward common standards could increase safety, comfort and efficiency. Therefore, UNECE documents 

are included in this analysis and UNECE people are in the review process of this Catalogue. 

 

Improving and unifying the cycling standards is especially important, having in mind ambitious objectives of a 

significant increase of cycling traffic in the whole EU. 

It is also important to be aware that drivers of motorized vehicles belong to the key contributors for cycling traffic 

safety ς in many cases responsible for traffic accidents with cyclists. Therefore, signs for motorized vehicles related 

to cycling traffic should also be included in this consideration. 

 

 

2. Approach in the comparison of standards 
for cycling infrastructure and real 
situation in DCP countries 

2.1. OVERVIEW AND STRUCTURE OF STANDARDS IN DCP COUNTRIES AND 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 

Different countries regulate cycling infrastructure in significantly different ways. Not only the prescripts are 

different: they are structured in different documentation sets, sometimes in one document, sometimes small parts 

of several documents, and have different levels of power. Although the meaning of different document types may 

ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǾŀǊȅ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ǘƻ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘέ ƛǎ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ 

¶ laws; 

¶ regulations; 

¶ technical standards; 

¶ recommendations / guidelines / handbooks; 

¶ collections of examples and information. 

¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ /ŀǘŀƭƻƎǳŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǿƻǊŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΦ
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Table 3 gives an overview of documents received and analysed per country. Full name of documents is given in the appendix ς references: 
Country Document Facility Signage Parking Document type Issued 

AT [4] RVS - 3.02.13 Road Engineering for bikes  X   technical standard 2014 

AT [5] Bicycle parking in Carinthia   X guideline 2015 

BG [6] BG - hǊŘƛƴŀƴŎŜ Ѕ w5-02-20-2 transport system urban X  X rules 2018 

CZ [10] CZ - TP 179 - road design for cyclists X X X technical standard 2017 

HR [13] HR - Rules on CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE X  X rules 2016 

HR [14] HR - Rules on traffic signs, signalization and equipment  X  rules 2019 

HU [20] HU - Cycling public road design X  X rules 2019 

RO [22] RO - Ordinance no. 195/2002 Road Code  X  rules 2002 

RO [23] RO - LAW no. 250 parking of bicycles in public space   X law 2020 

RO [25] RO - STAS 10144 2 91 - street design X   technical standard 1991 

RS [27] RS - Manual for road design - Bicycle  X  X handbook 2012 

RS [28] RS - The Rulebook on traffic signals  X  rules 2021 

SI [29] SI - RULES on cycling areas X  X rules 2018 

SI [30] SI - Bicycle-friendly infrastructure guidelines  X  X guideline 2017 

SI [31] SI - Rules on traffic signs and equipment on roads  X  rules 2021 

SK [33] SK - TP 085 - DESIGN OF CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE X X X technical standard 2019 
Table 3. Overview of documents received and analyzed per country. 

 
Out of this overview, it can be seen that 7 ς almost all DCP countries have an obligatory standard specifying the cycling infrastructure. Serbia has a 
manual that is not binding, while Romania has no specific documentation for cycling infrastructure standards, only several statements in the standard 
describing the road traffic infrastructure in general. 
In addition to the 9 country standard documentation sets, several advanced and/or international documents have been used in the analysis. Some of 
them have been analysed in detail, and consistently included in the comparison together with the 9 country standards through the whole Catalogue. 
The following 4 sources (5 documents) (table 4) have been selected as the most appropriate for this purpose: 

Country Document Facility Signage Parking Document type Issued 

DK [1] DK - Collection of Cycle Concepts X  X publication 2012 

EU [2] EU - PRESTO Cycling Policy Guide - EU project output X  X publication 2010 

NL [34] CROW-Fietsberaad - Design Manual for Bicycle Traffic X  X manual 2016 

UN [35] UNECE - THE PEP EU Cycling Master Plan ς Infrastructure X X  informal document 2020 

UN [36] UNECE Signs and signals for cyclists and pedestrians  X  publication 2014 

Table 4. Advanced and/or international documents used in the analysis and for comparison with DCP country standards. 
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Analysing the documents, many influences and even overtaking big parts of the document content from country 

to country could be noted. However, further development in the countries that copied regulations could also be 

noted. The whole document collection is a valuable source for innovative solutions and a source of inspiration 

between the countries. Developed countries have collected significant experience which can be reused by 

emerging countries, to speed up their development process without the need to reinvent the wheel. But the 

countries developing cycling in recent years are not only copying practices from others but rethinking and 

innovating, so the inspiration could go also in a different direction.  

2.2. ASPECTS COVERED BY ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 

Cycling infrastructure analysis and comparison have been structured in different aspects. The following list gives 

an overview of the aspects that are covered, each in one of the next chapters. In several cases, some complex 

aspects have been sub-structured. 

1. Mentioning the importance of cycling 

2. Planning the cycling infrastructure 

3. Types of infrastructure for cycling 

4. Selection of appropriate infrastructure depending on the traffic situation 

5. Cycle intersections 

6. Bridges, tunnels and stairs 

7. Bicycle parking 

8. Signalization 

9. Maintenance 

10. Bicycle and public transport 

2.3. ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENT ASPECTS 

Every chapter deals with one aspect in the following structure: 

1 Short introduction explains the aspect 

2 Table(s) or diagram(s) compare this aspect in 9 DCP countries and 4 advanced documents. Additional textual 

explanations pointing out special cases or differences follows. 

3 Several examples from practice to get an impression of the real situation in 9 DCP countries (do they stick to the 

standards or is the reality different) ς depending on the available information from countries. As a main source for 

the real situation check, the status quo questionnaires from every of 9 DCP countries have been used. [37] ς [45]  

4 Recommendations to this aspect are proposed 

Scope of the chapter tries to find an optimum between the amount of relevant information and the size of the 

chapter. 

In addition to specific recommendations, related to a particular aspect, general recommendations are given 

separately in chapter 15 (General recommendations).  
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3. Mentioning the importance of cycling  

The benefits of cycling, mentioned in the introduction, are not widely known and adopted, especially in countries 
with cycling not yet established as a frequently used and equal form of transport, and the bicycle is perceived as 
something for sport, young or poor people. 

Moreover, in car-dominated societies, the decision-makers and traffic engineers responsible for implementing the 
standards are frequently car-minded and are not using a bicycle at all, having several blind spots making it difficult 
to understand the aspects of the regulations. 

Therefore, although the laws, regulations, and technical standards are generally written in a strictly formal style, 
avoiding any additional information, the cycling standard documents ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴ άinspirational ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴέΣ 
describing benefits of cycling for society and the importance of cycling infrastructure, as well as needs of cyclists. 

Table 5 ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŀǊǘΣ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ 
or even a ōƛǘ ƳƻǊŜΥ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ LǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŧƛǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
publications and informal documents than to the rulebooks, but it could be found in short even in some rulebooks. 

Country Document Document type Mentioned 

AT [5] Bicycle parking in Carinthia guideline benefits 

HU [20] HU - Cycling public road design rules needs 

RS [27] RS - Manual for road design - Bicycle  handbook needs 

SI [30] SI - Bicycle-friendly infrastructure guidelines  guidelines benefits 

DK [1] DK - Collection of Cycle Concepts publication benefits 

EU [2] EU - PRESTO Cycling Policy Guide - EU project output publication benefits 

NL [34] CROW - Fietsberaad - Design Manual for Bicycle Traffic manual benefits 

UN [35] UNECE - THE PEP EU Cycling Master Plan ς Infrastructure 
informal 
document 

benefits 

Table 5. Overview of the documents which contain an inspirational part. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Try to include a short part describing benefits of cycling for the whole society, or at 
least needs for cycling in every document where possible. 

2. Use the wording that will oppose the notion of cyclists as a special group of people. 
We need an infrastructure for cycling not for cyclists ς assuming that everyone 
would dare to use the bicycle if the infrastructure is adequate and therefore has a 
free choice of a mean of transportation. 
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4. Planning the cycling infrastructure 

Essential element in building the cycling infrastructure is its planning, also including the evaluation of existing 

situations for the next planning period. As stated in the previous chapter, many countries lack general conscience 

about cycling benefits and therefore miss the important aspects of cycling as an end-to-end traffic connection. The 

result of such a situation gives sporadic cycling infrastructure elements that are not connected in a useful network. 

Without planning, money is spent and there are no results, or at least not optimal results that could have been 

achieved with the available budget. 

First step of planning the cycling infrastructure is plans, strategies or different laws that are mentioning or 

regulating cycling transport and infrastructure. Regarding various literature which is composed of strategies or 

regulation for every country of the DCP project, that literature has been analysed by aspects of planning. 

Table 6 represents parameters that show obligations regarding various elements. Parameters are divided 

regarding to every one of the 9 countries covered by the DCP project. Parameters have been collected out of 

country documentations [4] ς [33], as well as out of the additional DCP ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ questionnaires triggered by the 

purpose of this catalogue [50] ς last 2 questions. 

First two parameters show if every country has implemented standards for the planning of cycling infrastructure 

(not as a part of general transport planning). Parameter obligations for cycling strategic documents show that even 

a single country of project area does not have any obligation for strategic documents in the field of cycling 

infrastructure (only various strategies, like SUMPs or national Masterplans). 

Some countries of the DCP project have planning standards for specific segments of cycling infrastructure (Austria). 

In chapter 9 (Bicycle parking) is a more specific way to plan parking lots for bicycles for various buildings and zones 

(retail, house, etc.). 

 

Other parameters also show that only parking standards are present (but very simplified) with any consideration 

to different cyclists (children, workers, elderly, or disabled people), usage (tourist, recreational, working, etc.) and 

service facilities (for example resting stations, info boards, etc.). Planning of cycling infrastructure is not different 

regarding urban, suburban or rural areas of the city or settlement by literature. 

 

Analysing parameters in table 6, none of the countries included in the DCP project have the answer άȅŜǎέ to these 

parameters: national planning standard, difference between city and rural planning for cycling transport, 

difference of cycling transport planning for various groups of cyclists and planning standard for different usage of 

bicycles.  
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Country 
parameters 

AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK DK NL 

National planning 
standards 

NO YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 

Strategic planning for 
cycling transport 

YES YES* YES NO YES NO NO YES YES YES YES 

Difference between city 
and rural planning for 
cycling transport 

NO YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 

Difference of cycling 
transport planning for 
various groups of cyclists 

NO YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 

Obligations for cycling 
strategic documents 

NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES**  NO YES YES 

Parking planning 
standards 

YES YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES YES 

Planning standards for 
service facilities 

YES NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 

Planning standard for 
different usage of 
bicycles (commuter 
trips, trips to school, 
cycling tourism trips, 
etc.) 

NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO YES YES 

Measures for promotion 
of bicycle use 

YES NO YES SPECIAL NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 

Traffic modelling used 
depending 

on the 
region 

NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO 

NO, 
but 
used 

in 
some 
cases 

Evaluation of the 
infrastructure 

partly: 
traffic 

counting 
etc. 

NO: 
responsibility 

on 
municipality 
level, lack of 

capacity 

NO: 
focus on 
primary 
building 

partly: 
local and 
regional 

initiatives, 
NGO-s 

NO 

partly: 
local 

initiatives; no 
clear 

responsibility 
on the 

national level 

NO 

NO 
initial state 
of the art 

info 
collecting 

in progress 

NO 
focus on 

initial 
phase of 
urban 
infra-

structure 

YES YES 

*  Only on municipal level - local cycling network. 
**  No law obligation for strategic document for cycling, but in National resolution on traffic development by 2030 is obligation to elaborate 
Strategic plan for development of cycling network. 

Table 6. Parameters that show obligations regarding various elements. 
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Austria is also the only country of the DCP project that has implemented parameter planning standards for service 

facilities in regulations. Comparing countries from the DCP project with countries like Denmark [1] or Netherlands 

[34] show how it is necessary to implement those standards. Partial implementation is not giving full development, 

as may be expected. 

Parameters from table 6 also show needs for implementing obligations for creating and implementing strategic 

cycling planning documents. These documents should desegregate the needs of cyclists regarding their 

characteristics (e.g., cycling tourists, children, elderly or people with disabilities), specific geographic regions or 

bicycle use (work, school or recreational purposes). 

For example, article 93. of Bulgarian regulation [9] can prove the thesis mentioned above, where there are only 

general numbers of pedestrian, bicycle and motorized traffic (table 21 of the Regulation [9]) for determining new 

pedestrian or cycle lanes (without mentioned usages, users or areas of that possible cycle lane). 

Countries like Denmark or the Netherlands show that good and rational planning with long term visions can lead 

to an increasing number of cyclists in urban and rural areas. Consideration about all elements of cycling 

infrastructures, users, promotion, effect of cycling on urban development, interactions with other participants in 

traffic (pedestrian, drivers, etc.) leads to developing smart and sustainable development of cycling culture. 

Developing and implementing cycling infrastructure comes after planning segments. Reason for that lies in all the 

literature of countries who become leaders in cycling transport.  

Literatures like CROW ς Design manual for bicycle traffic (Netherlands), Collection of Cycle Concepts 2012 or focus 

on cycling ς Copenhagen Guidelines for the Design of Road Projects (Denmark), documentation from PRESTO 

project (financed from EEE ς Intelligent Energy Europe), Practitioner Briefings: Cycling. Supporting and 

encouraging cycling in Sustainable Urban Mobility Planning, Cost-benefit analysis for cycling, etc. have detected 

setting goals and policies as a first step for creating sustainable, safe and improved cycling transport for all current 

and potential cyclists.  

{ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ αƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎά ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƛŦ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

cycling infrastructure should be implemented, which type and where. It is not completely right. Needs for cycling 

infrastructure should consider the future number of cyclists, which will increase anyhow and especially if 

encouraged by the appropriate infrastructure. E.g. [10 ς CZ] explicitly states that the cycling infrastructure should 

be built where its lack makes a barrier for cycling and [20 ς HU] states the future needs that should be taken into 

account. Such an approach should be applied in all countries. 

When planning the intercity cycling infrastructure, regulations consider traffic volume, speed etc. This might be a 

too narrow approach, leading to too high costs and lower quality. In many cases, there is an alternative route (with 

comparable distance and effort) using the roads with less traffic, and this should be the 1st choice which costs less 

and is more attractive. Skipping this information might mislead the decision-makers to the paradigm of the 

straightforward solution spending much money on widening the main roads with cycle tracks which is neither cost-

efficient nor attractive (noise, smell). 

Modelling of cycling transport can also be part of planning of cycling infrastructure. Modelling can refer not only 

to assessing the current number of cyclists at some specific area but also to determine with relevant accuracy the 

number of future cyclists at the same area. Detecting the possible future number of cyclists is a possible way to 

determine measures that can lead to achieving that future number of cyclists and even to increase it. By parcelling 

different groups of cyclists (children, students, workers, elderly, etc.), specific ways for choosing routes to their 

destinations can be detected. Workers may choose the fastest route, children the safest and students the route 

that pass by their favourite object of interest. 
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{ŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǇŀǇŜǊ άaƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘƛŜǎ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ±L{¦aέ ώпсϐ ǎƘƻǿǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƳƻŘŜƭƭƛƴƎ Ŏŀƴ 

be very useful in planning. Modelling can help to determine current and possible future cyclists at some areas with 

their routes (minimum occurrence about 80 percent). Figure 5 shows results on a map of Warsaw of transport 

modelling for cycling trips. Green lines represent the number of trips per hour during a usual workday. By detecting 

current or possible future number of cycling trips on every road or link at a specific area it can create a sustainable, 

safe and integrated cycling network.  

 
Figure 5. Bicycle trips distribution for 2015, morning peak. Source: developed using MTAW 2016 in VISUM. [46] 

 

Even literature CROW ς Design manual for bicycle traffic (Netherlands) in the ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ άTraffic modelsέ detects the 

importance of using transport modelling in calculating number of trips, preference lines between destinations and 

cycling routes. Literature mentioned in the CROW document show that cycling considers travel time more 

important than travel distance so, after detecting the number of trips between destinations, it is crucial to 

determine not the fastest cycling routes but cycling routes that are more suitable to every group of cyclists.  

Setting goals, aims and priorities is a key part of planning. Real and long-term planning, opposite to the άǿƛǎƘ ƭƛǎǘέ 

short-term planning, can predict real levels of development with possible restrictions and problems which can 

slow down the development (e.g. financial situation). 

In the planning, the goal should be to determine the possible future number of cyclists, not the current number. 

Detecting the current number of cyclists can lead to wrong decisions, like narrow cycle lanes or clashes between 

pedestrians, vehicles and cyclists at intersections after just one or two years after implementing the measures. 

Research of transport networks for cyclists can detect possible better routes than just putting cycle lanes on roads 

(e.g. greenways).  
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Determining the possible future number of cyclists must be conducted after consultation with relevant 

stakeholders (city administration, public transport companies, cyclistǎΩ organizations, etc.) and user groups 

(children, students, workers, etc.). Consultations can be organized as round tables, presentations or different 

meetings where interested stakeholders and user groups can present their problems or visions how future cycling 

networks can or should be created. 

Planning of existing and future cycling infrastructures can be organised in four segments: 

 Existing regulations can prescribe an obligation for country, regional or local governments to create plans, 

masterplans or a strategy for development of cycling infrastructure; 

 Involvement of relevant stakeholders and user groups to detect their needs and desired lines of travels; 

 In those plans or strategies, different users, usage, areas, or other parameters should be respected; 

 Regulations should prescribe controls of implementing those measures from plans or strategies for at least 

every 3 years, even more often in the initial development phase. 

Those four segments should achieve that the proposed measures can be implemented in real situations on the 

field. Obligations to conduct plans and strategies, with control elements to implement proposed measures, are 

the first and key steps for creating sustainable and integrated cycling infrastructure for every user and different 

usage.  

5. Types of infrastructure for cycling 

In all countries covered by this catalogue, the legislation defines cycling infrastructure such as cycle lanes, cycle 

tracks, and cycle and pedestrian tracks. No matter on which surface cyclists ride, it should always be ensured that 

nothing enters the free profile area. The free profile can be explained as the profile of the cyclist increased by the 

protective widths and heights, shown in table 7. In almost all countries of the Danube region, the free profile is 

1.50 meters wide and 2.50 meters high, with exceptions in some countries, which can be seen in table 7. Free 

profile in Croatian legislation is shown in figures 6 and 7. 

Free profile AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK PRESTO 

Width (m) 

One 
way 

1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 
not 

specified 
1.00 1.50 1.50 1.25 1.50 

Two 
ways 

2.50 
not 

specified 
2.50 2.50 

not 
specified 

2.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 
not 

specified 

Height (m) 2.50 2.40 2.50 2.50 
not 

specified 
2.40 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.45 

 good practice 

 there is room for improvement 

 practices that need to be changed 

Table 7. The free profile in DCP countries. 
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Figure 6. Free profile for one and two cyclists (in Croatian legislation). [13] 

 
 

 
Figure 7. Free profile for one cyclist and pedestrian (in 
Croatian legislation). [13] 

 

Detailed standards for cycling infrastructure design have been developed at a national level in all 9 countries 

analysed in this document. Examples of existing types of infrastructure for cycling are provided below, with a 

remark on some differences in categorization between national frameworks/legislatives. 

The dimensions of cycle lanes and tracks are between 1 meter to 1.55 meters for one-way and between 2 meters 

and 2.50 meters for two-way cycle lane / track, depending on the legislation in individual countries. The reason 

for lanes / tracks only 1-meter-wide are often the spatial barriers for the implementation of wider infrastructure. 

The minimum safety distance additionally contributes to this problem, as vehicles are often parked on streets in 
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urban areas, which are already spatially limited. Nevertheless, riding a bicycle next to parked vehicles poses a 

certain risk, such as dooring, so defining minimum safety distances is considered necessary for the implementation 

of this type of cycling infrastructure. 

 

Separate infrastructure 

 

Cycle track 

A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility, physically separated from motorized traffic and distinct from the 

sidewalk. Cycle tracks have different forms, but all share common elementsτspace provided exclusively or 

primarily for cycling, separated from motor vehicle lanes, parking lanes, and sidewalks. Examples of good cycle 

tracks are shown in figures 8, 9 and 10. Cycle tracks may be one-way or two-way, and may be at street level, at 

sidewalk level, or at an intermediate level. If at the sidewalk level, a curb or median separates them from motorized 

traffic, while different pavement colour/texture separates the cycle track from the sidewalk. If at street level, they 

can be separated from motorized traffic by raised medians, on-street parking, or bollards. An example of a bad 

cycle track is shown in figure 11. Cycle track legislative specifics and norms in Danube countries and international 

guidelines are shown in table 8. 

 

  

Figure 8. Example of good two-way cycle track from 

Utrecht, Netherlands. Source: 

https://bicycledutch.wordpress.com/2017/09/12/future-

fast-cycle-route-utrecht-amersfoort 

Figure 9. Example of good cycle 

track from Bulgaria. Source: DCP 

design standards, www.debrecen.hu 
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Figure 10. Example of good cycle track from Serbia. 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5/t ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ WƻǾŀƴ 9ǊŀƪƻǾƛŏ 

Figure 11. Example of bad cycle track from 
Romania. Source: Alexandru Nistor, 
spotmedia.ro 

 

 

 

  

Cycle track AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK CROW PRESTO 

Min. 
width 
(m) 

One way 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.5 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.00 1.7 2 

Two way 2.00 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.25 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
not 

specified 
2.5 

Min. 
safety 

distance 
from: 

Carriageway 

0.50 
 

1 for 
v>50 
km/h 

0.50 
(exceptional 

0.35) 

not 
specified 

0.50 0.80 1.50 0.50 0.50 
not 

specified 
0.8 

0.35, 

outside 
the 

built-up 
area 1.5 

(60km/) 

Parking 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.80 
not 

specified 
0.75 0.75 0.75 *0.50 

not 
specified 

 good practice 

 there is room for improvement 

 practices that need to be changed 

*For residential street (30 km/h). 

Table 8. Cycle track dimensions in the countries of the Danube region and international guidelines. 
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Cycle lane 

Cycle lanes are designated lanes for cycling on the carriageway. In contrast to a cycle track, a cycle lane is not 

separated from a carriageway but is marked on the road by painted lines, pavement markings, colour or, where 

safety is of concern, with bollards, plastic posts, concrete blocks, planters, concrete or plastic barriers separating 

the cycling area from other traffic. Examples of good cycle lanes are shown in figures 12 and 13. An example of a 

bad cycle lane is shown in figure 14. Cycle lane legislative specifics and norms in Danube countries and 

international guidelines are shown in table 9. 

  
Figure 12. Example of good cycle lane from Slovakia. 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5/t ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ tŜǘŜǊ Yƭǳőƪŀ 

Figure 13. Example of a wide cycle lane from Netherlands. Source: 
https://bicycledutch.wordpress.com/ 

 

Cycle 
lane 

AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK CROW PRESTO 

M
in

. 
w

id
th

 (
m

) 

O
n

e
 w

a
y 

1.00 1.50 1.00 1.00 1.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.7 1.5 

T
w

o
 w

a
y 

2.00 
not 

specified 
2.50 

not 
specified 

2.25 
not 

specified 
2.00 

not 
specified 

2.50 
not 

specified 
not 

specified 

M
in

. 
sa

fe
ty

 d
is

ta
n

c
e

 f
ro

m
: 

C
a

rr
ia

g
e

w
a

y 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

not 
specified 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

Dividing 
line 

>50 
not 

specified 

P
a

rk
in

g 

Total 
width 
cycle + 
parking 
lane min 

3.5 

0.75 m 0.75 m 0.75 m 0.80 m 
not 

specified 
0.60 m 0.75 m 0.75 m *0.50 

0.50 ς 
0.70 

 good practice 

 there is room for improvement 

 practices that need to be changed 

*For residential street (30 km/h). 

Table 9. Cycle lane dimensions in the countries of the Danube region and international guidelines. 

https://bicycledutch.wordpress.com/
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Cycle road 

Cycle roads are built and arranged pavement structures 

(mostly asphalt) outside carriageway profile and marked 

with appropriate traffic signalisation (figure 15). The 

definition of such cycle roads is explicitly mentioned in 

Croatian and Slovenian legislation, for instance. Advanced 

recommendations and developed countries within the DCP 

project usually do not have this defined as a specific type, 

but as a form of a cycle track, most common section of the 

cycle highway. EuroVelo recommendations also distinguish 

between cycle tracks along the road and separated cycle 

roads. [49] 

The minimum width of a cycle road in most countries is 2.50 

meters, while the infrastructure for mixed traffic with 

pedestrians depends on traffic intensity. However, even at 

low traffic intensity, the minimum width varies from 1.50 

meters in Croatia to 2.50 meters in Austria and Romania 

(table 10). 

 

 

 
Figure 15. Cycle road, capital region of Denmark. Source: https://cyclingsolutions.info/ 

 
Cycle road AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK DK 

Min. width (m) not specified 2.50 not specified 2.50 2.30 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 3 

 good practice 

 there is room for improvement 

Table 10. Minimum width of a cycle road in DCP countries. 

 

Figure 14. Example of bad cycle lane from Bulgaria. 
Source: DCP design standards 
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Mixed infrastructure with motorized vehicles 

Advisory cycle lane 

An advisory lane is a form of mixing motorized traffic and cyclists, with suggested space for cyclists on the road, 

without being exclusively reserved for their use. It is created with road markings, surface such as bicycle symbols, 

lines, arrows and chevrons (in some countries also called suggestion or edge lane) (figure 17). Legally it is part of 

the carriageway which means that motorized traffic is obliged to ride on it and is allowed to park on it. The advisory 

lane is a design regulatory option to draw attention to the presence of cyclists and to visually narrow the 

carriagewayΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΥ ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

presence. The best example of the usage of suggestions lanes/advisory cycle lanes is from Denmark and the 

Netherlands (figure 18), but event in those countries with a tradition of good cycling infrastructure there is no 

regulation and there are only recommendations for the design of advisory cycle lanes. Example of a bad advisory 

lane is shown in figure 19. Dutch and Danish studies that explore safety issues and recommendations are extensive 

of this topic (source: https://transweb.sjsu.edu/sites/default/files/1925-Pande-Safety-Edge-Lane-Roads.pdf). 

 

  

Figure 17. Example of good advisory cycle lane from 
Czech Republic. Source: DCP design standards 
 

Figure 18. Example of advisory cycle lane from 
Netherlands. Source: PSU Delft multimodal 
transportation 2013 

 

The following recommendations from the Netherlands 

(Source: CROW design manual) apply to advisory cycle 

lanes: 

¶ No different colouring between part of the road for 

cyclists and for motorized vehicles 

¶ The centre lane width is minimum 3m 

¶ Width of suggestion lane from 1.25 to 1.5 meters for 

cycle section 

¶ Preferably with parking ban 

¶ Preferably advisory cycle lanes can be installed where 

the speed (85th percentile) does not exceed 60 km/h 

and traffic between 2,000 to 3,000 ADT 

 
Figure 19. Example of bad advisory cycle lane from 
Hungary. Source: www.index.hu 

https://transweb.sjsu.edu/sites/default/files/1925-Pande-Safety-Edge-Lane-Roads.pdf
https://transweb.sjsu.edu/sites/default/files/1925-Pande-Safety-Edge-Lane-Roads.pdf
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Lƴ 5ŜƴƳŀǊƪΣ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ ŎȅŎƭŜ ƭŀƴŜǎ ƻǊ άн Ƴƛƴǳǎ м ǾŜƧέ όн-minus-1 roads) were introduced in the early 2000s as a new 

type of road design. The design recommendations are presented in the rules of road signage use issued by the 

Danish Road Directorate (Vejdirektoratet 2017): 

¶ the speed limit on such roads is 60 km/h in rural areas and 50 km/h in urban areas; 

¶ the centre lane width is between 3.0 and 3.5 m; 

¶ the edge lane width is between 0.9 and 1.5 m (Vejdirektoratet 2017). 

 

Cycle street 

A cycle street is a road designed in a way that cyclists dominate visually and motorized traffic is tolerated as a 

guest. They are designed as a street-wide cycle track on which motorized traffic is allowed (figures 20 and 21). 

Legally, a cycle street is a mixed traffic road. Legally, motorized traffic is allowed as in an ordinary street, but the 

design strongly favours cyclists. Cycle streets are used in urban areas on routes with high intensities of cyclists and 

where motorized traffic still needs to have access, usually in residential streets with only local traffic and with a 

30km/h speed limit. 

 

  
Figure 20. Cycle street in Nijmegen. Source: Cycle 
IƛƎƘǿŀȅ aŀƴǳŀƭΣ LƴǘŜǊǊŜƎ b²9 α/ILt{ ό/ȅŎƭŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅǎ 
Innovation for smarter People transport and Spatial 
ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎύά ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

Figure 21. Cycle street in Hamburg (German: 
Fahrradstraße). Source: Sebastian Bührmann, Difu 
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Contra-flow cycling in one-way street 

Contra-flow cycling is a regulatory and infrastructure design measure. In streets and roads with a one-way traffic 

restriction, cyclists are exempt from the one-way restriction and are allowed to drive in both directions, against 

the flow of motorized traffic (figure 22). This can be implemented through different forms: 

¶ Unsegregated two-way cycling on an unmarked road 

(quieter roads), which can be implemented through the use 

of signage; 

¶ The use of designated contra-flow lanes on one-way roads 

with a high traffic volume; 

¶ Since almost all conflicts take place at road crossings, it is 

often considered sufficient to mark contraflow lanes at the 

crossings only (10 m length). Usually, on straight stretches, 

no markings are required.  

 

Mixed infrastructure with pedestrians 
 
Greenway / multipurpose path 

Greenways are communication routes reserved 

exclusively for non-motorized journeys, developed in 

an integrated manner which enhances both the 

environment and quality of life of the surrounding 

area (figure 24). These routes should meet 

satisfactory standards of width, gradient, and surface 

condition to ensure that they are both user-friendly 

and low-risk for users of all abilities. In this respect, 

canal towpaths and disused railway lines are a highly 

suitable resource for the development of greenways (source: Lille Declaration, European Greenways Association). 

A greenway is a long, narrow piece of land, often used for recreation and pedestrian and bicycle traffic and 

sometimes including multiple transportation (car, light rail) or retail uses. The term greenway comes from the 

"green" in green belt and the "way" in parkway implying a recreational or pedestrian use rather than a typical 

street corridor, without a built pavement structure, as well as an emphasis on introducing or maintaining 

vegetation on surface made by tarmac, gravel and similar. Cycle paths, as a category of greenway, are defined in 

some of the national legislations analysed (e.g. Croatian, Slovenian).  

 
Figure 22. Contraflow cycling in one-way streets. 
Source: European Transport safety Council, Briefing 
α/hb¢w!C[h² /¸/[LbDά, 2018 

 
Figure 23. Example of contra flow advisory cycle lane from 
Slovakia. {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 5/t ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ tŜǘŜǊ Yƭǳőƪŀ 
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Figure 24. Cycle path/Greenway Alpe-Adria in Austria. Source: Catalogue of tourism products based on greenways, 
European Greenway Association 

 

Mixed-use zone 

Mixed-use zones, also known as shared-use zones, shared zones and meeting zones, are areas that have been 

designated for use by selected road users (figures 25 and 26). They don't necessarily allow all types of traffic to 

use the zone and the types of transport modes allowed into the zone may be selectively specified. The mixed-use 

zone can be newly created during the development of an urban area, or existing space(s) can be redesigned to 

give access to multiple transport modes. Often, the speed of motorized traffic is reduced in mixed-use zones to 

enhance safety for all road users. 

 

  
Figure 25. Example of the pedestrian zone in 
Odense where cyclists are allowed from 9 p.m.- 
9 a.m. Source: Collection of Cycle Concepts 
2012, Photo by Troels Andersen 

Figure 26. Example of pedestrian zone in the 
Netherlands where cycling is allowed. Source: 
www.bicycledutch.wordpress.com/ 
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A mixed-use zone may allow bicycles and other non-motorized wheeled transport (such as push-scooters) to use 

a pedestrian zone without having to dismount but enforce restricted access for motorized traffic. This type of 

mixed-use zone may delineate pedestrian areas and cycling areas using signage or paint (Source: European 

Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/transport/ 

themes/urban/cycling/guidance-cycling-projects-

eu/cycling-measure/mixed-use-zones_en). 

Dutch guidance, based on empirical research, 

suggests threshold indicators for sharing cycle and 

pedestrian zone (table 11).  

Most known examples for mixed-use zones are:  

 cycle streets; 

 advisory cycle lanes in shared space streets/ 

zones; 

 pedestrian zones where cyclists or push-

scooters are allowed (see more in chapter on pedestrians and cycling); 

  bus/tram lanes shared with cyclists (see more in chapter 12); 

 mixed-use streets with sharrows as signage. 

 

Cycle and pedestrian tracks 

(shared) 

A cycle and pedestrian track is a shared 

existing pavement for cyclists and 

pedestrians (figure 27). Used when 

pedestrian flows are generally low, this 

can be done simply by using vertical 

signage at the beginning of the street 

and some additional ground markings. 

If space allows, a physical separation 

done by horizontal lines may be 

created.  

 
Table 11. Dutch guidance threshold indicators for sharing cycle and 
pedestrian zone. Source: PRESTO factsheet on cyclists and 
pedestrians 

 
Figure 27. Example of cycle and pedestrian track from Czech Republic. 
Source: DCP design standards 
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Such a situation ς pedestrian and cycle track side 

by side separated by the line only ς is in general a 

very bad solution (figure 28). Practice shows that in 

Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎΩ 

space without any care, respect or even without 

conscience. Thus, cyclists have an illusion of having 

their own space which always leads to frustrations 

and increases the risk of accidents. 

Different country standards define such a situation 

in a different way (table 12). If the space for cyclists 

and pedestrians is separated by a line only, 

advanced standards (e.g. in DK [1] or NL [34]) still 

consider it as a cyclist-pedestrian track, not cycle track and pedestrian track. 

Lƴ 5/t ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ {Y ŀƴŘ /½ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŘƻƴΩt even allow such infrastructure [50] and Austrian standard [4] 

when defining the cycle track, has only design examples with a real separation from the pedestrian tracks -not 

with the line only. Serbia joins advanced countries defining it as a cyclist-pedestrian track despite a separation line. 

Almost all DCP countries add a comment in the questionnaire [50] that this is a bad solution. 

 
Mixed traffic with 

pedestrians 
AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK PRESTO 

Min. width (m) 3 3.30* 2.50 
1.50 

(2.00) 
2.50/2.75 not specified not specified 1.60 2.00 2.00 

 good practice 

 practices that need to be changed 

* If a cycle track is on a same level with the sidewalk it should be separated from pedestrians with 0.3 m tactile 
strip additionally. 

Table 12. Different country standards for a pedestrian and cycle track side by side, separated by the line only. 

 
  

 
Figure 28. Bad example of a cycle and pedestrian track from 
Croatia. Source: Sindikat biciklista 
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Cycle route 

A cycle route is named or numbered or 

otherwise signed way for cycling. A cycle 

rote may go along roads, trails, 

greenways or dedicated cycle tracks and 

lanes. A high-quality cycling route is an 

uninterrupted itinerary fitting as closely 

as possible to the criteria of: safety, 

directness, cohesion, comfort and 

attractiveness. A route may start in a 

residential 30km/h area mixed with light 

traffic, move onto a cycle lane where 

traffic is slightly heavier, run through a 

dedicated cycling tunnel under a ring 

road, continue as a segregated track 

along a main road, cut through a park as 

a short-cut and through a pedestrianized 

shopping area reach to the railway 

station. EuroVelo routes in Europe are 

most known and best examples of cycle 

routes (figure 30). 

 

Cycle highway 

A cycle highway is a high-quality functional cycling route that focuses on encouraging long-distance cycling, either 

as an urban route for everyday cycling or a touristic route (figures 31 and 32). As the backbone of a cycle network, 

it connects cities and or suburbs, residential areas and major (work) places and it satisfies its (potential) users. It 

can be made up of cycle lanes, cycle tracks, cycle streets and bridges or other forms separated from the motorized 

traffic and pedestrians. Variations and alternative names given to cycle highways include superhighways and cycle 

roads. 

  
Figure 31. Cycle highway in Mechelen (Belgium). 
Source: Cycle Highway Manual, Interreg b²9 α/ILt{ 
(Cycle Highways Innovation for smarter People 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ {Ǉŀǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎύά ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

Figure 32. Cycle highway Leuven ς Brussels. Source: 
/ȅŎƭŜ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ aŀƴǳŀƭΣ LƴǘŜǊǊŜƎ b²9 α/ILt{ ό/ȅŎƭŜ 
Highways Innovation for smarter People transport and 
Spaǘƛŀƭ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎύά ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

 
Figure 30. EuroVelo routes in Europe as most known and best examples 
of cycle route. Source: www.ecf.com 
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In Western and Northern Europe usually there is a new concept of cycle highways ς the cycle superhighway that 

aims at challenging cars on middle distances of 5-10-нл ƪƳ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜΦ LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎȅŎƭŜ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΦ 

There is no precise definition of what constitutes a cycle superhighway because different areas have different 

needs, available space, and finances. Each route is often unique and is designed according to the circumstances. 

However, the feature they have in common is that they strive to provide an extra element that can attract new 

cyclists 

Special types of infrastructure  

Contra flow 
Contra flow is cycling in the opposite direction of the one-way motorized traffic (exampled previously in figures 22 
and 23). Formally, depending on the application, contra-flow can be seen as a special case of the mixed traffic or 
the cycle lane. Table 13 gives an overview of country standards for contra-flow. 
²ƘƛƭŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀ-flow concept, most of them include it. There are two slightly 
different approaches: (a) contra-flow is just a cycle lane on the opposite side in the opposite direction, or (b) 
contra-flow is allowed as a mixed traffic in another direction, but (b) always includes also (a). Although standards 
slightly vary in terms of condition set (speed, width, traffic density) and dimensions, they are going in the same 
direction. 
German study referenced in [1] and several studies mentioned in [2-5] found that the contra-flow cycling if done 
right (sufficient width, low traffic, appropriate signs etc.) has no safety issues and is even more safe than mixed 
traffic in the same direction with motorized traffic. 
In general, a common implementation of a contra flow in cities is recommended, rather than the special case in 
several streets. 

 

 definition minimal width signing with the line 

AT 

cycle lane or mixed 
traffic 
 
in general allowed in all 
residential streets 

Separated with the line: 
1.50 m if parking lane 
1.25 m if no parking lane 
2.50 m for motorized lane 
 
No separation lane: 
3.50 m total 
3 m total if escape points available 

beginning of the street: bicycle exception 
for one way 
separation with a line if wide 
 
crossing: bicycle symbol, direction arrow, 
stop line 

BG not defined / in process     

CZ  marked cycle lane 
0.50 m safety distance to motorized 
traffic, can be reduced for v <= 40 
km/h 

  

HR marked cycle lane   
yes 
additionally: 10 m before and after 
crossing should be painted red 

HU marked cycle lane     

RO  not defined     

RS  not defined     
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SI 
cycle lane or mixed 
traffic 

total width 3,2 m if no more than 50 
cars/h and no buses and lorries 
3.00 m for calm traffic areas 

not needed in access roads or calm traffic 
areas 

SK 

cycle lane or mixed 
traffic 
no more than 400 
cars/h and <= 50 km/h 

3 m total width if escape points 
available every 80 m 

lines or sharrows or nothing 
if marked with the lines, 20 m before and 
after crossing should be painted green 

CROW marked cycle lane  170 ς 220 cm width like any cycle lane 

DK marked cycle lane 
2 m if parking lane 
1.50 m if no parking lane 

contrast surface material 

PRESTO 
cycle lane or mixed 
traffic 

 1.50 m 
recommended if the speed is over 30 km/h 
(city) resp. 60 km/h (outside) 

UNECE 
cycle lane or mixed 
traffic 

 not specified not specified 

Table 13. An overview of country standards for contra-flow. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Implement a contra-flow as a legal opportunity in all DCP countries where not existing: 
BG, RO, RS. Try to use the best out of all regulations and adopt a common standard. AT 
and SK regulations are partly overlapping but partly complementary and with these two 
all important aspects are covered. Pay attention especially that the appearance of cyclists 
from the opposite direction is well-signed to car drivers. 

2. Use recommended implementation strategy (whole district or town, not particular 
streets). 

 

 

Cycle/moped track 

CROW manual mentions cycle/moped track as joint track outside the build-up area in the Netherlands. The width 

of this type of track is greater than usual cycle tracks. In the build-up area the situation is different and moped are 

restricted from using cycle tracks. The usage of shared tracks therefore is recommended only if there is no other 

design option and outside of urban areas.  
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Shared bus and cycle lanes 

Shared bus and cycle lanes is a specific case where 

there are special carriageway lanes for buses and 

restricted to other motorized vehicles. In some 

cases, those lanes are also allowed to be used by 

cyclists, with signalization (figure 34). Bus/cycle 

lanes can strengthen the network with additional 

shortcuts, but only at low speeds, on short sections 

and with a careful design to ensure safety. Bus/cycle 

lanes are easy and inexpensive to implement. They are also a highly visible way of giving cyclists privileges over 

other traffic (figures 35 and 36).  

 
Figures 35. / Figure 36. Shared bus and cycle lanes. Source: PRESTO factsheet on BICYCLE and BUSES 

 

The case is mentioned in Denmark, Netherlands, Austria, and in the analysed international guidelines in UNECE 

and PRESTO. PRESTO specifically mentions where to use such lanes ς in cities with dense public bus network, to 

increase the flow of buses, special bus lanes have become widespread. They are attractive for cyclists, because 

they also create the same shortcuts for cyclists and also allow them to jump the car queue. Safety, however, must 

be guaranteed. Buses should drive at less than 30 km/h and the lane should be wide enough for buses to overtake 

the cyclist. 

Shared lanes with other public transport are not widespread but shared tram and cycle lanes are usual for some 

countries such as the Netherlands and Austria. In the Netherlands the case of how to cycle safely alongside the 

ǘǊŀƳ ǘǊŀŎƪǎ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ .ƛŎȅŎƭŜ ¢ǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƴŘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǘŜǎǘ ό5ǳǘŎƘ ά±ŜǊƪŜŜǊǎŜȄŀƳŜƴέύΦ 

 

In table 14, the dimensions that should be applied in the countries of the Danube region, following the example 

of advanced guidelines and literature, are highlighted in green. It is not always possible to implement the cycling 

infrastructure in a desired way, but when planning, the cycling infrastructure should be immediately adjusted to 

future needs, and the requirements should be set to be higher than what is prescribed by the minimum standards. 

The cycling infrastructure must also be usable by those bicycles that do not make up the majority in traffic, such 

as cargo bicycles or bicycles with a trailer, and which are slightly wider or longer in size than conventional bicycles. 

  

 
Figure 34. Signaling for a bus/cycle lane in Belgium and UK. 
Source: PRESTO factsheet on BICYCLE and BUSES 
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Type of infrastructure 
defined in legislation 

per country 
AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK CROW DK PRESTO UNECE 

Cycle track                           

Cycle lane                           

Advisory cycle lane 
/sharrows 

                      
as one 

category 
no 

sharrow 

Cycle street                           

Cycle road                           

Contraflow                           

Greenway/multipurpose 
path 

                          

Mixed-use zone                           

Cycle and pedestrian 
track 

                  
not 

suggested 
not 

suggested 
    

Cycle route                           

Cycle highway                           

  present in legislative/guidelines 

  in progress or partly covered with other categories 

  not present in legislative/guidelines 

Table 14. Type of cycling infrastructure defined in legislation per Danube country and international guidelines. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Harmonize the definitions of infrastructure elements with a strong link to UNECE and 
Vienna Convention for Road Signs and Signals, to clarify the distinction between categories 
and assure transparency among countries ς each category has the same meaning in every 
country. Share findings of this document with UNECE and propose them to use it for 
further development of the Vienna Convention. 

2. Following CZ and SK, avoid the mixed-use infrastructure where cyclists and pedestrians 
are separated by the painted line only, wherever possible. Shared cyclists-pedestrian 
track, if needed, may remain without an elusive separating line. If there is enough space, 
provide a real separation. 

3. The minimum width of a cycle track or lane should be 2 m for one way (exceptionally 1.5 
m*) and 3 m for two-way (exceptionally 2.50*).  
* Exceptions apply when there are spatial limits. 

4. The minimum safety distance between the cycle track and the carriageway should be 
0.75 m for speeds over 50 km/h and 0.50 m for speeds up to 50 km/h. 
If there are parked vehicles, then the minimum safety distance from the parking should be 
0.75 m for speeds over 30 km/h and 0.50 m for speeds up to 30 km/h. 

5. The minimum safety distance between the cycle lane and the carriageway should be 0.50 
m for speeds over 50 km/h. 
If there are parked vehicles, then the minimum safety distance from the parking should be 
0.75 m for speeds over 30 km/h and 0.50 m for speeds up to 30 km/h. 

6. The minimum width of the cycle road should be 3 m. 

7. Mixed traffic with pedestrians should be at a minimum width of 2 m. 

8. If there is a parapet between cycle track and motorized traffic lane, request that it is 
constructed injury-safe - no sharp sƘŀǇŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎΩ ǎƛŘŜ όŦigures 37 and 38). 

9. Cycling route should be at least 50% perfectly rideable and no more than 20% moderately 
rideable at any daily section, and not any badly rideable section. Cycling highway should 
be at least 80% perfectly rideable and should not contain any moderately rideable or 
worse sections. Criteria for perfectly, well and moderately rideable is according to ECS. 
[48] 
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Figure 37. Example from Croatia: parapet between 
cycle track and motorway with the inner side trying 
to protect cyclists from injury ς almost good but still 
with a short sharp edge. Source: Sindikat biciklista 

Figure 38. Example from Austria - good injury 
protection for cyclists. Source: Sindikat biciklista 
 

 
 

6. Selection of appropriate infrastructure 
depending on the traffic situation 

Every country standard includes considerations which of the infrastructure elements should or may be built in a 
particular traffic situation. Although not always explicitly pointed out, this consideration is essential to meet an 
optimum between costs and safety level, and to prioritize investments and optimize development within available 
budget. A standard requesting too much will never be consistently implemented. It would rather cause sporadic 
investments without respecting priority. 
 
Two typical considerations are a part of almost every country standard: 

1. relations between bicycle traffic and motorized traffic (shared vs. less or more separated); 
2. relations between bicycle traffic and pedestrians (shared vs. less or more separated). 

On top of that, one more important aspect will be considered in this chapter:  
3. one-way vs. two-way cycle paths. 

 

6.1. APPROPRIATE INFRASTRUCTURE RELATED TO THE INTERACTION WITH 

MOTORIZED TRAFFIC 

To decide if shared bicycle and motorized traffic is allowed or a separation is needed (to which extent), most of 
the country standards consider a combination of two criteria: motorized traffic speed and volume (figure 39). 
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Figure 39. Speed limit traffic density diagram to define appropriate cycling 
infrastructure. [29] 
 

 
With low speed and/or volume, a mixed traffic is allowed. Mixed traffic might appear in different forms:  

ω without any special markings; 

ω sharrows painted on the right side of a traffic lane, suggesting a space dedicated for bicycles and reminding 

motorized vehicle drivers that the road is significantly used also by bicycles; 

ω advisory cycle lane, pointing out mixed traffic even more, and defining a minimal safety distance by overtaking 

bicycles. 

Decision upon an appropriate choice of these 3 options might depend on the bicycle traffic volume, motorized 

traffic volume, road width, safety distance to parked cars etc. Sharrows and advisory cycle lanes (see previous 

chapter) are not defined in all national standards and even if defined, there are no exact criteria what to apply in 

which situation. Designers should apply common sense. 

Increasing the speed and/or volume of motorized traffic, a cycle lane would be needed. As a special form, a cycle 

lane in a contra-flow is defined in most of the DCP countries. Cycle lane is OK for medium-sized motorized traffic 

speed/volume, but in some cases also not safe enough: many intersections, private entrances, shops and parking 

along the street. 

For higher speeds/densities of motorized traffic, a separation of bicycles in the cycle track is a safe solution. 

For even higher speeds/densities, some country standards request a routing completely separated from the busy 
motorized traffic road ς cycle road and cycle street. Cycle roads and streets are appropriate for a high volume of 
cycling traffic. They give not only a high safety level but also a quality of cycling experience avoiding noise and 
smell from the high motorized traffic. It is the desired infrastructure for the cycle highways.  
{ƻƳŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
consideration ς a cycle track seems to be good enough for safety, and a cycle road is an additional benefit for the 
comfort.  
In some cases (e.g. Austria), cycle track outside the city is generally routed separately from the road, so from the 
cycling quality point of view it is in fact the same category as the cycle road. 
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To be able to compare different country standards, expressed with different diagrams in an easy way, several 
diagrams ς one for the given speed limit ς are listed below (diagrams 1-4). 
In several standards, quite a high overlapping range for acceptable infrastructure is given. For this comparison a 
minimal quality requirement (i.e., maximal allowed speed or volume) is used in this overview. 
To compare different standards expressed in different units (traffic per day or traffic per hour), a ratio of 12% daily 
traffic per hour is used. 
Considering the high relevance of the DCP project for the long-distance routes, a comparison with the EuroVelo 
route safety criteria has also been done. For the EuroVelo routes, the European Certification Standard ς ECS [48] 
is developed. ECS route assessment method uses a complex two-step approach to assess the routes in terms of 
safety. In the first step, a traffic category is defined out of the infrastructure type, traffic volume and traffic speed. 
Traffic category has 5 levels: very low, low, moderate, high and very high (and traffic free for segregated tracks or 
streets). Distribution of these 5 categories along the route gives a route certification level as a result.  
The EuroVelo route could be certified on 3 levels: essential, important and additional, and the relation to the share 
of different traffic levels is shown in table 15. [48] 
 

 

 
traffi c-free cycle 

paths etc. 

traffic 

very low low moderate high very high 

Essential no limit no limit no limit no limit 
max 50% on a 
daily section 

not allowed 

Important no limit no limit no limit 
max 50% on a 
daily section 

not allowed not allowed 

Additional no limit no limit 
max 50% on a 
daily section 

not allowed not allowed not allowed 

Table 15. The EuroVelo route could be certified on 3 levels: essential, important and additional, in relation to the share 
of different traffic levels. [48] 

 
 

¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƻŦ 9/{ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ, but for a particular traffic level. In 

ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǘǿƻ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΥ άƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜέ ŀƴŘ άƭƻǿέΦ 

EuroVelo also mentions the aspect of complete separation of the cycling traffic, pointing out that cycling alongside 

the roads with more than 10,000 vehicles per day is not suitable for EuroVelo, even if separated from the 

motorized traffic ς EuroVelo, guidance to the route development process. [49] This document is not specifying 

if/how this limitation is dependent on the speed, so for this comparison it will be assumed that a noise or smell of 

this high traffic is critical for the speed above 50 km/h. 

Following diagrams (diagrams 1-4) give an overview about allowed traffic volume limits for the particular 

infrastructure on a given speed limit in different (country) standards. 
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Diagram 1. 
 

Diagram 2. 
 

  
Diagram 3. Diagram 4. 

 
While such graphics compare countries in a clear way, they are not able to show full complexity of several country 

standards and some notes should be added to this analysis: 

 several regulations additionally distinguish traffic situations inside or outside of the built-up area; 

 some of the regulations use additional criteria as bicycle traffic volume or number of motorized traffic 

lanes; 

 Bulgarian regulation considers longitudinal inclination, and requires a separation from the carriageway for 

the ascents over 5%; 

 CROW also considers a combined cycling/moped paths: 

 wƻƳŀƴƛŀƴ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǎǇŜŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ; 

 ¦b9/9 ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘŀŎƪƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ. 
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Austria has a special possibility that use of the cycle track 

could be not mandatory but optional (figure 40) ς cyclists 

could decide to use the carriageway for higher efficiency. 

Such infrastructure is allowed if it contributes to lightness 

and fluidity of the traffic, without endangering safety. 

 

A dependency in which traffic circumstances such a 

solution could be applied is given in diagram 5. [4-AT] 

 
 
 
Many standards have been developed in recent years. Having in mind quite ambitious requests and high 
investment costs, it is a big question which of this infrastructure types have been implemented. 
Short questionnaire among DCP countries shows that in every country there has been least something done. Only 
Czech and Slovenia report a great deal of infrastructure implemented, and no country has a complete 
infrastructure (table 16). 

 AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

partly - not always standard X X  X  X X   

partly - stick to standard     X    X 

great deal   X     X  

completely          

Table 16. Cycling infrastructure Implemented according to standards in DCP countries. 

 
Motorized vehicles driving speed is an essential criterion to select the appropriate infrastructure. However, it is 

not only about which infrastructure should be (or even is) built at which speed level: it is also about (1) how 

many roads with the speed for a mixed traffic are available at all and (2) how good is the driversΩ respect of this 

speed limit. Tables 17 and 18 give an overview among the DCP countries, pointing out additional differences on 

top of the written cycling infrastructure standards. 

 

 AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

not defined  X  X      

few cases        X X 

sporadically   X    X   

consistently X    X X    

Table 17. Spread of the 30 km/h zones. 

 
Figure 40. Vienna, Austria, example of a cycle track 
without obligation. Cyclists may prefer to use the 
carriageway downhill in its direction and uphill to use the 
track as the only legal possibility in this street. Such 
special application of a cycle track is marked with a 
different horizontal and vertical sign, see chapter 10.1. 
Source: Sindikat biciklista 

 

Diagram 5. 
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 AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

frequent speed limit override (km/h) 10 20 15 20 20 10 10 10 15 

speed limit tolerance 15% 10 0 20 15 10  3-10 6 

Table 18. Speed limit respect and tolerance. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Take a common criterion, define a minimal strict standard instead of overlapping, and simplify 

presentation using realistic speed limits in 10 km/h steps. Table 18 ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀ άōŜǘǘŜǊ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜέ ƻŦ 

DCP countries. 

2. Defined matrix, agreed among the countries, should be taken as a minimum. Consider stronger 

criteria in case of significant share of truck traffic (e.g. > 10%), narrow road (e.g. < 3m per lane), 

bad visibility, general separation of cycling traffic for speeds >70 km/h etc. 

3. Separated cycle roads out of the corridor for motorized traffic should not be completely 

mandatory. An exception of a cycle track along the public road could be accepted as a short 

section (e.g. up to 3-5 km or up to 20% of the route) in the situation when sticking to the 

separate routing is much longer or much more expensive.  

4. In general, avoid cycle lanes in favour of cycle tracks. Space and costs are comparable, and the 

track gives much more safety and comfort over the lane. 

5. Try to influence essential contributors to the cycling infrastructure quality beyond cycling 

infrastructure standards: respecting the speed limit; implementing of the zones 30 km/h in 

urban areas. 

 
 
 

 
speed 
km/h 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 

 

v/h v/d        

 

50 417        

250 2083        

500 4167        

1200 10000        

2000 16667        

2500 20833        
Table 18. Speed limit traffic density matrix to define appropriate cycling 
infrastructure, proposed as DCP standard. 
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6.2. INFRASTRUCTURE SHARED BETWEEN CYCLISTS AND PEDESTRIANS 

There are two aspects of infrastructure sharing between pedestrians and cyclists: combined cycle-pedestrian 

tracks and cycling in pedestrian zones. 

Almost all standards mention the sidewalk sharing possibility, but do not recommend it for any higher number of 

cyclists/pedestrians, and/or allow it only in exceptional situations when no alternative is feasible. A minimal total 

width is defined, usually also exceptional minimal width, anticipating frequent limitation ς lack of space in urban 

areas.  

Cycling to/from or through pedestrian zones is mentioned only in some standards and allowed under defined 

circumstances. Table 20 gives an overview of sidewalk and pedestrian zone cycling in different standards. 

 

 cycle and pedestrian track (shared) minimum width cycling in pedestrian zone 

AT 3 (2.5) m complex criteria ς see below 

BG 2.5 m allowed if no alternative 

CZ 3 m   allowed 

HR 2 (1.5m) not defined on a national, but local level 

HU 
depend regarding cycling and pedestrian flow 
conditions 

depend regarding cycling and pedestrian flow 
conditions 

RO not defined not defined 

RS not specified not defined 

SI 2 (1.60) m not defined 

SK 2 m* not defined 

CROW not defined complex criteria ς see below 

DK  not defined 
not recommended 
not specified 

PRESTO 2 m taken from CROW 

UNECE not specified not defined 

*elaborated system with 4 different categories, 2m is recommended only in cramped conditions but not more than 2 x 50 
m in 2 km. 

Table 20. An overview of sidewalk and pedestrian zone cycling in different country standards. 

 
Slovenian (diagram 6) and Croatian standards define a relationship between minimal shared sidewalk width and 

combined number of cyclists and pedestrians in a busy hour. Numbers are quite restrictive: minimal width of 1.50 

m allows only 35 and grows linearly up to 100 units/h on the width of 3 m. 

Slovakian standard (diagram 7) also defines the relationship between number of cyclists, number of pedestrians 

and track width requested, but the numbers seem to be more realistic than for Slovenia/Croatia. 
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Both standards are presented in the same way, using the same scale. 

 

  
Diagram 6. Slovenian standard. Diagram 7. Slovakian standard. 

 
Standards are significantly different in terms of the allowed no. of cyclists and pedestrians for a given track width. 

Slovakian standard allows 5-6 times more cyclists than Slovenian standard, and Slovakian seems to be more 

realistic. Good idea in Slovenian standard is to respect the combination of two categories rather than two absolute 

limits. In Slovakian standard it seems illogic, e.g. that 3 m is enough for 300 pedestrians and 300 cyclists but 

insufficient for 301 cyclists ŀƴŘ м ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴΦ LǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǘƛƳǳƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌǳƭes 

is not always easy to find. 

For the cyclists-pedestrian tracks, almost no standard defines explicitly if one- or two-way cycling is allowed or 

respects it in the width/throughput ratio. Only AT standard defines that all cyclist-pedestrian tracks are 

bidirectional. And here it is also important to note that cyclist-pedestrian track is not everywhere defined in the 

same way ς see 4.2.6. 

CROW and Austria try to define criteria, when cycling in pedestrian zones (shopping street, square) may be 

allowed. Both standards respect the number of pedestrians/cyclists related to the profile width. While Austria 

defines a curve representing a relation between the number of pedestrians and number of cyclists, CROW defines 

a recommendation for the cyclists depending on the pedestrian traffic in the range from full mixture up to not 

desirable, including two segregation stages in between, but not at all considering the number of cyclists.  



 

 

 

44 

 

Guidelines to define a National Cycle Route Network 

Austrian standard is more 
restrictive in the low pedestrian 
traffic range (100 per hour per 
meter width) allowing only 20 
cyclists per hour per meter width, 
but much more open in the high 
pedestrian traffic range, allowing 
as much as 17 cyclists per hour 
per meter width for any high level 
of pedestrian traffic. Comparison 
of both standards is given in 
diagram 8. 

 
 
 
 
CROW, Austrian and Denmark standards consider also very useful possibilities to allow bicycle traffic in pedestrian 
zones in particular time windows only, allowing the bicycle traffic in rush hours and not disturbing pedestrians in 
leisure hours. 
Examples of cycle tracks separated from the pedestrians by the painted line only in Zagreb (figure 41) is in reality 
also a shared space for cyclists and pedestrians. Respecting this reality, in developed countries this situation is 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎ-ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǘǊŀŎƪέ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭƛƴŜΦ {ŜŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΦс ς cyclist and pedestrian track. 
Shared cyclists-pedestrian tracks make sense only in places with sufficient space for both cyclists and pedestrians 
and with low traffic (figure 42). 

 

  
Figure 41. Example of a shared space for cyclists and 
pedestrians in from Zagreb, Croatia. Source: Sindikat biciklista 

Figure 42. Zagreb, Croatia: wide sidewalk with very 
few pedestrians and high traffic in 3 lanes: good place 
to allow a cyclists-pedestrian track. Source: Sindikat 
biciklista 

 

  

 
Diagram 8. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Sidewalk: define in all country regulations that a separation between cyclists and 

pedestrians by a painted line only is a combined cyclists-pedestrian track and not two 

parallel tracks: one for pedestrians one for cyclists. Take care about the wording, depending 

on the national language, so that there is no confusion. E.g. in Croatian there is a wording 

άŎȅŎƭƛǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜŘŜǎǘǊƛŀƴ ǘǊŀŎƪέΣ ƴƻǘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘǿƻΥ ŎȅŎƭe track and pedestrian 

track or one combined track. 

2. Harmonize criteria for the shared cyclists-pedestrian track use in all countries: proposal is 

to use the appropriate width/traffic relation from Slovakian standard, and from Slovenian 

standard the approach of combining cyclists and pedestrian traffic. Proposed criteria is 

represented in diagram 9. 

3. For cyclists-pedestrian tracks define that it could be bidirectional and request appropriate 

signing with additional panels - see chapter 10.1. 

4. Alternatively to 3., consider using Austrian standard where all combined cyclists-pedestrian 

tracks are bidirectional. 

5. Pedestrian zones: introduce this possibility in all country standards. Following CROW and 

Austrian standards, include the possibility of defining a cycle track (corridor) through 

pedestrian zone if free cycling is not appropriate. Use the possibility to allow the cycling in 

pedestrian zones in specific time windows while restricting in others. Clearly define that 

pedestrians have priority, and reduce the speed of cyclists. As the base for decision what is 

appropriate, use rather the Austrian model with a slight correction than CROW (diagram 

9). 

 

 
Diagram 9. 
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6.3. TWO-WAYS CYCLE PATHS ON BOTH SIDES OF THE ROAD 

 
While almost all standards define one-

way and two-ways cycle paths, just a few 

of them specify when to use the two-

ways cycle path on both sides of the road. 

Table 21 gives an overview how this 

important aspect is treated in different 

standards.  

Almost every standard mention 

άŘƛǊŜŎǘƴŜǎǎέ ŀǎ ŀ ƪŜȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

design of a cycling infrastructure. 

However, only CROW (explicitly) and 

Austrian standard (indirectly) pays 

attention to this principle in the relation 

to the application of two-ways cycle 

track. 

Example of a real problem is shown figure 

43. Lacking a bidirectional cycle track, 

instead of 400 m directly cycling one 

should cycle 1400 m and cross the street 

up to 6 times. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 43. Lacking a bidirectional cycle track, instead of 400 m directly cycling one should cycle 1400 m and cross the 
street up to 6 times. 

Standard When to use two-ways 2 sides cycle track 

AT 
important source, destination or target on the same side 
issues with safe crossing the street 
more space on one side 

BG not specified 

CZ not specified 

HR not specified 

HU not specified 

RO  not specified 

RS two-ways cycle track not even mentioned 

SI  not specified 

SK  not specified 

CROW 
shorten the route 
reducing crossing manoeuvres 

DK two-ways cycle track not even mentioned 

PRESTO 
important source, destination or target on the same side 
issues with safe crossing the street 
more space on one side 

UNECE two-ways cycle track not even mentioned 

Table 21. One-way and two-ways cycle paths standards in DCP countries. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. On city avenues with 2 or more motorized traffic lanes or distances between avenue 
crossing possibilities (intersections) longer than 400 m, a bidirectional cycle track should be 
mandatory on both sides of the avenue. 

2. On all intersections including at least one road with 2 or more motorized traffic lanes, 
bidirectional crossing for bicycles should be mandatory. 

 

7. Cycle intersections 

Cycle intersections can be described as places 
where cycling infrastructure is connected, 
separated, crossed or intertwined. Such 
locations may be intersections with motor 
roads, other cycling infrastructure, railways, 
etc. (figure 44). At intersections, the problem 
of cyclistǎΩ safety is extremely present due to 
the potential conflict that may occur in the 
intersection zones. This problem is especially 
present at the intersections of cycling 
infrastructure with motor vehicles. 

An additional problem that occurs at 
intersections is traffic congestion, which is 
present not only in car traffic, but also among 
cyclists, in those countries where bicycle 
traffic is well developed and where more 
people choose to ride a bicycle. 

Intersections can occur in multiple design 
modalities, and we can generally classify them into level intersections and multilevel intersections. Multilevel 
intersections are safer and much more expansive and used for the situations with high traffic and/or safety risks. 
Elements of the multilevel intersections ς tunnels and bridges ς are analysed in the section 10. This section 
analyses level intersections. 

Level intersections can be divided into classic intersections (with three, four or more arrival directions) and 
roundabouts. 

 

 
Figure 44. Cyclist waiting for green light at intersection. Source: 
Sindikat biciklista 
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Figure 45 shows a heat map 
of traffic accidents involving 
cyclists in the City of Zagreb 
(period 2016 to 2018). As 
seen on the figure, it can be 
detected that black spots of 
traffic accidents in all cases 
appear at intersections or in 
locations where there is 
conflict between cyclists, 
pedestrians and motor 
vehicles. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.1. CONTINUITY OF CYCLING INFRASTRUCTURE 

Although a need to move continuously by bicycle is common sense, like for any other mobility, the infrastructure 
is often not realized in that way and therefore it becomes a topic of discussion or regulation.  

In many countries in the Danube region, it is quite common, or even legal, that the cycle track is interrupted before 
the intersection without a legal way forward, ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ŜƴŘǎ άƴƻǿƘŜǊŜέ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ǎŀŦŜ ŀƴŘ 
convenient transition to cycling in a mixed traffic mode (figures 46 and 47). 

 

  
Figure 46. Zagreb, Croatia: an important and frequent cycle lane 
ends suddenly, immediately before a big intersection. Cars from the 
left lane are allowed to turn left and cyclists have no solution how 
to continue the route in a safe way. Source: Sindikat biciklista 

Figure 47. Zagreb, Croatia, a cycle track along the 6-
lanes city avenue ends before a junction of a minor 
non-priority street and starts again after the 
intersection. Source: Sindikat biciklista 

 
Figure 45. Heat map of cyclist traffic accidents from 2016 to 2018 in the urban area of 
City of Zagreb ς in most of the cases intersections. 
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Such interruptions of cycle tracks significantly affect the safety, as the cyclists use the only possible way to continue 
their ǊƻǳǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǎǳŎƘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ 
degraded, so cyclists tend to avoid it. Table 22 gives an overview of the situation in Danube region, based on the 
questionnaire 2. [50] 

 

Interruption of a cycle track 

AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

         

 Legal and quite common 

 Not legal but quite common 

 Exceptional 

 Not existing 

Table 22. An overview of the cycle track interruptions in Danube region, based on the questionnaire 2. [50] 

 
Results are a bit surprising. Austria, as a country with great infrastructure, reports that such interruptions are legal 
and common (although they are extremely exceptional compared to Zagreb, Croatia), whereas they are 
exceptional in Serbia.  
It seems that countries not having such problems ŀƭǎƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ǘƻ ǎƻƭǾŜ ƛǘΦ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ 

ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎŜƴǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘΚ 

To avoid this, there are different ways in countries to achieve continuity of cycling infrastructure. Technical 
solutions for the transition of a cycle track to a cycle lane or road with mixed traffic are defined according to similar 
principles, but still some restrictions prevent implementation, which is why in some countries there are still 
interruptions in the cycling infrastructure (figures 48, 49 and 50). One of the bad examples is a technical solution 
as defined in Croatian legislation, which requires a width of 3.50 meters of traffic lanes, which is almost impossible 
to achieve in urban areas (figure 51). Additionally, such transitions need to be provided with a curb and 
signalization for car drivers, if conditions allow. 

 
Figure 48. Technical solution for the transition of a cycle track to a cycle lane. [13]  
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Figure 49. Technical solution for the transition of a cycle track to a road with mixed traffic. [13]  
 

 
Figure 50. Technical solution for the transition of cyclists from the road to the cycle track. [13] 

 

 
Figure 51. Zagreb, Croatia: example of a transition of a cycle track to a road with mixed 
traffic. Although there is enough space, no smooth transition is realized ς abrupt 
entrance to the motorway. Source: Sindikat biciklista 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. All national standards request a continuity for cycling (example HR): if a specific cycling 
infrastructure (cycle lane, track etc.) ends, a transition to the mixed-use cycling on the 
carriageway should be constructed. Continuity request also includes that it is not allowed 
to interrupt a cycle track and expect pushing or carrying the bicycle over the intersection. 
Making absurd infrastructure illegal is a good step to fight against it. 

 

7.2. CURBS AT THE INTERSECTION 

Another problem that arises, regardless of the type of intersection through which the cycling infrastructure is run, 
are sharp and high curbs. Many national legislations of the countries of the Danube region do not even mention 
the issue of curbs that are located transversely to the cycle tracks (figure 52), although in some countries such 
deficiencies in infrastructure significantly reduce the safety and effectiveness of cycling. This practice should not 
be applied anywhere, but many examples show that it is necessary to mention this issue and give certain 
guidelines. In addition to illegal examples of curbs of 8 cm and more, the problem is the legislation that legalizes 
the construction of curbs on cycle tracks. A bad example is the Croatian legislation in which the construction of 
curbs up to 3 cm high is allowed (often in practice this is exceeded by a centimetre or two) (figures 52 and 53).  

 

 
Figure 52. In Croatian legislation the construction of curbs up to 3 cm high is allowed. 

 

 
Figure 53. An example of bad practice in Croatia where the construction of 3 cm high curbs is 
allowed. [13] 
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According to the available documentation ([4] ς [33]) and questionnaire [50], Croatia is the only country in which 
the possibility of such denivelation of cycle tracks is defined in legislation, but the actual situation in other 
countries does not correspond to the guidelines and legislation. Table 23 shows the situation in DCP countries and 
the PRESTO recommendation. 

 

  AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK PRESTO 

Sharp curb 
at 

intersections 
and 

crossings 

In some 
places, 
up to 3 

cm 

Common, 
up to 4 

cm 

In 
some 

places, 
up to 
3 cm 

Common, 
3 cm or 
more 

No 
sharp 
curbs 

In some 
places, up 
to 10 cm 

In some 
places, 

up to 12 
cm 

No 
sharp 
curbs 

In 
some 

places, 
up to 
3 cm 

No 
sharp 
curbs 

Slopes at the 
transition 

not 
specified 

Max 7% 

Max. 
1:12 Differences 

in slope 
Max 
8% 

Differences 
in slope 

not 
specified 

Max 
8% 

Max. 
1:12 

1:20 

-8% -8% -5% 

  No sharp curbs / slope max 5% 

  Sharp curbs in some places / slope max 8% 

  Common sharp curbs / differences in slopes 

Table 23. Current curb situation in DCP countries. 

 
 
In countries where there is a need for a clear definition of cycle tracks 
without rough edges, an example of good practice can be found in 
Serbian legislation (figure 54) where the way of proper transition of a 
cycle track to an elevated surface is clearly visible. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Accept a common standard for the slope. For the 
short passages on the intersections, frequently used 
5% seems to be good enough and not too 
complicated for realization. 

2. Remove any legal acceptance of any curb (Croatia). If 
needed (not clear in itself) explicitly define that the 
curbs are not allowed. 

 
  

 
Figure 54. An example of good practice 
in Serbia where curbs need to be 
constructed at the same level. [27] 
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7.3. TYPES OF INTERSECTIONS 
 
This segment of the chapter shows how countries from the DCP project design cycling infrastructure at various 
types of intersections. There are two main types of intersections: roundabouts and four/three legs intersections. 
General directions of designing cycling infrastructures at intersections can be described as following: 

Bigger number of motorized vehicles at intersections during a random characteristic day, also more 
distinct from cyclists. 

This statement can be applied to all documents from DCP countries (no matter the type of documents). All 
documents have similar or almost the same disaggregation according to intersections, guidance and parameters 
of speed or traffic flow for choosing the best fitting type of intersection. 
In the next sections, structure, examples and graphic visualizations from Slovenian legislation will be used to 

present the issues and rules on cycling areas. After examples from Slovenian legislation, examples will be 

compared with other legislation from DCP project countries to check possible differences. 

The Republic of Slovenia has defined different intersection types that have motorized traffic in collision with non-

motorized traffic. Examples contain possible cycling infrastructures at intersections: 

 roundabouts; 

 intersections with four legs with low traffic flows; 

 intersections with four legs with high traffic flows; 

 intersections with three legs with low traffic flows; 

 intersections with three legs with high traffic flows; 

 intersections containing traffic islands; 

 a traffic island with pedestrian crossing; 

 cycle crossings on low-traffic roads; 

 over a branch of a non-priority road; 

 cycle surfaces through central dividing islands; 

 waiting areas for cyclists. 

 

7.3.1. Roundabouts 

Slovenian legislation states that cycling crossings in the area of the roundabout must be at least 5 meters away 

from the outer edge of the roundabout at the crossing over the import and export traffic lanes. Cyclists could be 

guided together with motor vehicles in smaller roundabouts and in roundabouts where detected speeds of 85% 

of vehicles are equal or smaller than 30 km/h. In other roundabouts, cyclists are guided separately. 

Figure 55 shows the driveway at the intersection where detected speeds of 85% of vehicles are higher than 30 

km/h. In the area of an intersection, cycling traffic shall be conducted along a cycle track or sidewalk. Crossing 

with the carriageway of the road shall be carried out along the pedestrian crossings. To ensure the most 

appropriate horizontal curves, the cycle track shall be moved away from the edge of the carriageway at the 

intersection (figure 55, left side). [29] Table 24 shows the comparison between DCP countries regarding to the 

cycle track at the roundabout. 
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Figure 55. Course of the cycle track at the roundabout. [29] 

 
 

Country AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

Cycle track at the 
roundabout 
defined like in this 
example 

1) 
2) 

        

1) AT points out a need for special marking of possible one-side-two-way cycle tracks. 

2) AT recommends to prevent shortcuts or false direction of cyclists. 

Table 24. Comparison between DCP countries regarding to cycle track at the roundabout. 

 

For streets where detected speeds of 

85% of vehicles are equal or smaller 

than 30 km/h, cycle traffic may be 

transferred to the carriageway. The 

cycle lane may start 10 meters from 

the line of completion of the 

separating island with the ending 20 

meters before the separating island of 

the roundabout (figure 56). [29] Table 

25 shows the comparison between 

DCP countries regarding to cycle lane 

at the roundabout. 

 
 
Figure 56. Course of the cycle lane at the roundabout. [29] 
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Country AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

Cycle lane at the 
roundabout 
defined like in this 
example 

1)         

1) AT also recommends a transfer to the motorway, for the one lane roundabouts up to 30 m diameter, even for 
the cycle tracks. 

Table 25. Comparison between DCP countries regarding to cycle lane at the roundabout. 

 

By example from Slovenian and other legislations compared with guidelines provided by PRESTO [2], the following 

is recommended at roundabout intersections: 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. All curve radius for cyclists should be 5 m, at least. Below this, the cyclists need to slow 
down to 12 km/h and has difficulty maintaining stability. On link bends, 10 m allows for a 
speed of 20 km/h, 20 m for 30 km/h. 

2. All transitions between different materials should be smooth. The transition from a track 
to a carriageway should be designed with flush curbs (without any difference in level). 

These two recommendations above are valid for all intersections in general. 

3. Cyclists must have precedence over motor vehicles, when those vehicles turn right or left 
and intersect the cycle track. 

4. When transitioning from a cycle track to a carriageway, minimum width of lane must be 
the same as before the transition with a traffic signalization warning about cyclists on road.  

5. Research regarding the number of vehicles that travel faster than 30 km/h is needed 
before implementation of roundabouts. 
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7.3.2. Intersections with four legs 
 

Slovenian legislation states that cycling traffic along the cycle 
lane shall be conducted in the area of the intersection 
according to the direction of the priority road.  
Cycling traffic in the area of the intersection may be 

conducted along cycle tracks or sidewalks. Intersection with 

the carriageway is carried out at cycle crossings along 

pedestrian crossings. [29] 

At the intersection where the priority road is straight and it 

is possible to safely guide cycling traffic in the priority 

direction, cycling traffic can also be guided along the cycle 

lane in the intersection area (figure 57). In this case, waiting 

areas in the form of a bicycle box, forward-moving stop lines 

and waiting areas for cyclists turning left must be 

implemented (will be explained later in this chapter). [29] 

Table 26 shows the comparison between DCP countries 

regarding to cycle tracks at the intersection. 

 

 

Country AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

Cycle tracks at the 
intersection 
defined like in this 
example 

1) 2)    1)    

1) No explicit definition but also not in a contradiction. 

2) BG - no explicit definition and regulations does not prohibit this 
either if this approach follows the general rule for shared 
bicycle/pedestrian track. 

Table 26. Comparison between DCP countries regarding to cycle 

tracks at the intersection. 

 

 
 

  

 
 
Figure 57. Course of cycle tracks at the intersection. 
[29] 

 
Figure 58. Passage of the cycle lane over the 
sidewalk in the area of the intersection. [29] 
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Country AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

Cycle lane over the 

sidewalk in the 

area of the 

intersection 

defined like in this 

example 

1) 
2) 

2)        

1) AT standard does not include/recommend changing from the lane to the track through the intersection. 

2) AT defines several recommendations/examples for the sorting of cyclists/cycle lane before intersections. Example with 
a cycle lane continuing straight forward is left from the motorized lane turning right is included also in Bulgarian 
standards. 

Table 27. Comparison between DCP countries regarding to cycle lane over the sidewalk in the area of the intersection. 

 

By example from Slovenian and other legislations compared with guidelines provided by PRESTO [2], the following 

is recommended at intersections. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Cycling infrastructure needs to be closer to vehicles regarding to pedestrian crossing. 

2. Cyclists must have precedence over motor vehicles, when those vehicles turn right or left 
and intersect the cycle track. 

3. It is important to consider the number of cyclists that use cycling infrastructures in the rush 
hour, so that cycling infrastructure can provide good level of service for them. 

4. Passage of the cycle lane over the sidewalk in the area of the intersection need to be at 
least 20 meters before area of intersections and minimum pedestrian-cycling area needs to 
be at least 2.60 meters (one-way cycle track) or 3.60 meters (for two-way cycle track). 

5. In the area of intersections, minimum cycling infrastructure needs to be harmonized with 
cyclist number in rush hour to satisfy a good level of service. 

6. Optionally, cycling infrastructure can be at least 2 meters away from the edge of the lane 
for motorized vehicles (if visibility is poor or insufficient). 
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7.3.3. Cycle lanes or cycle track passing through an intersection on priority 
road 

 

Route of the cycle lane in the priority direction in 

the area of the intersection. [29] Notwithstanding 

the previous paragraph, cycling traffic to the left 

may also be conducted indirectly, where the cycle 

traffic is led over the carriageway to the cycling 

infrastructure on the other side of the road (track, 

lane, mixed traffic). Comparison between DCP 

countries regarding cycle lanes on the carriage-

way and on the sidewalk is shown in table 28. 

 

 
 

By example from Slovenian and other legislations compared with guidelines provided by PRESTO [2], the following 

is recommended at intersections: 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Cycle track passing through an intersection on priority road should always be implemented as 
described in Slovenian legislation example. 

2. Cyclists must have precedence over motor vehicles, when those vehicles turn right or left and intersect 
the cycle track or cycle lane. 

3. Continue the cycle facility in a straight line, offering a direct route for cyclists. This improves the 
ŎȅŎƭƛǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴǎ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ continuity of the priority road. 

4. Apply additional give-way road markings on the side of the carriageway. These draw the attention of 
motorized drivers turning onto the side road. 

5. Continue a segregated cycle track by road markings. If the separation from the carriageway is 
sufficiently wide, the interruption may create safe stacking space for cars turning into the side road. 

6. Alert motorized drivers about a two-way cycle track with additional signalling. Motorized drivers tend 
to not expect cyclists arriving against the flow. Vertical signs, cycle symbols and arrow markings on 
the road and a centre line help to alert the drivers about the two-way cyclist flow. 

7. Use similar approaches at private entrances to drives and car parks, and similar solutions should be 
devised to stress the visual continuity and the priority right of way of the cyclist. 

8. For private entrances and also for dangerous intersections, continue an elevated cycle track on the 
same level across the side road. The difference in level will function as a speed table and slow down 
vehicles entering and exiting (figure 59). 

9. A good measure is also implementing raised separators, so vehicles cannot cut the cycle tracks when 
turning. 

10. Left turning shown in figure 60 should be implemented in an area where the maximum allowed speed 
is 40 km/h. If speed allowed is higher than 40 km/h, mark a cycle track or lane. 
 

Country AT BG CZ HR HU RO RS SI SK 

Cycle lanes on 

priority road 

defined like in this 

example 

 1)        

Left turning defined 

like in this example 
 1)        

1) BG - no explicit definition. 

Table 28. Comparison between DCP countries regarding to cycle 
lanes on the carriageway and on the sidewalk. 




























































































































